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Abstract

Of the many criticisms of contemporary expositorggehing, the one that cuts deepest is that it
is not biblical—at least not in the sense that ivarranted by apostolic example. The present
paper surveys Luke’s summaries of the ministryhefword in Acts with a view to facing this
charge and, as necessary, adjusting homileticatlatds of success to conform more nearly to
this part of the biblical mandate to preach.

Introduction

To answer the important question raised in the i will explore in turn 1) how the Apostles
preached Christ from the Old Testament accordirtgeavitness of Acts, 2) whether what they
did qualifies as expository preaching, and 3) tawdxtent and in what ways their examples
should shape our practice. This order is delibeaatkintentional. The aim is not to see how well
the apostles fit our understanding of biblical estpon, but rather to assess and adjust our
thinking and practice to reflect valid and applieaimsights from this part of the biblical record.

How the Apostles preached Christ from the Old Testaent

As recorded in Luke 24, our Lord Jesus Himself ngokethe minds of his first followers to
understand their Scriptures (our Old Testamenplagxed how statements about himself from
every part of it had to be fulfilled and then tote¢émwhatshould be preachedhereit should

be preached and whose Namé should be preached. These assertions, accoraibgke 24:
44 were not new to his post-resurrection hearers.

Then he said to them, “These are my words thabkepo you while | was still with you,
that everything written about me in the Law of Mes@d the Prophets and the Psalms
must be fulfilled.” Then he opened their minds tmlerstand the Scriptures, and said to
them, “Thus it is written, that the Christ shouldfer and on the third day rise from the
dead, and that repentance and forgiveness of lstddsbe proclaimed in his name to all
nations, beginning from Jerusalem. (Luke 24:44-47)

We may wish we had been present to hear which gasskesus expounded for the Eleven and

those with them. We might prefer that his chridtoténterpretive strategy had been fleshed out
a bit more. Nevertheless, because we believe isufieiency of Scripture, we must be content

with what we have. What wao have includes Luke’s inspired record of the presgiof Peter



and Paul and their co-workers, along with desamsiof how they responded when persecuted
for their preaching. In thActs of the Apostldsuke provides: 1) his summaries of some key
speeches, defenses, and conversafiams, 2) some editorial comments concerning how the
word of God spread from Jerusalem. We know thaelstknmarized the sermons he reported
because he says, for instance, of Peter’'s Pentéapsermon, “And with many other words he
bore witness and continued to exhort them . . ¢t$4:40). Additionally, to take another
example, in this case from Acts 28:23-31, Luke apigtes a few words of what Paul actually
said but reports that he preached “from morninguvening”. The editorial comments are
plentiful® and convey much more than how the apostles prdabdlevertheless, taken together,
these two streams of evidence give us a suffigieriar picture of how the first Christian
preachers preached. Our own preaching in eachrafamiemporary settings will certainly take
other factors into consideration but their examfieir status as apostles notwithstandigya
good starting point. On the other hand, we willcdheeconsider whether their apostolic role as
eyewitnesses (1:22) and their location is salvatistory make their ways of handling the
biblical text unique.

So, let us turn to the sermons themselves, notitieg common features and their distinctives,
along with nearby editorial comments which helses how these sermons facilitated the
spread of the word of GddOccasionally, when the epistles supply further c@mtary on the
words and events recorded in Acts, we will highlititose additional contributions. Here are the
texts with a brief description of the speaker drglgetting along with a synopsis of how the
sermon or defense used the biblical text. Withpibesible exception of Philip’s encounter with
the Ethiopian official—servants were likely presesmach proclamation had multiple listeners.
Furthermore, each was occasional, i.e. the spatriessed the specific circumstances of the
moment. Of course each speech would repay detstilely; our purpose here is merely to notice
in very general terms how each speaker uses thieabitext.” Luke’s sermon summaries that
guote the Old Testament more or less reflect tipguagint (LXX), the Greek translation of the
Old Testament in use at the time. | have not gavelominant role to rhetorical criticism, though
of course the commentators in varying degrees egmploefer to it | have taken note of the
insights of J. W. Bowker who uses later homileticaés in the synagogues as a lens to explore
the authenticity of the Speeches in Acts. In tlreeess of doing so he notes that preachers were
expected to choose texts that linked the Law aonghitic readings of the day. Such texts
bridged the two on the basis of linguistic simti@s. Although the speeches Bowker examines
do not meet the formal criteria of these homilles notes that “[c]ertain words to do with
exposition or preaching of scripture occur exclaghor almost exclusively in contexts where
synagogue activity is specifically mentioned. Thig] suggests that those words may reflect the
technical exegetical vocabulary which evolved iafdaic and rabbinic Judaism. The possibility
is strengthened by the fact that the word for Spmdly Christian preachingguayyeAilw, is

scarcely used in a synagogue context at all ut itBs used of preaching outside that context . . .
Hg

Acts 2:14-39, Peter's Pentecost Day sermon

Peter cited Joel 2 in order to explain the evewsy®ne saw and heard on Pentecost day. The
emphasis is on the outpouring of the Holy Spirit,(18), but Joel's mention of signs (19-20) and
salvation (21) bridges to Peter’s dominant thou@ud himself attested Jesus’ identity by
mighty works (22), by his resurrection, (31-32) daydhis exaltation, itself displayed by the



outpouring everyone witnessed (33). Peter cited®%0 argue that the Messiah whom David
predicted could not stay dead but must take higfugplace at the right hand of God (cf. v. 33
as well as v. 34). He then quotes Ps. 110 to etitaithe possibility that David (in either Psalm)
was speaking of himself instead of the Messfalith each divine attestation, Peter affirms that
his listeners already know the events surroundasgyld. Of Jesus’ miracles Peter says, “as you
yourselves know” (22). Concerning the resurrecti@says “of that we are all withesses” (32).
He refers to undeniable evidence of exaltation, the events of Pentecost day, as “this that you
are seeing and hearing” (13). Peter addressesmigrks to “men of Judea and all who dwell in
Jerusalem” (14), then to “men of Israel”, then Bydthers” (29). Peter’s conclusion concerning
the identity of Jesus of Nazareth is the logicaéegion of what God attested, what witnesses
could not deny, and what Scripture explained. ‘dlethe house of Israel therefore know for
certain that God has made him both Lord and Christ (36) Having already mentioned
Israel’s role in the crucifixion (23) Peter now fses the evangelistic aim of his sermon in the
last phrase of verse 36 adding the words, “.is.iasus whom you crucified.” God'’s triply
attested assessment of Jesus of Nazareth as La@haist was diametrically opposed to that of
our Lord’s contemporaries. God raised and exalted they crucified and buried him.

When they heard God’s unassailable decree congpiesus, Peter’'s hearers interrupted his
sermon to beg for a way to resolve their guiltelPekplains the way of salvation in words
recorded here and others not preserved for us #jnakes it plain that the offer is not merely
for his listeners, but also for subsequent germratin their various locations (39). He urges his
hearers to repent and exercise saving faith anmédhlgego receive the Holy Spirit. Those who
received his word were baptized and added to tbhecbi(38-41).

Scripture is used in this sermon to make sensehat Wwad undeniably happened. Its testimony,
like the vital third leg of a three-legged stodbfay with the historical events themselves and
contemporary eye-witnesses) left Peter’s listeméitsout argument or excuse. His message
came to them as a word from God, not merely comegriesus’ identity, but also concerning
their guilt, and God’s offer of pardon (38). Scup was introduced to shed light on the saving
acts of Jesus’ life, death, resurrection, asceraimhoutpouring of the Holy Spirit. Its
predictions of the Messiah find their fulfillmemt Jesus. Its words validate the events as God’s
attestation of Jesus’ identity as Lord and Messiah.

Acts 3:11-26: Peter's address to the people in ®ohon's Portico after the healing of the

lame beggar.

The opening words of Peter’s speech suggest thatrtiwds were in some way crediting the
apostles with the lame man’s healing. Peter iskguagoint to the true source and purpose of the
healing and to do so in terms that simultaneowlytify God as the God of their fathers (13a)
who glorified Jesus (13b), and Jesus as the vesdehom his listeners delivered to Pilate,
denied and killed (13c-14), but whom God raised.(The contrasts seem intentional. The
hearers are killers; Jesus is the author of lieidthe holy and righteous one; they prefer to see
a murderer pardoned. The one they put to death,r@sed from the dead. The apostles bear
witness to that resurrection, just as Peter’'sriste are now witnesses of a remarkable healing
(15-16). In verse 17, Peter's message takes aogiatiirn, attributing the killing of the Author

of life to ignorance on the part of his listenensl gheir rulers. With that conciliatory tone, Peter
summarizes the prophetic message, which significaet attributes to God Himself (18), not



unlike attributing Joel's message directly to GadL.{). What God foretold—that Christ would
suffer—he has now fulfilled. When his people repawot only will their sins be blotted out, but
the way will be opened to the return of Christtitoes of refreshing and restoration (18-21).
These times are also predicted by “all the proghé&® through whom God spoke (21). Peter
guotes Deuteronomy 18:15-16 where Moses speaksnhpasthe prototypical prophet but also

of the prophet from among his brothers whom God weailsk up and whose every word is to be
heeded. Peter “implicitly assuméSthat the ultimate fulfillment of this predictios the Lord
Jesus. Those who do not obey his word are to kdytboted out from the people. Peter follows
this assertion by another general summary of thphmtic message—"all the prophets’—from
Samuel and those who followed him also predicteddtdays. Peter now returns to a
conciliatory note: you, my listeners, are sonshele very prophets and of the covenant that God
made with your fathers. Peter ends with anothetipeitation, a paraphrase of Gen. 22:18.
These words pick up the universalizing theme froem&sis 12:3, an idea that complements the
prediction of times of restoration mentioned eaiilePeter's remarks. Verse 26 supplies a fitting
conclusion. Although God'’s plan is universal, ydaspite your role in the death of Jesus, have a
first opportunity to receive God’s promised blegsiry turning from your sins. Your place in the
covenant community not only opens the door to bhgssow, but also guarantees your

expulsion should you choose to reject the invitatibhe position of Peter’s hearers allows no
middle ground.

Peter's spontaneous message begins with the ingdisatwhat God had dorféImperatives—
stated (19, 22) and implied (23)—build on thes¢ePemploys the Scriptures by summarizing
the prophetic message without citation on the @reltand, on the other, by citing specific
sayings of Moses to call for the obedience of faitd to extend the promise of blessing. Al
these summaries and texts invite Peter’s fellowsJevelaim their heritage while warning them
of the consequences of failure to do so. Whatrsarkable is the place in the ongoing plan of
salvation that Peter invites his listeners to té&leter combines forthright accusation with
winsome and gracious invitation; testimony to thet of Jesus’ resurrection is complemented by
the testimony of God himself from the Scriptures.d¢ems comfortable assuming that his
listeners would agree with his summary statememisb@ moved by his specific citations. The
use of generalizations, it should be noted, happetise context of Jewish listeners who were
observing the hour of prayer. That is, they wera minimum, “observant” Jews, and possibly
genuinely devout. The Christology of Peter’s sernsomchly supported by echoes from the
Scripture®®

The response, as always when the gospel is preasasdnixed (4:1-4). The Sadducees,
annoyed because the resurrection was preachesteartbe preachers. On the other hand,
many—indeed there must have been something likehanosand—heard the word and believed.

Acts 4:8b-12: Peter's bold, Spirit-filled answer tothe Jewish leaders' question concerning

his authority to heal.

Under arrest, Peter responded directly to histiogators’ question. He not only identified Jesus
as the one in whose Name and by whose authoritiggbgar was healed, but added significant
descriptions of Jesus that fleshed out the gogpielressing not only all his immediate listeners,
but all Israel as well, he gives credit to “Jestsi€ of Nazareth, whom you crucified, whom
God raised from the dead” (10). Citing Psalm 118R&er identifies Jesus as not merely the



source ohealing but indeed as God’s promised and only agesatfation By adjusting the
wording of the LXX he accuses his listeners ofetjgy Jesus as Messiah. In so doing, Peter
incorporates application into the citatibhLuke had already cited the Lord Jesus’ use oftthis
(Luke 22:17). In verse 12, Peter universalizes wieahas declared to the Jewish rulers. There
simply is no other name under heaven by which hutyamust be saved.

Peter’s listeners, astonished at how such unlettexen could be so bold, had to conclude that
they had been with Jesus, a subtle reminder tkatthulers were not just of the class of those
who sent Jesus to the cross, but were some whddwtwith him directly enough to recognize
his influence on Peter and John. Not being abtéety the miracle, the rulers threatened the
apostles and warned them not to speak any moheindme of Jesus. Peter’s response is as
courageous as it is logical. When it comes to degidzhom to obey, the choice is really no
choice at all; we must obey God and can not dotless “speak of what we have seen and
heard.” (20) I infer from its prominent place iretharrative (8) that being filled with the Holy
Spirit not only influenced what Peter said in fililfient of the Lord’s promise in Luke 12:11-12
and 21:14¥ (8-12), and what Scripture he cited (11), but atsahose Name he spoke (17), and
the boldness with which he did so (13).

Release from custody brought a theologically rigtripture-saturated prayer (4:23ff). Imbedded
in it was the request, “grant your servants to ico to speak your word with all boldness” (29),
a petition which was granted (31). Luke is comfoldéadescribing the preaching of Christ as
speaking the “word of God”. The apostolic preachirag accurately described as powerfully
and graciously “giving their testimony to the resation of the Lord Jesus” (33). Acts 6
contains pivotal editorial comments which imply ¢tional equivalence between “preaching the
word of God” (6:2) and “the ministry of the word3:4). Verse 7 reaffirms the theme of Acts,
reporting that “the word of God continued to inEea

Acts 7:2-53: Stephen's defense which led to his ntgrdom

Stephen had a reputation for being “full of grand power [and] doing mighty works among the
people.” (6:8) The wisdom and Spirit by which helsp overwhelmed his opponents (10) so
they trumped up charges that he was underminingaieof Moses and speaking against the
temple. With shining countenance not unlike thavlokes'® Stephen offers a long answer to a
short question. Initially he identifies with histeners, calling them brothers and fathers (2). He
then proceeds to recite Jewish history beginnirth wbraham and moving through the story,
mentioning prominently Joseph, Moses, and Daviddéts so to underscore that the patriarchs
betrayed Joseph, but God was with him (9-10). Mosbsm Stephen describes as “both ruler
and redeemer” their fathers both rejected (35)rafuked to obey (38} “This is the Moses who
said to the Israelites, ‘God will raise up for yaprophet like me from your brothers™ (37). This
citation from Deuteronomy 18:15 not only placesudess the fulfillment of this prophetic
tradition, but implicates the Israelites in yet #rew rejection of God’s word. The alternative
Israel chose then—idolatry aided by Aaron—was symgitic of what happened again and
again. Stephen cites Amos 5:25-27 which is nokenkhat Jeremiah alludes to in 7:18; 8:2;
19:13 to reinforce this charge of idolatry andeémimd them of the certainty of judgment.
Stephen is placing his listeners squarely in thieeHious family tree, though at this point he is
still referring to the God-rejecting idolaters asuf fathers” (39, 44, 45).



Stephen now turns from the tent of Moloch (43)he tent of witness (44), and then to the
temple since speaking against it was a major gdaheoaccusations against him (6:13, 14). The
tent of witness, built according to the specifioat revealed to Moses sufficed until the days of
David “who found favor in the sight of God” (45-46) was Solomon who actually built “a
house for [God]”, yet Stephen cites the words o6& 1-2a which echo the words of Solomon’s
prayer of dedication of the temple (1 Kings 8:2¥)rtake the point that no house can contain the
Creator God whose throne is heaven. This citatidy serves to reinforce the (so-far) implied
charges of idolatry. Not only are his listenersdpeitual descendants of those who reject God'’s
messengers and opt for idolatry, their understandfrGod is correspondingly inadequate; they
are theologically deficient. It would probably beirg too far to say that Stephen has in mind
how Jesus himself is the place where God tabertddtéhn 1:14) and where humanity truly
meets and worships God (John 4:19-24). Neverth@laas he says here is consistent with those
truths.

Dr. David Pao notes that the many references tdGmaork outside the land of Israel (1 to 45a)
counter the charge that Stephen was blasphemimgypidice” (6:14) if we take that to refer to

the land as well as the temple, and prepare thefovaiie spread of the gospel outside Judea as
recorded in Acts 8. Judea was not holy in the strteonly there could God work. In verse 51
Stephen shifts from a third person perspectiverdeag what our fathers did to a second-person
frontal attack. Drawing on all the negative examspérejecting God’s representative he has just
chronicled, Stephen accuses his listeners of spiriRhilistinism. Instead of referring to “our
fathers” he now says, “Agour fathers did, so do you.” “Which of the prophetd dotyour

fathers persecute? And they killed those who anocedibbeforehand the coming of the Righteous
One, whom you have now betrayed and murdered, ymureceived the law as delivered by
angels and did not keep it.” (52-53, emphasis apd8egphen’s listeners had resisted God’s word
in the past and true to form they stopped theis &#s time too. Having rejected the One who is
at the heart of the message they killed Stephemégsenger, but not before he was granted a
vision of the exalted Savior at the Father’s rigand.

Stephen’s message is especially instructive bedaasgglicitly states his view of the nature and
purpose of the Torah: “[Moses] received living deado give to us.” (38) Moreover, Stephen’s
use of these and other living words demonstratesitation of the history of redemption that
displays purposeful selectivity. Stephen skillfulientions the ancestral heroes that he and his
listeners have in common while he slowly buildsaaecagainst those who rejected God’s
appointed rulers and redeemers. His inclusion tfilde as Marshall reminds us, adds intef&st.
Alongside and indeed within this recitation arettex allusions, paraphrases and echoes that
would build credibility with Stephen’s listenerscagpecific citations attributed to prophets
whom his listeners should have been eager to mebolaey, but whose message they in fact
rejected, whose law they did not keep. StepheneymChristological content mainly by means
of typology and titles such as “ruler and redeen(&t), “prophet” (37), “Righteous One” (52),
and “Lord (59-60)-° The charge of betraying him and murdering hinrégnently reaffirmed

(cf. 2:23; 36; 3:15; 4:10; 5:30; 7:52). In a nutghetephen has turned the tables on his listeners.
They accused him of speaking against the templaranthw; he demonstrates that it is they who
have not obeyed the law and have idolized the ter#dlthe heart of their disobedience is the
sin of rejecting God’s Ruler Redeemer.



Acts 8:26-33: Philip's conversation with the Ethiojan official

Philip was introduced in 6:5 as one of the sevantSpled men who had the wisdom and good
reputation to look after the Hellenistic widows wiedt slighted in the distribution of food. In the
first part of chapter eight, he is one of thosespeution-scattered emissaries who went about
“preaching the word” (8:4). Luke describes this istiry with two phrases which he uses almost
interchangeably. He “proclaimed to them the ChiiS); he “preached the good news about the
kingdom of God and the name of Jesus Christ” (#iy.ministry of the word was accompanied
by signs and his listeners were amazed (9, 11lad@pelieved (12, 13). Luke describes the
report of this saving faith as Samaria having “reee the word of God” (14). When Peter and
John came to Samaria to pray that these believeutdweceive the Holy Spirit, Simon wanted
to pay for that privilege and revealed the wickexdnef his heart. Having dealt with him, they
returned to Jerusalem. Luke sums up their minishgw that they had testified and spoken the
word of the Lord, they returned to Jerusalem, gremrthe gospel to many villages of the
Samaritans.” (25) Testimony to the gospel facteakmg God’s word, and evangelizing all
describe the apostolic preaching.

Philip’s encounter with the Ethiopian was a divinatranged appointment (26) whose main
features are easy to see. Philip obeyed God'sttiee(26-27), listened to his listener before he
spoke to him, and asked his listener if he undetstbe meaning of the biblical text he was
reading (30). When the official protested that beld not do so without someone to guide him,
Philip accepted his invitation, listened furthethis specific question concerning the referent of
Isaiah’s words, and “beginning with this Scriptune,told him the good news about Jesus.” (35)
Most of the earlier sermons in Acts began witlreaentthat needed some explanation and went
from there to describe how Jesus fulfills the Masi role predicted in the biblical text. Here
Philip’s starting point was also something conterapp—a Jewish worshipper reading the
prophet Isaiah. From that very text, Isaiah 53|iPlpreached the gospel of Jesus. We are not
told explicitly how he bridged from the text to thespel, or for that matter anything that he said
after beginning with Is. 53, but it seems likelatlmaving taken the time to listen to his listeger’
guestion, he had only to answer it. Isaiah wasspetiking of himself; he was speaking of the
Suffering Servant, the Messiah, whose identityiplkihew and proclaimed. The verses cited
speak of humiliation, slaughter, and his life bellifged up from the earth”. Whether Philip
related this lifting up to the cross, the resutimettor the ascension—or some combination of all
three—we are not told. The message must have egoldiow these events spelled good news
which invited and necessitated a response. Thetn evidently knew he must be baptized.
When he saw water it was he who asked if there aweyaeason he could not be baptized and
Philip saw none and readily conducted the baptism.

This conversation comes close to expository pregcas many contemporary Christian
preachers practice it. Sensitive to the listengtgation, the Spirit-filled preacher opens his
mouth, begins with a biblical text, proclaims thesgel of Jesus, and invites a definite response
of faith (35). Philip’s focused sermon was alse@tta the larger context of Isaiah where later on,
in 56:3-4, outsiders such as eunuchs are includ&bd’s people. Likely, Luke included this
episode in his account to underscore this as p&bd’s plan, now unfolding in history. Philip’s
practice underscores the importance of obeying SSlediding, listening to our listeners, starting
where they are, letting the text speak, but alsadigg” (60 ynoet) our listeners, and giving
them enough information to take the next step efdtdnce required or implied by the text. God



not only gives his Holy Spirit and his word, heaatgves teachers of that word who by the Holy
Spirit guide people into its truth.

Acts 10:34b-43: Peter's sermon in Cornelius' house

Acts 10:1-33 sets the stage for Peter’'s sermorhelgening of which is summarized in the
section that follows. Cornelius was a generousyipga devout God-fearer. Peter was a
thoroughly Jewish apostle. Both saw visions thappred them to speak and to hear. No
preacher could want a better introduction than €laue offers Peter in Acts 10:33. The listeners
were eagerly expectant, keen to hear all that Gaddommanded Peter to tell them. Peter
launches into his message, confessing that he naerstands God’s impatrtiality. He then
affirms the word that God sent to Israel—good nefyseace through Jesus Christ—who is Lord
of all. Peter then appeals to three witnesseg; fodis listeners who knew of the early events of
Jesus’ earthly career (37-38), secondly, to thmsduding himself) who were eye-witnesses of
“all he did”, and of the crucifixion and of his gsection appearances (39-41), and thirdly, Peter
appeals to “all the prophets [who] bear withess ¢évaryone who believes in him receives
forgiveness of sins through his narffeThis general reference to the Septuagint is figmit in
that it first proclaims Jesus as the fulfillmentloé Messianic role of Judge and then against that
backdrop underscores his foundational benefit—ff@gess of sins through his name”—and
says explicitly that this benefit is availableaibwho believe in hinf! We don’t know what else
Peter might have said afterward had not the HolyitSut short his sermon, but what is
significant is that Peter appeals to Scripturenevben speaking to Gentiles, albeit those God-
fearers who have come into contact with the synagog@/hat is also noteworthy is that there is
no indictment of Peter’s present listeners althoofgtourse responsibility for the crucifixion is
once again laid squarely at the feet of “the Jewderusalem®? This matters because it sheds
light on the earlier indictments in the previousmsen summaries. They are not to be taken as
generalizations concerning the guilt of all humgniiut of the specific historical role of those
who actually did the deed. Notice also that Pditex,Cornelius, sees his preaching as what is
commanded by God (33, 42). His use of the Old Testa supports the universal scope of the
gospel offer (43) and that emphasis reflects Petaxareness of his listeners’ situation.

Chapter 11 recounts the report of these eventsetddrusalem Jewish Christians and in doing so
uses several phrases to summarize what happenazhgMimem are the phrases: “received the
word of God” (1) and “declare . . . a message biclvigou will be saved” (14). Those who were
scattered by the persecution went “speaking thel¥@®) only to Jews in Phoenicia and

Cyprus and Antioch. Some from Cyprus and Cyren&nithey came to Antioch, “spoke to the
Hellenists also, preaching the Lord Jesus.” (2@a&mg the word of God and preaching Jesus
were used almost interchangeably. Furthermore, weprophets and teachers were sent out
from Antioch, the work to which the Holy Spirit éadl them (13:2) was evidently proclaiming

the word of the Lord (13:5).

Acts 13:16b—41: Paul's "word of exhortation" (v. 19 to those assembled in the synagogue

in Pisidian Antioch

The Law and the Prophets had already been redw isyhagogue service. Since we do not know
what texts were read, we can not say how or whé&hal's remarks related to them. Paul's
mention of weekly Scripture readings (27) may kedlosest tie with what has just proceeded.
What is clear enough is that Paul addresses buoitt ded God-fearers (16, 26, 43). Paul arose



to speak (16). He recites and identifies himsethusrael’s history from “our fathers” to David
emphasizing God’s role choosing the fathers, miyltig the people in Egypt, putting up with
their waywardness in the wilderness, giving theal|dhe judges and the kings including Saul and
David. David, Paul notes, was a man after God’s beart—echoing 1 Sam. 13:14—uwilling to
do God’s will. It is of his seed that God brougésus to Israel according to his promise. He
emphasizes the theology of the Scriptures withegtetting their anthropology. The failure of
the Jews of Jerusalem to recognize him was roatéukir failure to understand the voice of the
prophets ¢wvac twv mpopntawv) even though they heard them read every Sabbh#ir T
actions in condemning and executing him fulfillee®sthing that was written of him. God who
raised up David has now raised up Jesus—from tad.déhat resurrection fulfills what was
promised to the fathers so that not only theirdrei, but all who fear God can receive the
“message of salvation” (26), the good news (32)sijport this claim, Paul cites words from

the second Psalm (v. 7), Isaiah 55:3, and Psal@D16tot unlike Peter, Paul offers evidence that
in Ps. 16, “your Holy One” could not refer to Davionself, since Davidlid see corruption.

Only through this man—Jesus—can forgiveness oflsengroclaimed to you. Only through this
one can everyone who believes be freed from afi¢hibings we could not be justified from by

the Law of Moses. Paul ends with a warning whiclattiebutes to the prophetso(c

nipodpr|tais:), though it pretty closely reflects the words dfilagle prophet from Habakkuk 1:5.
The warning is against unbelief that God would dwoak in that day. After the service ended,
Paul and Barnabas spoke to those from both grotpselowed them, urging them to continue
in the grace of God. Both the tone and the cordERiul’'s message seem calculated to put no
unnecessary barriers in the way of his listeneasl Bses Scripture in both general ways, reciting
the history of redemption, and specific ways, emplg multiple identifiable texts to argue that
Jesus fulfills God’s promise and that it is by pWephesied death and promised resurrection that
he does so. All this builds toward a conclusion rgH&criptural language once again bolsters the
call for faith by reminding his listeners of thegsdbility of unbelief. When others joined the
congregation the following Sabbath the text sagy thathered to “hear the word of the Lord.”
(44). Paul describes himself as having spokenitbiel of God” to the Jews, and gives
Scriptural justification (from Is. 49:6) for themgaching to the Gentiles. Verses 48-49 reinforce
the idea that through preaching the Word of thellisron the march begetting new life and
“spreading through the whole region”. What is sirikin the following chapters by way of

Luke’s editorial comments is that Paul and his teantinely preached wherever they went
(14:1, 3,7,9, 15, 21, 25, 15:35, 36; 16:10, 13,a8nd that the report of what happened in each
place emphasized what God had done: “granting sigdsvonders to be done by their hands”
(14:3; cf., 15:12), opening “a door of faith to tBentiles” (14:27; cf., 15:4, 8), and “the Lord
opened [Lydia’s] heart to pay attention to what wassl by Paul (16:14).

Acts 17:2-3: Paul and his companions' ministry oflie word in Thessalonica

The setting is the synagogue in Thessalonica (1g.audience consisted of devout Greeks and
Jews (4-5). Paul was accompanied by Silas. The pbeanf going to the synagogue on the
Sabbath reported here was not unique but is inikgepth Paul’s usual practice (2). Paul’s
ministry of the word that spanned three consecy@y&abbaths could be easily summarized. He
reasoned with his listeners from the ScriptutesX¢Eato avtoic ano twv yoadpwv). His

subject was the Messiah. The style was dialogidahul opened biblical textduxvoiywv) and
laid before them his case from those texts thatg necessary for the Messiah to suffer and rise
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vekpwv). Having cited those unspecified Old Testament tartsargued from them about the
Messiah, Paul now asserts directly that Jesudlfidgpredicted role: “This Jesus, whom |
proclaim to you, is the Christ.” (3) His aim is égntly persuasion (4) and in some people—
including Jews, devout Greeks and leading women-wihrel succeeds. The Jews, as a group,
however were jealous, incited the rabble to formadb, and chased Paul and Silas out of town.
That the success of the word was more than surBovonderfully chronicled in 1
Thessalonians 1-2 where 2:13 reveals Paul’'s rélecin the whole process: “And we also thank
God constantly for this, that when you receivedwioed of God, which you heard from us, you
accepted it not as the word of men but as whaily is, the word of God, which is at work in
you believers®

Notice that Paul had ample material from his Biblenake his case since his evangelistic series
lasted three Sabbaths. Furthermore, it is sigmfit@at as Luke summarizes his messages, they
begin where the listeners are and make a caseth@mScriptures clarifying what, in hindsight,
was there all along but “hidden” as it were in plaiew?®, namely that the Messiah had to suffer
and rise from the dead. Once Jesus perfectlyladfithese prophecies, the identification of Jesus
as the Messiah was a relatively easy case to noakbdse who had ears to hear it. The

following account of Paul and Silas in Berea reaff Luke’s shorthand for preaching. The
Bereans “received the word with all eagerness”.(Ihg Thessalonians heard that “the word of
God was proclaimed by Paul” (12).

Acts 17:22-31: Paul's Areopagus speech

In Athens, Paul resumed his usual to-the-Jew4irsttegy, dialoguing in the synagogue with
Jews and God-fearers (17), but he did not speaktorthem. His daily discussions in the
marketplace targeted anyone who happened to be thaul proclaimed Jesus and the
resurrection (18). Some Epicurean and Stoic phibsecs wanted to hear more of this new
teaching and invited him to the Areopagus. Famplbeginning with an altar inscription he had
observed in their city, Paul offers a straightforgvéheological corrective. God is creator of all,
Lord of heaven and earth and therefore does neiritemples or need the service of humans.
To all he has created he gives life and indeedyéivielg. Part of his creation is the human race
which has a single father. This corrected theolagpails a valid anthropology: the human race is
one because God is one. God is sovereign ovdreatidtions determining both the geographical
and chronological extent of their dominions. Thidrk oversight of the nations is purposeful:
God wants all people to seek and find him. Thigsdes not impossible because all human life
is in him for, as even their Greek poets admitaneshis offspring. This being the case, we
should not think of God as being like an image maiderecious metal, stone or like any artistic,
human representation. Nor should we allow the tafitGod’s transcendence to nullify the fact
of his immanence. Up until this time, God has owekkd faulty, ignorant misunderstandings of
himself. Now, he calls everyone in every placegjpent, having fixed a day of judgment for all
people, appointed a judge, and given assurandesoby raising him from the dead. Upon
hearing this message, some mocked, some wantezhtortore and some believed.

Luke surely wants us to see that Paul’'s addresedtarhere his listeners were and located their
sin in their culpable ignorance of God. Their owriters and poets testify to what they should
have known by virtue of general revelation had thetysuppressed the truth in unrighteousness,
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namely the truth that human beings are made imiage of God. God’s mercy to them in their
ignorance was not to be taken as permission taspanst. Indeed when Paul does preach Jesus
in this speech, he proclaims him as righteous jwdgese universal jurisdiction is established

not only by means of his appointment by the God waieated the universe, but also by his
resurrection from the dead. Paul’s point is thatdbope of judgment is as universal as the sphere
of human accountability because the resurrectialestis is public trutff. To put it otherwise,

Paul allows no listener off the hook. God is hofde@veryone accountable for idolatry. His
appointed man—Jesus is not named at this poitteisérmon—will judge all by righteous
standards. Everyone may have faith that this vaeifigen and that Jesus is qualified to judge by
virtue of his humanity and his resurrection.

The key question for our purposes is the placé®fible in this discourse. R. C. H. Lenski
conjectures that

Paul is preaching natural theology as he had dohgstra (14:15, etc.). The Scriptures
also contain all of this theology; but in dealinghwpagans an appeal to the Scriptures as
Scriptures would be useless, hence Paul appetis toighty facts themselves as even
pagans may see them and realize their direct importAfter these fundamentals in
regard to God and to man have been stated, thédl@pdsances to the revelation which
God made in Christ. He naturally passes over thelagon made in the old covenant (he
is speaking to pagans) and shows his hearers withh@w offers them’

This seems to me to put the case too strongly. &@noeigh, Paul supports his contentions about
God and humanity by means of lines from Greek gdé&f{He also argues that if we are God's
offspring, God could not possibly be—or be adedyatpresented by—anything inanimate.
Greg Livingstone reckons that Paul’'s approach dersonstrates what he wrote in 1 Cor. 9:21,
“to those without the law, | became as one wittthatlaw”?° Witherington is closer to the mark,
in my judgment when he asserts that “Paul’s argunwehile drawing on some Greek ideas, has
been thoroughly biblical from the start . *°.Marshall documents numerous echoes and
allusions to the Old Testametitin my judgment, it is not putting it too strondlysay that Paul
preached the biblical message which reflects wizet iw Paul’s Bible in light of God’s work in
Christ to that point in history. Like every effaaisermon Paul included only those truths that
focused the sermon’s aim upon the hearers’ unaeylyeed. Paul preached the Bible’s God and
his plan to save the nations, a plan that findsutmination in Jesus. Paul’s thematic sermon
then was biblical in both content and aim desgigefact that it had neither explicit nor general
textual citations. In the absence of editorial cants from Luke labeling this sermon as less
than biblical, it seems appropriate to take it @@sitive example of apostolic preaching to those
without exposure to the written word of God. ltieseo be just one more example of Paul
proclaiming the word of God. Paul’s authority gsreacher rested in his speaking in the Name
of Christ and showing how Jesus fulfilled all thats predicted of him in the Scriptures, even
when he as a preacher did not find it expediectteothose Scriptures.

Acts 20:18b-35: Paul's Miletus speech to the eldeds the Ephesus church

The first part of chapter 20 does not tell us maisbut Paul’s teaching ministry to the church in
Troas except that he was eager to make the mbss &dst opportunity to speak to them. In the
context of a Sabbath gathering of believers whesestwas the breaking of bread, Paul
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dialogued with them, prolonging the worddo{pétetvév te Tov Adyov) until midnight. Even

after the distraction created by Eutychus, Paut gemg until daybreak! (The word used to
describe this conversation is the one from whiclgeteour worchomiletics) Paul left by ship
stopping some days later at Miletus. From thereemg to Ephesus for the elders of the church.
Luke who was present on this occasion recorded tdatid to them. His remarks are
significant not only because they are an extendedess targeting mature Christians, but also
because they are Paul's own description of hisstiyin their midst, a ministry to which they
could bear witness (20:18b). Paul emphasizes thesiveness of his message and strategy. He
declared whatever was helpful (20) which he alstdees as “the whole counsel of God” (27)
and proclaiming the kingdom (25). He proclaimed smayht®? He taught in homes and public
places, addressing Jews and Greeks, in humilityittboldness. He admonished everyone,
unceasingly, night and day (31). This breadth istade taken as finding a least-common-
denominator message acceptable to all. Paul oebched what he had received, namely the
gospel of the grace of God (24). He called for &nejance toward God and faith in our Lord
Jesus Christ” (21). He was convinced that the vitsedf had the power to build up and keep
those believers he committed to God (32). Paullgldéeelieved that leaders must watch
themselves as well as the flock (28) if they arguard it. He unashamedly sets himself forth as
an example of courage, comprehensive teachingsaarificial willingness to pay any price. He
finished his remarks by citing a saying of Jes&.(®/ith that he prayed and took a tearful leave
of them.

Paul’'s strategy for ministering the word placesengum on faithfulness to all God has spoken
and to his mandate to get that whole message tentire audience for whom God intends it.
One gets the unmistakable impression that Pawd\®dihe would have the blood of his listeners
on his hands had he failed to do so (26-27). Paetsllection of his practice fits nicely with
Luke’s earlier report of how he ordered his lifeamhsupport from teammates made it possible.
“When Silas and Timothy arrived [in Corinth] fromadedonia, Paul was occupied with the

word (ovvetxeto T Ad0yw) testifying to the Jews that the Christ was Jesi8’Y). His
absorption with Scripture—both displaying and pagting its message—was the most
prominent feature of his ministry.

Acts 22:1-21: Paul's address to the people afterdiarrest in Jerusalem

Paul asked for permission to speak to the crowd kdwbbeen stirred up and were accusing him
of “teaching everyone everywhere against the peaptithe lawand this place.” (21:28,
emphasis added) So we might expect Paul to udavhia his popular defense of his message.
He does use their language. He does affirm hissheweiss. He does speak of his roots in
Jerusalem and his academic pedigree, having bemated at the feet of Gamaliel. He lets them
know that he is as zealous for God as they and higepersecution of “this Way” (22:4) as
evidence of this and calls the high priest andremmtbuncil as his withesses. But instead of citing
the law, he appeals directly to the words of Jeshem he refers to as Lord (8, 10, 10, 19), who
met him on the Damascus road, identified himselhéye and directed him to go to Damascus
and wait for further instructions. There, Ananiasdevout man according to the law” called
Saul “brother” and told him, “The God of our fate@ppointed you to know his will, to see the
Righteous One and to hear a voice from his mowothydu will be a witness for him to everyone
of what you have seen and heard” (15). Once Pasilbaptized he returned to Jerusalem and
makes a point of telling his listeners that he was/ingin the templg17). In the trance and
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vision that ensued, the Lord makes it plain that’Baestimony about Jesus will not be accepted
there. As he recounts his verbal response, Paineotly adds to the evidence of his loyalty to
things Jewish: he imprisoned and beat Christiailebels and approved and supported those who
stoned Jesus’ witness Stephen. Paul’s listenetd oamuionger remain silent but drowned out his
speech with imprecations and shouting, animateithifmyving dust in the air and tearing of their
own cloaks. The tribune would have had him flogtgedetermine his crime, but Paul used his
Roman citizenship to delay the interrogation. Thgtray, he exploited sectarian differences
between Sadducees and Pharisees to stall for time.

The striking thing about this speech is how Papleays to the living Word instead of the written
word. Jesus, the Lord and the Righteous One, ifoghtby Paul as one who both appears and
speaks. Paul’s lack of biblical citations—eitheedfic or general—when speaking to a devout
Jewish audience is remarkable and, | would argue purposeful. He is not just saying that a
religious experience changed his course but that @ho values his Name, his City and his
Law has himself transcended that law becoming bisible and audible and he has identified
himself by the name Jesus. No wonder Paul’s listerezkoned any Jew who spoke this way
should be banished from the earth!

Acts 26:1-23: Paul’'s defense before Agrippa

Before this account there were other summariesaaf$defenses before the authorities. For our
purposes, Acts 24:14 and 24:24-25 deserve passngon. In 24:14 Paul affirms that he
worships the God of our fathers “believing evemythiaid down by the Law and written in the
Prophets.” In 24:24-25 not only is Paul said toasp® Felix and his wife about faith in Christ
Jesus but he also dialogued about righteousndsspa&rol and coming judgment, all topics
relevant to one who was keeping Paul in custodiierhopes of receiving a bribe. When Felix is
succeeded by Festus, Paul pleads his innocenbe charges against him and finds it expedient
to appeal to Caesar. Before he can be transpartedrme another gospel opportunity arises and
Paul rises to the occasion. Speaking before AgrgmmhBernice and a great many other
prominent people, Paul grounds his defense squiaréie message, indeed in the theology of
the Bible. Placing himself in the strictest secfoflaism, Paul affirms that his legal troubles
have no other basis than that he believes the 'Bitiieology of hope, i.e., he trusts the promises
God made to our fathers. To believe that Jesudiditlie Jewish hope is not outlandish if Jesus
has risen from the ded@iBut itis a stretch if one’s theology is stunted and sullidah if one

does not believe that Ga@anraise the dead. By challenging the inadequatddggasually
associated with the Sadducees, Paul not- so- safthitlyns that he has not abandoned the
hermeneutical conservatism of his Pharisaic upbraqngMore than that, he puts his hearers on
the defensive. It is not Paul whose orthodoxy isri@h here; it is the theology of his listeners!
Then he recounts the Damascus Road encounterheittisen Jesus and professes his obedience
to the one he saw and heard. The message he lmegeeath was consistent: everyone—Jews
and Gentiles—should repent. Of greatest import@é&aul’s claim, “I stand here testifying both
to small and great, saying nothing but what th@pets and Moses said would come to pass:
that Christ must suffer and that, by being the fogise from the dead, he would proclaim light
both to our people and to the Gentiles” (22-23ulBayjospel does not supplement the Scriptures
of the Old Testament; it simply fulfills them amat that reason is well within the bounds of what
they declare. But Paul is making an additionalnelthat must not be missed. The risen Jesus
preaches to all humanity. This seems to advancieliaeof Ephesians 2:17 that Jesus preached
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peace to those far off and those nearby. Howerslpreaching to the Gentiles is not
conspicuous in the days of his flesh. Yet Paul mdlm the subject of the verb “proclaim”. His
ministry therefore is not merely to suffer and yiget also to proclaim light to Jew and Gentile
alike. Jesus’ post-resurrection preaching ministmytinues, by the Holy Spirit, through those
who speak in his name (Luke 24:47). Hearing thestés did not hesitate to pronounce the
apostle “out of his mind”. Paul counters that hisssage is both true and rational since the
events upon which his gospel rests are public {28h26). In a final appeal, Paul turns from
addressing Festus to speak to Agrippa, a more tifulgnd knowledgeable listener. What he
says reveals what Paul considers to be his trdeatyt. He asks, “King Agrippa, do you believe
the prophets?” Paul sees himself as a biblicalghverasaying neither more, nor less, nor other
than the Scriptures said would happen and had neppeor at least haoegunto happen—in
the life, death and resurrection of Jesus. Thoselvetieve the prophets should have no trouble
believing his gospel. He does not hesitate to ogie ko put Agrippa in a corner. Anyone who
believes the prophets should accept that Jeshs igéssiati’

Acts 28:25b-28: Paul's day-long exposition in Rome

Once again, Paul's audience is Jewish, this tinmsisting of local leaders in Rome. Paul
initiated this meeting (28:17, 20). Large numhkgathered at his lodgings. All day long he
“expounded to them, testifying to the kingdom ofdGmnd trying to convince them about Jesus
both from the Law of Moses and from the Prophe28)(They listened patiently to him until he
guoted Isaiah 6:9-10. The introductory phrase lthiéite records in verse 25 is significant (“The
Holy Spirit was right in saying to your fathersdhgh Isaiah the prophet. . . ”). Paul believed
that the Holy Spirit spoke through the words of phephets. Moreover the Spirit diagnosed the
problem well. By referring toyour fathers” instead ofdur fathers” (as he did in 13:17; 22:3;
24:14; 26:6), Paul linked his listeners with the&iggally hard of hearing in Isaiah’s day. Like
their forbearers, Paul says his listeners haveladtts, ears that barely hear, and eyes that are
closed. Hearing this, the audience was dividedé&en those who were persuaded and those
who disbelieved (24). At least some of Paul’s hsiess must have been convicted that his
assessment of them was accurate. Then Paul balsityta not only that the salvation of God has
been sent to the Gentiles, but ttreywill listen! (28)

Notice that Paul (with a whole day to do so) lookedn unspecified number of texts from two
great sections of the Old Testament, viz., thedad the prophets as in Acts 13:15. Or this
expression may be shorthand for the entirety oH@lrew Scriptures as in such places as Luke
16:16. His preaching was evidently synthetic. Htified about the kingdom of God and did so
by persuading them concerning Jesus. That is Xipigsition dealt not now with Jesus under the
rubric of “Messiah”, but with Jesus as he relatethe kingdom of God. His message was as
bold as it was biblical. Paul courageously appéieteast one of the texts cited (Is. 6:9-10) to his
contemporary audience. For the next two years, #eerted home in Rome had an open door to
all. Unhindered, he boldly preached the kingdom tanigiht concerning Jesus.

Was this expository preaching?
To adequately answer this question, let us summarimat we have discovered concerning how

the apostles and their co-workers preached théleBTrhe most dominant fact is that they
preached Jesus as the Christ. The texts citedhesigidividual passages or recitations of
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salvation history, were employed to confirm, explar summarize who Jesus is and how he
plays the anticipated and pivotal role in thatdmgt It is also clear that these preachers were
selective in the texts they cited and in their olsthem. They purposefully marshaled God’s
words to explain or confirm God’s deeds and torest their own testimony to those events.
Ever sensitive to the situations of their listenénsy felt some freedom to use recognized
biblical words and phrases to attest to gospel tsvégspite the fact that the original authors of
those texts might be forgiven for not perceivingst words as claiming what the apostles
employ them to affirm. Moreover they sometimes sptukboth Gentile and Jewish audiences
withoutciting Scripture, but never without proclaimingtheeded part of the biblical message
that served to convict their listeners of rebellgrd/or to invite them to repent. Their unashamed
eye-witness testimony to the risen Christ and theilinching claims that God had gone on
record in Scripture as planning and then accomiplisthese saving events, echo the
Christocentric hermeneutic of Jesus himself. Thategies betray no concern whatsoever that
their listeners might mount any valid objectiortheir scriptural citations. Having had their eyes
opened by the Holy Spirit to see what was thetb@Bible, they fully expected their hearers to
see it too. Indeed they expected God himself talsfierough their words from his word as they
spoke in the power of the Holy Spirit. Is tieispository preachirglt all depends on how you
define that term!

A brief sampler of usage of the termexpository

Perhaps the best short survey of the use of theiten Harold T. Bryson’&xpository

Preaching significantly subtitledThe Art of Preaching Through a Book of the Bibte

devotes his entire first chapter to defining thenteclassifying proposed definitions as

etymological, morphological and substantive. Ae k&t 1995 he could write “There is still no

generally accepted definition of expository preaghiMany definitions have been constructed,

but confusion still reigns.” In the end he optsdoreclectic definition to avoid the pitfalls he

identifies and to give maximum freedof&xpository preaching is the art of preaching a iesr

of sermons, either consecutive or selective, frddibée book.°

The following definitional markers seem significdot our purposes. John Calvin is in many

ways the father of expository preaching as we kitow. H. L. Parker inCalvin’s Preaching

says,
Expository preaching consists in the explanatich @pplication of a passage of
Scripture. Without explanation it is not expositomythout application, it is not
preachind®. . . The form of this preaching is determined fiy movement of the text.
The preacher does not so much move forward fromtpoipoint as be borne onwards by
the movements of his author’s thougHt.

John Broadus set the tone of much contemporarylétcal writing. In the revised edition of

On the Preparation and Delivery of Serm@h844) he faced the challenge of people using the

term in different ways.
An expository discourse may be defined as one wikiciccupied mainly, or at any rate
very largely, with the exposition of Scripturebit no means excludes argument and
exhortation as to the doctrines or lessons whighekposition develops. It may be
devoted to a long passage, or to a very shortewes a part of a sentence. It may be one
of a series, or stand by itself. We at once peecthat there is no broad line of division
between expository preaching and the common metbadshat one may pass by almost
insensible gradations from textual to expositoryremns. We see, too, that men often
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preach expository sermons which they would notlmalhat name. Moreover, it is
common to apply the term only to discourses uperdictrinal, perceptive, and
devotional portions of the Bible and not to thodeah treat of narrative portiors.
David L. Larsen, in his 1988natomy of Preachingses the generic term “Biblical Preaching”
and then goes on to distinguish “several classicals of sermons” that may or may not be
biblical. One of these is the expository sermoncltdraws “both main points and the subpoints
from the natural thought unit of the text. Thidiblicality at its very best and models for the
congregation the way the Word of God is to be heshdind studied as does no other kind of
preaching.®® Walter Liefeld makes the case that “expositoryaphéng is explanation applied.”
He goes on to argue that truly expository messdgakwith one basic passage of Scripture,
have hermeneutical integrity, cohesion, movemedtdarection, and have application that does
not “violate the purpose, meaning, or functiontaf text in its original setting*® Donald
Sunukjian, though he does not use the words exposit expository in this context, echoes this
dual priority. The preacher’s twofold task is “teepent the true and exact meaning of the
biblical text . . . in a manner that is relevanthie contemporary listener.” By that he means that
the original author should be able to say whendada biblical preacher, “Yes, that's what |
was saying, and that's how it fits this crowd.”
Haddon Robinson underscores the basics in hisicldsBnition, repeated in his second edition
of 2001, adjusting from the first edition only twerding that might cause gender offense.
Expository preaching is the communication of a biblical concept, derived from and
transmitted through a historical, grammatical and literary study of a passage in its context,
which the Holy Spirit first applies to the personality and experience of the preacher, then,
through the preacher to the hearers."
Bryan Chapell’s definition in the second editionGifrist-Centered Preachinig slightly softer
and poses fewer though still genuine problemsHerapostolic example, emphasizing as it does
the Spirit’s intention for the text.
An expository sermon may be defined as a messagsengtructure and thought are
derived from a biblical text, that covers the scopthe text, and that explains the
features and context of the text in order to diselthe enduring principles for faithful
thinking, living, and worship intended by the Spiviho inspired the text
Sixteen pastors, hosted by the Charles Simeon,Tmgttin Chicago in September 2006 to
strategize about preaching workshops. They defx@asitory preaching as follows:
Expository preaching is the public and passionedelting, proclamation and application
of a biblical text in its context in the power bktHoly Spirit and, inasmuch as the
preacher’'s message is faithful to the original nmegnt is authoritative and binding—the
very word of God. Such preaching exalts Christ SesuHe is revealed in all the
Scripture, and calls its hearers to exalt Him irthives™*
This definition while giving prominence to the etedilon of Christ as he is revealedaith of
Scripture nevertheless calls for the faithfulnesthe preacher to the original meaningaof
biblical text in its context.
The challenge in all these definitions seems tthaeif we insist on less than this, the resulés ar
often less than faithful to Scripture and therefark God’s authority, blessing, and power. On
the other hand requiring exposition to rise to gtadard would, at least on the surface, appear
to exclude what the Apostles practiced. One wauraiidhis dilemma is to downplay the
expository terminology in favor of the expresshihlical preaching® Another approach is to
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clarify what one means by exposition as Philip @ratRyken has by using the word “mind-set”
to distinguish it from a methodology.

Expository preaching means making God=s Word plain. In an expository sermon the

preacher simply tries to explain what the Bible teaches. The main points of his sermon are

the main points made by a particular text in the Bible. The minister not only begins with

Scripture, but also allows the Scripture to establish the context and content for his entire

sermon. The way he decides what to say is by studying what the Bible has to say, so that the

Scripture itself sets the agenda for his interpretation and application. This kind of

preaching is most helpfully done when a minister follows the logic of the Scriptures,

systematically preaching chapter by chapter and verse by verse through entire books of the

Bible. This helps ensure that a congregation hears what God wants them to hear, and not

simply what their minister thinks they ought to hear. But expository preaching is not so

much a method as it is a mind-set. A minister who sees himself as an expositor knows that

he is not the master of the Word, but its servant. He has no other ambition than to preach

what the Scriptures actually teach. His aim is to be faithful to God=s Word so that his

people can hear God=s voice. He himself is only God=s mouthpiece, speaking God=s

message into the ears of God=s people, and thus into their minds and hearts. To that end

he carefully works his way through the Scriptures, reading, explaining, and applying them

to his congregation. On occasion he may find it necessary to address some pastoral

concerns in a topical fashion, but even then his sermons come from his exposition of

particular passages of Scripture. Rather than focusing on his own spiritual experience, or

on current events, or on what he perceives as his congregation=s needs and interests, the

minister gives his fullest attention to teaching what the Bible actually says.*
So, were the Apostles expository preachers? Ihbyquestion we are asking whether they
always selected a discernable thought unit fronQlieTestament and drove home to their first
century listeners what the text's human authoreig intended to say to his initial hearers, the
answer is “No.” If, however we are asking if théad by the Spirit and sensitive to the needs of
their listeners, saw in a phrase, in biblical egprens, or in larger texts of Scripture some
confirming testimony to the truth as it is in Jesdruth of which they were eyewitnesses—and
preached that, then the answer is a confident “YEs¢y proclaimed what was really there but
to which their eyes had to be opened. When the&is @ere opened to recognize Jesus (Luke
24:31) who opened the Scriptures to them (v. 3&),their minds were opened to understand the
Scriptures (v. 45), they, having waited for themiged Holy Spirit as directed (v. 49), preached
the good news of Jesus in language and rhetoatatjories that were persuasive to their
listeners. The result, of which they had no dowlais that the word of God was being proclaimed
and heard.

To what extent and in what ways and should this datinfluence our preaching?

To answer this double-barreled question, we mysbtdiscover if there are valid and necessary
distinctions between the Apostles and ourselvesbahdeen our listeners and theirs. Having
done that, we can discern to what extent their gtesrare normative or at least exemplary.

The Eleven were eyewitnesses of the incarnateiaed Christ (Acts 1:21-22; 13:31). Their
preaching was fundamentally a matter of bearingegs to what they had seen and heard (Acts
1:8; 2:32; 3:15; 5:32; 10:39, 41). Paul, thoughtimely born,” was also commissioned as a
witness (22:15; 26:16). Stephen too is describg@hsst’'s] withess (22:20). Yet, at the same
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time, to the ears of their first listeners, apastpleaching wateaching(4:2, 18; 5:21, 25, 28,

42; 21:21) Witness, proclamation, and instructia@revnextricably linked (15:35; 28:3Iheir
starting point was the events of which they werewatnesses. The Holy Spirit enabled them to
understand—and then to teach—these events indigbtripture and from the Scriptures. Their
listeners were observant Jews, God-fearers, ogigranists, or relatively secular rulers. As
such, they were not only the apostles’ contempesathey were near contemporaries of Jesus,
and lived within the same Roman Empire as he diiks matters because speakers and listeners
would have shared at least some worldview, intéiygreand rhetorical assumptions, despite the
range of cultural distinctions reflected in ActheTllisteners were well placed to understand the
preachers, yet it was not their cultural proximdyhe preachers that determined their
receptivity—or lack of it—to the gospel. Paul kn#vat he was commissioned to open the eyes
of the Gentiles by proclaiming a scriptural mess@gel6-23). Yet, as in Lydia’s case, each
hearer’s heart had to be opened in order to heeth#ssage (16:11-14). That spiritual truth did
not keep the apostles from listening to their fists before speaking to them. The sermons in
Acts all bear witness to the risen Jesus as thstChut they do so in a variety of ways that are
clearly related to the respective listeners.

So, there are some differences: We who preach tadagot eyewitnesses of the gospel events;
we haveaccesdo eyewitness testimony, but only as it has basaripturated. Our listeners may
or may not share our linguistic and other cultprasuppositions, but they almost certainly do
not share those of the apostolic era preachersralesf whom wrote the New Testament. And
there are some similarities: Like the first preashee—at least potentially— are filled with the
Holy Spirit. Furthermore, we have the Bible. Intfage have more Bible than did the first
preachers.

Given the differences, our commission is slighiljedent. The apostles were commissioned to
bear witness to Jesus (1:8) but saw themselveseashpng and teaching the word of the Lord
(4:29-31; 8:25; 10:36; 13:5, 46, 49; 15:36; 18:They saw others as receiving and hearing it
(8:14; 11:1; 13:44; 19:10). Our charge, like Timoshis to “preach the word” (2 Tim. 4:2). So,
we do what they did, but with a different startpigce. They began with the gospel events—
things they saw with their own eyes—and preachedslas the Christ. They cited Scripture as
God's affirmation that Jesus perfectly fulfills thede of Messiah. We start with Scripture which
testifies both to the events themselves and to Ged-ordained significance. The apostles
listened to their hearers and were sensitive tio iteiations. Our approach should be the same.
They saw Christ in all of Scripture; so should we.

The challenge comes when we notice that the fresstghers used Scripture in ways that carried
weight with their listeners but might not alwayssiowith ours. To be sure, they did not
sacrifice the core message itself to suit theietiers, but their handling of some texts may strike
us at first glance as faulty. For instance, thee af the biblical text sometimes seems to us to
violate elementary rules of context and authongmt. Are we at liberty to do this too as long as
Jesus is preached and our listeners are not tiblyleur methodology? Peter Enns, addressing
the larger issue of how the Old Testament is aitetie New, urges us to look at their practice
differently. “It is not that the Old Testament werdre taken out of context and tossed into the
air to fall where they may. Rather, the New Testatna@thors take the Old Testament oubioé
context, that of the original human author and @laintoanothercontext, the one that
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represents the final goal to which Israel’s stoag been moving®* He goes on to liken the
process to reading a novel a second time and sewich more in the earlier chapters once the
reader knows where the story is going. Enns pissapproach against grammatical-historical
exegesis. G. K. Beale recasts the discussion Histpfin contrast to Enns, a good argument can
be made that the interpretive method of the Newaheent is rooted in the Old Testament’s use
of the Old Testament and that various early Jestshmunities, including the early Jewish —
Christian community, practiced an interpretive @aoh shaped by the Old Testament’s
exegetical method*® To put it otherwise, we need not be embarrasseabbgtolic practice

once we see it as a Holy Spirit-guided hermeneh&it does not impose ideas on the text but
rather sees what was there all along. Using valadegies of reading the Old Testament,
strategies such as a biblical-theological readmjtgpology, we can remain faithful to the text,
taken in it canonical conteXt.

James D. G. Dunn makes a related assertion thdatbawonsidered. “When we talk of the New
Testament’s use of the Old Testament we are riahtabf a straightforwardness of
correspondence and fulfillment which gave the Gihally objective authority. . . In shotthe

first century Christians valued the OT not as atleipendent authority so much as an interpreted
authority.. . . “The Jewish Scriptures remained authoxigatinly to the extent they could be
adequately reinterpreted by and in relation tortén revelation of Jesus®lt is this question of
authority that makes most of us evangelicals nesvdithe would-be biblical preacher who feels
compelled to abandon the objective authority oftéhx seems to be left with only two options:
(1) say what he or she reckons the Holy Spirit waimé text to say but do so without feeling
constrained by the text itself or (2) say what the church has “always and eveey@’ believed,
thereby letting tradition trump what the text adiaays. The first seems too subjective; the
second potentially elevates the church above thd ,waaking the church’s interpretation
normative. Church history supplies too many examspfehe damage caused but these two
alternatives. Is there a way through this dilemha& preserves the authority of Scripture and the
integrity of the preacher? I think there is.

The apostolic example is normativethis respectThe first-century preachers saw the
Scriptures as nothing less than God’s authoritaégémony to various aspects of the gospel
events which events were the fulcrum of salvatistolny. We who preach are to view Scripture
as no less accurate and authoritative and theredarse it as they did. Their handling of
individual texts reflects their understanding of fhurpose of Scripture as they received it. Our
handling of each text is to reflect a similar urslending of the purpose of the whole Bible.
What looks to us like a failure, on occasion, tepext the context, grammar, syntax or authorial
intent of their texts does not give us licensedadxrkless with these but instead challenges us to
reexamine our hermeneutic for deficiencies and@reeptions which are unnecessarily narrow.
Following the apostolic example we should expedde Christological hints, allusions,
reminders, illustrations, and echoes where we rmghthave otherwise expected them. To fail to
see these is to fail to do justice to the text@i@ure in it canonical context. Our methodology
begins with careful contextual study of the preagtportion to discern its meaning and its
application to its first hearers. From there weypréully and expectantly look for ways this truth
might relate to Christ as the centerpiece of saladtistory. As the apostles did, we let each text
do what it was given to do: instruct, convict, rebuor exhort our listeners, but always we
expect God to speak through it to create faithhnst and gospel obedience.
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Conclusions

Having reviewed Luke’s summaries of how the apssiled their co-workers preached their
Scriptures, we conclude that their practice, thooghexposition as many define it, should
nevertheless stretch our own thinking and thus noaikgreaching more biblical instead of less
so. Without abandoning our commitment “not to ggdme what is written” (1 Cor. 4:6), we

may letwhat is writtenspeak to our listeners in the range of ways sanetl by Scripture itself.
Protected by the analogy of faith and the analddgyooipture, we may be confident that the Holy
Spirit will continue to guide us in such a way tkadd’s voice is still heard when we speak in his
Name (1 Peter 4:11).
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