
Who are you? - 7 August 2022 

I expect that many of you are familiar with 

the phenomenon that your child, at one time, 

had a Jekyll and Hyde dual personality.  Our 

two girls certainly did - one more than the 

other, perhaps.  It was so upsetting at the 

time that we bought a book called, ‘The Two 

Carolines’, in which the sad Caroline is the 

most adorable, cooperative, sweet, and 

considerate little child at school - but on 

returning home and the front door closes - 

watch out, because Linda Blair (who plays 

Regan MacNeil in The Exorcist) has just 

entered your house. 

She is moody, instantly disobedient, selfish, 

rude, destructive, and utterly vile.  And she is 

your daughter for whom teachers and friends 

having nothing but praise and admiration. 

How can this happen?  The psychiatric 

community really have no idea, and love to label 

peop le w i th certa i n cond i t i ons , and 

psychopaths and sociopaths fall into the 

category of Antisocial Personality Disorders.  

But strangely, although that same community 

will accept that symptoms of both conditions 

often will appear in childhood, they are not 

able to diagnose them as such until they are 

18.  Like a light switch just got turned on, and 

suddenly you are able to use the diagnosis. 

Not that it helps you at all; it’s just another 

labelling exercise, which prompts the shrink to 
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reach for his or her prescription pad and drug 

up the youngster or adult until they don’t know 

what they are doing for the polypharmacy they 

have ingested. 

The end result is that you have a lot of 

confused adults - and children - not really sure 

of anything, and certainly having no idea of 

who or what they really are.  Wandering 

around this world with a diagnosis hung around 

your neck does not make for a balanced, 

mature adult. 

Obviously, there are shades of personality 

disorders - just as there are 50 shades of 

grey (apparently), but our job is to see if we 

can rub off or scratch down through the 

layers of paint and garbage to find the true 

colour of ourselves that God intended us to be. 

Our readings today have the Israelites - as 

ever - performing badly. 

They are good at putting up appearances - 

they go through the motions of the ritual 

sacrifices, they are good at quoting the 

scriptures - but behind all the show and 

pretence is a nation that is seriously damaged, 

wildly astray, and deeply flawed. 

Our passage from Isaiah says that even the ox 

and the donkey recognize where they should 

be; ‘The ox knows its master, 

    the donkey its owner’s manger, 
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but Israel does not know, 

    my people do not understand.” 

That is a very lost place to be, and some 

people are just as lost. 

In this last week I have had to deal with a 

particularly difficult issue in which a person 

was showing one face to the world, but quite 

another to the person who should have 

mattered most to them. 

Such a s ituat ion is a l l too common, 

unfortunately.  Our elder daughter was 

trapped in such a relationship for several 

years until she found the courage to break out. 

I am sure that many of you have known such 

situations or such people; the public face is 

charming - the private face is savage. 

Our OT passages remind us that we need to be 

genuine, we need to make our public and 

private faces match; our sacrifices or shows 

of piety are not only unnecessary - they are 

insulting - ‘I have no need of a bull from your 

stall or of goats from your pens, 

for every animal of the forest is mine, 

    and the cattle on a thousand hills. 

Do I eat the flesh of bulls 

    or drink the blood of goats?’ 
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What God is after is something honest and 

genuine; ‘“Sacrifice thank offerings to God, 

    fulfill your vows to the Most High, 

and call on me in the day of trouble; 

    I will deliver you, and you will honour me.” 

We are very good at putting on faces for 

people.  For some, appearances are everything; 

I had occasions to say to someone this week 

that ‘clothes do not make the man - manners 

make the man’, but for this particular person. 

They were obsessed with how they appeared 

to others. 

There is, of course, historical precedent for 

such an attitude; it has quite an impressive 

literary pedigree: from Twain to Erasmus to 

Quintilian to Homer. Many articles mistakenly 

attribute the source of the proverb to Mark 

Twain (the pen name of Samuel Langhorne 

Clemens). Indeed Mark Twain (who made quite 

a fashion statement when be began wearing 

white suits late in his career in 1906, only to 

be outdone by Tom Wolfe who began wearing 

his iconic white suit early in his career in 

1962) wrote: “Clothes make the man. Naked 

people have little or no influence on society” 

according to Merle Johnson’s book More 

Maxims of Mark by Mark Twain (1927). 

However, Johnson was paraphrasing passages 

from Mark Twain’s short story “The Czar’s 

Soliloquy” “[One] realizes that without his 

clothes a man would be nothing at all; that the 
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clothes do not merely make the man, the 

clothes are the man; that without them he is a 

cipher, a vacancy, a nobody, a nothing… There 

is no power without clothes.” 

We could go further and cite the absurdity of 

the spectacle of The Emperor’s New Clothes, 

which were, of course, invisible - but I would 

rather cite the nobility of Shakespeare’s King 

Lear, who, having been driven mad, is naked 

and raving on a storm-swept heath (in true 

tragedian fashion), and, when met, recognizes 

that mankind is really a rather pathetic animal; 

‘Thou art the thing itself; unaccommodated 

man is no more but such a poor, bare, 

forked animal as thou art. Off, off, you 

lendings! 

Come, unbutton here.’   

Whereupon he strips himself of all his clothing 

to bare his pain and misery to the elements of 

the storm, as if he might thus be made more 

sane.  But Lear is one of Shakespeare’s more 

complex tragedies, and I haven’t time to 

explain all the intricacies of the various 

interwoven plots here. 

My point is simple; be who you really are - not 

some form of play-acting charade, disguised 

behind fancy attire, airs and graces. 

You may be entitled to such as a member of 

the aristocracy, but when you come down to it, 
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a mirror on your toilet door will remind you of 

your similarity to the rest of mankind. 

Jesus was consistent in his character - we 

need to be the same. 

I want to spend just a moment or two on the 

new testament readings. 

Hebrews has a classic opening verse; ‘Now 

faith is confidence in what we hope for and 

assurance about what we do not see.’ 

This is the New International Version’s 

translation of the Greek, but, much as I 

admire the NIV, and it is usually my go-to for 

bible readings, in this context it is not very 

accurate, despite being in line with many other 

translations.  We have Luther to blame for 

this.    

Dr. Robert G. Hoerber is Professor Emeritus 

of New Testament Exegetical Theology at 

Concordia Seminary in St. Louis, MO., and 

wrote in the CONCORDIA JOURNAL/

JANUARY 1995; 

‘In Hebrews 1:3 we read that the Son is "an 

exact representation of his (= God's) real 

being" (χαρακτήρ τής υποστάσεως αύτοϋ). The 

sense of "confidence" or "assurance" must be 

eliminated, since examples of this meaning 

cannot be found. Therefore this translation 

must be ruled out in Hebrews 11:1, although it 

has enjoyed much favour since Luther. 
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According to Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich-Danker (p. 

847) Hebrews 11:1 should be rendered: "In 

faith things hoped for become realized" or "In 

faith things hoped for become reality." So the 

renderings of Hebrews 11:1 by NRSV, NASB, 

NIV, Phillips, Moffatt, and Goodspeed miss 

the point, while NKJV and NEB come closer to 

the meaning of ύπόστασις in this verse.’ 

What this means for us is actually good news, 

because it has to do with more physical 

‘substance’ than hope or confidence or 

assurance. 

Kittel takes up the argument in the same paper 

as quoted by Hoeber; ‘In the translation of 

ύπόστασις here [Hebrews 11:1] and in Hb. 3:14 

Melanchthon advised Luther to use the 

rendering "sure confidence." Whereas all 

patristic and medieval exegesis presupposed 

that ύπόστασις was to be translated 

‘substantia’ and understood in the sense of 

‘ουσία’, Luther's translation introduced a wholly 

new element into the understanding of Hb. 

11:1. Faith is now viewed as personal, 

subjective conviction. Yet there can be no 

question but that this classical Protestant 

understanding is untenable. The starting-point 

of exposition must be that ύπόστασις in Hb. 

11:1 has to have not only a meaning like that in 

Greek usage elsewhere but also a sense similar 

to that it bears in the other HB references.   
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Thus Kittel's discussion of ύπόστασις confirms 

the translation of Hebrews 11:1a by Bauer-

Arndt-Gingrich-Danker: "In faith things hoped 

for become realized" or "In faith things hoped 

for become reality.” 

I don’t know about you , but that gives me a 

whole lot more optimism for my faith than the 

rather vague and subjective offering that we 

have had since Luther by so many translators. 

To give you relief from my fascination with the 

roots of biblical translation, I will finish with 

the short, sharp lesson from our gospel. 

In two sentences it is this; Don’t be afraid of 

what is coming - but be ready.’  

It’s really like waiting for a bus; if you’re not 

at the bus stop when the bus comes - you’ll 

miss it.  And you know what it’s like with buses 

- you can never tell when they are coming. 

No need for a ticket - just hop on board. 
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