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Review / Overview of entire book (that we covered so far - chapters 1-6)

John Bright went through a phenomenal amount of work and research to put together this book.  It was a very interesting book in that he tried to pull out the various places in the Bible that relate to the Kingdom of God.  Just finding all those reference would be a time consuming task.

If his goal was to alert us to a new way of looking at the Bible, he succeeded in my case.  I never looked at it in a Kingdom of God light.  And this does provide me a good framework as I read the Bible in the future.
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Did I blindly just believe everything he said, lock, stock and barrel?  No.  I learned to test things that are presented, so I did just that as they stuck out and I had time.  Actually, I would have found the book much more useful if all his referenced verses were printed in the footnotes or endnotes so that we could more easily test his conclusions with the verses he used to get there.  This is especially true since I found that some of his referenced verses did not confirm what he was saying, which makes me more inclined to want to check more of them.  It would be interesting to just have a long list of verses referenced in the book in the order they appear in the bible (with a cross reference by each one to the page in John Bright's book that references it --- I think he used some verses more than once).

I found the premise that throughout the Old Testament the Israelites looked for the Kingdom of God to come as a political state to be interesting.  Once this was pointed out, I can see how this could have been the case.  But in addition, I now also see how some of the prophets were trying to steer the people clear of this notion (another thing I had not noticed before reading this book).

I look forward to reading the rest of the chapters when we get to the New Testament.  But as for right now, this book has totally energized me.

(visions of an army of Energizer Bunnies…)

Chapter One - The People of God and the Kingdom of Israel

Questions Raised in Chapter One:

I found it peculiar that the Kingdom of God would never be mentioned in the Old Testament.  I did do a search for it and confirmed this.  However, I did find two occurrences of "Kingdom of the Lord" (1 Chronicles 28:5 & 2 Chronicles 13:8):

Of all my sons--and the LORD has given me many--he has chosen my son Solomon to sit on the throne of the kingdom of the LORD over Israel. - 1 Chronicles 28:5

And now you plan to resist the kingdom of the LORD, which is in the hands of David's descendants. You are indeed a vast army and have with you the golden calves that Jeroboam made to be your gods. - 2 Chronicles 13:8

I found it peculiar that "Kingdom of the Lord" does not seem to be an equivalent to "Kingdom of God", but rather seems to be speaking of the worldly kingdom of Israel!  Yet the word LORD is in all caps, so this raises a question to me.  It seems that this indicates precisely that the Israelites seemed to consider God's Kingdom to be one that would materialize right here on earth as a political, worldly kingdom.  Thus, my question seems to have answered itself, and these two references go along with the flow of the first chapter.

However, I also then wondered why the Old Testament doesn't refer to the Kingdom of God.  Maybe it wasn't until after Christ died that people finally started to "get it"?

Another question I had was embodied in this statement from page 43: "the state supports the cult, and the cult in turn exists for the state".  I originally was imposing our negative overtones to the word "cult" on this, where-as it was merely a word to describe a religious state.

One final disagreement, albeit a minor one.  On page 18, it is stated that "Kingdom of God" is not very common in the New Testament outside of the Gospels.  A quick search found 14 references to this, so it seems misleading to try to force the "Kingdom of God" into a "gospel only" concept.

Chapter One Review:

It seems appropriate that the book refers to the "zeal" of the Hebrews - this must have been an amazing trait, especially when viewed from the eyes of the other nations.  These other nations also must have wondered why the Israelites didn't have any images of their God, especially since He was said to be so powerful.  The Israelites likely didn't fit into any preconceived notions that the other nations might have had.  They couldn't just slot them into a worldly category.  However, the one thing that this chapter went through pains to point out was that the Israelites may have been God's chosen people … but it was NOT because they deserved it.  On the contrary, they were "cowardly, ungrateful, and utterly unworthy."  This brings in the concept of God's "grace" as something that is not "new" to the New Testament that Christ ushered in, but as something that was there from the very beginning.  The author explicitly advised us that this was "to be kept in mind."

Another concept that the author emphasized in this chapter, and did well to build up to it, was that Saul, David and Solomon had created what could be referred to as "an official, state-supported religion."  There was a huge danger in this, because the religion now was under the thumbs of a worldly political system - plus, it fostered the idea that God was taking sides with countries (kind of like saying God wants the Packers to win their division because they are "His" team).

Chapter Two - A Kingdom Under Judgment

Questions Raised in Chapter Two:

The author mentions without explanation that God's judgement was called down upon David for taking a census (page 48).  I didn't understand how the act of taking a census would relate to angering God.  And again, the word "cult" was bandied about with reference to Jeroboam's state cult and Solomon's state cult.

I questioned the author's reference to prophets as being in a "wildest frenzy" representing "an ecstatic 'pentecostal' substratum".  He used 1 Samuel 19:18-24 to justify these terms. Since I questioned them I checked his reference, which was as follows:

1SA 19:18 When David had fled and made his escape, he went to Samuel at Ramah and told him all that Saul had done to him. Then he and Samuel went to Naioth and stayed there. 19 Word came to Saul: "David is in Naioth at Ramah"; 20 so he sent men to capture him. But when they saw a group of prophets prophesying, with Samuel standing there as their leader, the Spirit of God came upon Saul's men and they also prophesied. 21 Saul was told about it, and he sent more men, and they prophesied too. Saul sent men a third time, and they also prophesied. 22 Finally, he himself left for Ramah and went to the great cistern at Secu. And he asked, "Where are Samuel and David?"

    "Over in Naioth at Ramah," they said.

    1SA 19:23 So Saul went to Naioth at Ramah. But the Spirit of God came even upon him, and he walked along prophesying until he came to Naioth. 24 He stripped off his robes and also prophesied in Samuel's presence. He lay that way all that day and night. This is why people say, "Is Saul also among the prophets?" - 1 Samuel 19:18-24

My question in this case remains, for I see nothing there speaking of a wild frenzy nor of ecstatic behaviors (those of people in ecstasy).  What I saw in these verses were people prophesying, which doesn't (to me) imply a frenzy or out of this world ecstasy at all.  Actually, I don't understand the significance of this short section in the chapter (top of page 55) at all, and wonder why it was even included.

Chapter Two Review:

Section I starts off by stating that while the danger of making the Kingdom of God EQUAL the Kingdom of Israel, it never happened.  There were always those who stood against it. Solomon started "taxing" the Israelites (the first time!) - and this did not sit well with the people at all.  And at the same time, Solomon's kingdom became tolerant of pagan religions.  The people grew restless, and did not view this kingdom as fulfilling Israel's destiny.  And the feeling was that political action would be able to resolve the situation.  But, alas, it didn't for God's Kingdom was not meant to be a worldly political one.  So, the revolution was a "total political disaster."

Meanwhile, back at the ranch we find Jezebel wielding her power, trying to force a foreign paganism onto the Israelites.  She even resorted to persecution of the prophets (some who caved in and surrendered to the state).  This was perhaps setting the stage for Christian persecutions, showing that being persecuted for your religion was not something that started with Christ's death!

Yes … their society was sick.  There was opulence and at the same time dire poverty.  "Religion as usual" in the face of this was an affront to God, and Amos held back no punches to tell them so!  Amos announced to his society the starting premise:

You only have I chosen of all the families of the earth - Amos 3:2a
Then he immediately give them a sorry, but true, conclusion:

therefore I will punish you for all your sins. - Amos 3:2b
Amos is trying to turn their societies perverted notion of God's covenant back to the true covenant … one that Israel has flauntingly violated … can Israel remain a true people of God?  The political state of Israel was NOT automatically God's order!  Quite the opposite … Israel was supposed to come into line with God's order.

Chapter Three - A Remnant Shall Repent

Questions Raised in Chapter Three:

Isaiah 7:7 relates how Isaiah tells the king not to worry about submitting to the Assyrians, that God is on their side.  However the King doesn't listen.  Later, after Judah fell to the Assyrians, rebellions began against them.  And now John Bright on page 81 says this: "The prophet who had opposed submission to the Assyrians now opposed rebellion against them!"  He refers to Isaiah 20:2 as his reference for this view:

at that time the LORD spoke through Isaiah son of Amoz. He said to him, "Take off the sackcloth from your body and the sandals from your feet." And he did so, going around stripped and barefoot. - Isaiah 20:2

But this reference is within Isaiah's oracle to EGYPT!  Not to Judah!  It is talking specifically about Egyptians.  I don't understand how John Bright sees this as Isaiah opposing Judah's rebellion.  Furthermore, John Bright (on page 86) refers to Isaiah 37:33-35 as further evidence that Isaiah was opposing rebellion:

ISA 37:33 "Therefore this is what the LORD says concerning the king of Assyria:

  "He will not enter this city or shoot an arrow here. He will not come before it with shield or build a siege ramp against it. 34 By the way that he came he will return; he will not enter this city," declares the LORD.

  ISA 37:35 "I will defend this city and save it, for my sake and for the sake of David my servant!" - Isaiah 37:33-35
But what happened immediately after these verses?

ISA 37:36 Then the angel of the LORD went out and put to death a hundred and eighty-five thousand men in the Assyrian camp. When the people got up the next morning--there were all the dead bodies! 37 So Sennacherib king of Assyria broke camp and withdrew. He returned to Nineveh and stayed there. - Isaiah 37:36-37

I see this as the SAME message that Isaiah had originally preached in Isaiah 7:7 (speaking of the Assyrians coming and taking over Judah):

Yet this is what the Sovereign LORD says:  " `It will not take place, it will not happen, - Isaiah 7:7

Isaiah was simply reminding the people to SIMPLY TRUST IN GOD.  I see no "about face" or turn-around taking place in Isaiah.  Isaiah 37:6 has God routing the Assyrians.  Isaiah 7:7 was simply promising the same thing if only the people would trust in God (which it seems they didn't, but that's another story).

One other MAJOR question:  Why does John Bright CAPITALIZE the word Remnant?

page 88: "It is to be seen as a discipline, a purge out of which will come the pure Remnant of God's people."

page 89: "The notion of a pure Remnant of God's people, cleansed in a fiery trial and made amenable to God's purpose, …"

page 89: "There will always be a Remnant!"

page 89: "It was, therefore, pushed into the future and projected upon the ideal state of the Messiah, the Israel of the Remnant."

page 89: "To be sure, the imagery of the Remnant and the purge were drawn from the bitter present."

But he is not totally consistent … he does it both ways in two consecutive sentences here:

page 90: "Judah was the remnant. And yet, as we have said, Isaiah was not able simply to identify the hoped-for Remnant with his decimated nation."

So, I went looking for what rules English had regarding Capitalizing a Word! This was a good page for this:

http://owl.english.purdue.edu/handouts/grammar/g_caps.html
A word can be Capitalized in these cases:

1) First word of a sentence

2) Pronoun I

3) Proper nouns (the names of specific people, places, organizations, and sometimes things) Example: Mothers Against Drunk Driving 

4) Family relationships. Example: Aunt Mary … but not here: my other aunts (full sentence: I sent a thank-you note to Aunt Abigail, but not to my other aunts. )

5) Names of God, deities, religious figures, holy books. Example: the Bible and Zeus

6) Titles preceding names. Example: Mayor Bauman … but only as part of their name with title - not as a word: the mayor of Madison

7) Directions that are names. Example: living in the Southwest … but not when as plain directions: two miles north of Madison

8) Days of the week, month and holidays … but generally not seasons

9) Countries, nationalities, languages

10) Major words in titles of books, songs and articles

11) Members of national, political, racial, social, civic, and athletic groups. Example: Democrats and Friends of the Wilderness

12)  Periods and events. Example: Great Depression

13) Trademarks. Example: Pepsi

14) Words and abbreviations of specific names. Example: Freudian … but not french fries

Do any of these rules apply to "Remnant"? Or did John Bright just go overboard here?

Chapter Three Review:

Remnant.  That was not a word that I thought of in my reading of the Old Testament (I am up to Isaiah 50 now).  I saw the Israelites as stubborn, illogical, whining and lax … I saw God shower his favor on them only to be snubbed … I saw God finally telling them that enough is enough!  But I didn't think of them as a "remnant".  I thought of "remnant" as "left-overs" that could not be sold.  So I looked up the word in Merriam Webster's online dictionary and found it has TWO meanings (one that I was thinking of ... and one in how John Bright is using it):

1) a small surviving group - often used in plural

2) an unsold or unused end of piece goods

And John Bright was right in his reference to Isaiah 1:5-9 as relating how God left a small remnant:

Unless the LORD Almighty had left us some survivors, we would have become like Sodom, we would have been like Gomorrah. - Isaiah 1:9
And down through Israel's history, they were continually hoping that the next King would be the Messiah --- for they thought that the Messiah would surely come as a King.  Even Isaiah put that into words:

Of the increase of his government and peace there will be no end. He will reign on David's throne and over his kingdom, - Isaiah 9:7a
So we can see that the Israelites were coupling "his government" and "David's throne" and that was how they expected the Messiah to come - through the King of the political state.

Chapter Four - The Broken Covenant and the New Covenant

and

Chapter Five - Captivity and New Exodus

(I mixed them together by mistake - sorry)

Questions Raised in Chapter Four & Five:

On page 103, John Bright made a statement that seemed to contradict one formerly made in this book.  Earlier in the book he noted that the Israelites did not erect any images of Yahweh.  However, now he says this:

But far more drastic than this, we read (vss. 8-9) that Josiah, as Hezekiah had essayed to do before him, abolished even the shrines of Yahweh - God of Israel - in the outlaying towns and sought to centralize all worship in Jerusalem.

Look back at page 25 where he said this:

Furthermore, Israel's faith was aniconic: its God could not be depicted or imaged in any form. The words of the Second Commandment, "You shall not make yourself a graven image," make this clear. No ancient paganism could have said such a thing. Yet it is consistent with the whole witness of the Old Testament which, however much it says about the worship of false gods, affords no clear reference to any attempt to make an image of Yahweh.

My question would hinge on what John Bright meant by "shrines of Yahweh".  So I looked up what Merriam Webster's online dictionary said about "shrine" to see if it included a statue or image of the one it was dedicated to:

1 a : a case, box, or receptacle; especially : one in which sacred relics (as the bones of a saint) are deposited
   b : a place in which devotion is paid to a saint or deity : SANCTUARY 
   c : a niche containing a religious image
From this definition, it seems that the shrine could indeed have contained an image of Yahweh (1c) … but then again, it might not (1b).

But the verses he uses as confirmation of his statement on page 103 do not seem to confirm what he says at all:

2KI 23:8 Josiah brought all the priests from the towns of Judah and desecrated the high places, from Geba to Beersheba, where the priests had burned incense. He broke down the shrines at the gates--at the entrance to the Gate of Joshua, the city governor, which is on the left of the city gate. 9 Although the priests of the high places did not serve at the altar of the LORD in Jerusalem, they ate unleavened bread with their fellow priests. - 2Kings 23:8-9

The immediately preceding verses all talk about Josiah removing all pagan worship associations.  Thus the "shrines at the gates" would likely be just that --  pagan shrines (not "shrines of Yahweh" as he states).

Another question I had was when I read this statement on page 106:

Jeremiah's precise attitude toward the great reform, which took place some five years after he began his ministry, must remain a mystery. The records are quite ambiguous on the point and there is a total lack of agreement among scholars. We do not know if he concerned himself actively with regard to it or not. But it is hardly conceivable that he would not have approved heartily of the effort to abolish the paganism against which he had so uncompromisingly thundered. In any case his admiration for Josiah, whom he regarded as well-nigh the ideal king (22:15-16), was unbounded - which it would not have been had he disapproved of the major action of that king's reign.

At that point in my reading I scribbled this in the book margin:

Not so! See page 81 on how one does not lead to the other.

And I have already referred to his comments on page 81 in my first paragraph of Questions Raised for Chapter Three like this:

And now John Bright on page 81 says this: "The prophet who had opposed submission to the Assyrians now opposed rebellion against them!"

While I disagreed with him on that point, it now does show that he has already admitted that a major prophet can flip flop in his loyalties, so why couldn't Jeremiah do the same … especially since he also says that there is a "total lack of agreement among scholars"!?

Another question I had was with the statement John Bright made on page 113:

The destruction of the state is sure; it will be eradicated - and that without remnant (8:13).

However, this seems to go against what he had previously said on page 89:

There will always be a Remnant!

First he has us convinced that there will always be a Remnant, then 25 pages later he is telling us that it was possible for Israel to end up with NO remnant!

Then I have yet another thing I question on the next page, 114:

Optimistic prophets had whipped up a popular frenzy by declaring (28:2-4) that God had already broken the yoke of Babylon and would bring captive King Jehoiachin and all the people who had been deported, together with the sacred vessels of the temple, back to Jerusalem - and that within two years!

I read over that section of Jeremiah and see nothing at all resembling the people in a "frenzy" (though it does seem that John Bright like the word "frenzy" - or "whip up" as on the next page).

Chapter Four & Five Review:

Reform is going on in Israel under Josiah, whom Jeremiah admired!  However, Jeremiah soon saw how shallow this reform really was (page 107).  Sure, the people cut out the grosser immoralities and were more active in the church … but the society's social sins continued with the clergy going along with things to keep everyone satisfied!  There was no real repentance!  The clergy were actually misleading the people in telling them how peace with God had been gained!  And in any case, this all ended within 15 years when Josiah died and matters got worse again.  Eventually, Jeremiah was dragged along with his people fleeing to Egypt, where he died.

But Jeremiah did understand the Kingdom of God … he knew that God was not going to defend the kingdom when it was filled with injustice and idolatry.  But though Jeremiah had hope of the restoration of the Remnant, he was sad ("weeping prophet") in that he could not find any group that he could call a "clean Remnant"!  Jeremiah 5:1-2 speaks of his not finding even one person who deals honestly and seeks the truth.  And thus, Jeremiah confronted that awful realization and was obliged to break away from his country, even though his people would consider him a traitor.  And this was a hard life.  So hard, that Jeremiah actually despaired and cursed the day he was born [note: interesting that in Job 3:1 Job also does the same].

But then on page 122, John Bright makes a very good point:

That Israel's faith could survive at all, that Israel could live to hope in anything at all, was in good part due to prophets who so ruthlessly demolished all false hope. The Kingdom which God will establish is not equal to the Kingdom of Judah and its temple. By the same token the destruction of that state and temple is not the defeat of God.

How then could the notion that God's Kingdom being equal to a political state persist? Is it that the people refused to listen to the prophets?  It seems so.  For Jeremiah championed a religion that was personal and intimate with God - requiring a change of heart, not a state run religion!  And this was to be the New Covenant … noting that the "law is within, written on the very heart."

Yet the Israelites had a conceit in the popular hope for the Day of Yahweh when, it was hoped, God would intervene in history to establish Israel and punish her foes.  Amos combated this notion.  And now Isaiah was battering this notion even further by telling the Israelites that the Kingdom of God only includes those of his people who obey him as servants (ISA 65:13-15) PLUS it will also include those in foreign nations that acknowledge and turn to God! (ISA 45:22-23). It was stated in the Old Testament what would be re-affirmed in the New!  Yet Isaiah did introduce a unique concept … that of the "Suffering Servant".  This was in regards to the Israelites destiny as well as the means that God will establish his Kingdom!

Finally, the chapter ends with something worth remembering (pg 152):

"It was plain that there was a suffering which came not from having sinned, but precisely from having done the will of God.  The prophets had been living illustrations that to obey and to declare the Word of God costs exactly suffering."

Yes, being in the center of God's Will was not safe and comfortable - quite the opposite!

Chapter Six - Holy Commonwealth and Apocalyptic Kingdom

Questions Raised in Chapter Six:

John Bright capitalizes the word "Restoration".  This brings a similar question as I raised earlier with his capitalized "Remnant". Examples:

It now becomes our task to inquire what became of that abounding hope as it met the drab realities of the Restoration (pg 156)

It is clear that the Restoration did anything but fulfill the glowing promise which Second Isaiah had extended. (pg 156)

In any case the Restoration of the Jewish community in Jerusalem became a fact. (pg 158)

But the actual events of that Restoration were bitterly disappointing. (pg 158)

The strong feeling persisted, and was voiced by prophets of the Restoration, that he means to include foreigners also in his Kingdom. (pg 160)

And even both words (Remnant and Restoration) in one sentence:

But now, here in the little Restoration community, it must have seemed that the conditions of the Remnant had been met. (pg 165)

Capitalization's continued with "Apocolyptic" and "Holy Commonwealth".

I found John Bright's comment on page 164 about Ezek 38-39 thought provoking. Reading those verses leads to many questions with regard to just how much of the prophesy could be relating to our time right now!  How much of this interpretation would be valid?  This might be a good section of the Old Testament to analyze as an example for the class in how to interpret the prophets!

Perhaps a good fundamental question arises from the reading of page 177 where it becomes confusing whether or not there is "duty" involved or if that merely begins the trip to "legalism". Here is the text I refer to, that raises questions:

Can it be that in casting off all religious duty, we have ended up admitting no duty -- save to ourselves?  It is time that we heeded the lesson of the Holy Commonwealth: that religion, aside from all that it does for man, lays before him a duty and demands that he do it. Christianity does involve duty. And that duty is to obey God, not in general and as it is convenient, but in every detail and without exceptions. On this count, it is to be feared, scribe and Pharisee will enter the Kingdom of God ahead of us. (pg 177)

John Bright also mentions BIBLICAL INTERPRETATION on page 183, referring to the book of Daniel as "a sadly misunderstood book".  He then makes this statement (which would be good to look at to combine this book with our previous book studied in B.I.):

It is not, as so many conceive it to be, a cryptic diagram of events yet to come so that, if one can only find the key, one may get from it a blueprint of the future. He who seeks to get this from Daniel has committed a major error of biblical interpretation: he has disregarded completely what the author of Daniel wished to say."

Chapter Six Review:

When Cyrus became the Assyrian ruler, he had a policy of moderation!  He actually respected the customs and "gods" of conquered peoples under his empire! Not only that, he tried to have deported people resettled back in their homelands.  This policy was extended to the Jews.  Their sacred objects were returned to them and they were allowed to return to Jerusalem.

I found it quite interesting and enlightening when John Bright mentioned how the new temple being built was merely a shadow of the glorious one in Solomon's time! His references to the older people's disappointment are now clear to me (once I understood what was happening now):

But many of the older priests and Levites and family heads, who had seen the former temple, wept aloud when they saw the foundation of this temple being laid, while many others shouted for joy. - Ezra 3:12

`Who of you is left who saw this house in its former glory? How does it look to you now? Does it not seem to you like nothing? - Hag 2:3
But the reason why this is important was that it was an indicator to the Israelites that the Kingdom of God was not being built via this temple!  As John Bright put it "Here is no Kingdom of God…"  And while the temple was in ruins, the people were more concerned with their own houses, that considering fixing up the temple:

This is what the LORD Almighty says: "These people say, `The time has not yet come for the LORD's house to be built.'" Then the word of the LORD came through the prophet Haggai: "Is it a time for you yourselves to be living in your paneled houses, while this house remains a ruin?" - Hag 1:2-4

John Bright made yet another observation that is worth remembering:

So always do men speak who would make God the servant of their small concerns, an instrument at their disposal, a sort of divine insurance against loss or damage. Such men will always be disappointed in God. For they do not know that God is not at all at their service, but quite the other way around, is summoning them to the service of his Kingdom. (pg 160)

At this point John Bright shows how the Israelites went from Remnant, to Restoration, to Apocalyptic.  And his explanation of the Apocalyptic mindset is quite interesting! (refer to pages 168-169)  And in the midst of this discussion, John Bright made yet another memorable statement:

True, the apocalyptic expectation that few would be saved may well seem harsh. Nevertheless, tolerance and goodheartedness must not tempt us to blink the inexorable conclusion: the Kingdom of God comes only for those who will be his people and obey him. It can have no other citizens. Truly "the gate is narrow" (Matt 7:14). (pg 170)

The END!

The rest is just for me (
VERSES to consider relating to the book's Kingdom template that I've come across in my readings lately:

ISA 49:6 b - Israel is told to be LIGHT - and God's salvation is for EVERY nation

ISA 51:6 b - Eternal salvation - not needing to be REPEATEDLY done with sacrifices for atonement

ISA 51:8 b - Eternal salvation again

ISA 54:9-10 God's covenant is GUARANTEED

ISA 54:13-17 same

ISA 55:3 everlasting covenant







