1 Timothy 1:4



- is the negative conjunction MĒDE, used in coordination with the previous MĒ (meaning “not” in the last verse), meaning “nor.”  This is followed by the present active infinitive from the verb PROSECHW, which means “(1) to be in a state of alert: be concerned about, care for, take care with the dative of direct object; (2) to pay close attention to something: pay attention to, give heed to, follow with the dative of persons or things as the direct object; (3) to continue in close attention to something: occupy oneself with, devote or apply oneself to with the dative of direct object.”


The present tense is a tendential present for what Paul purposed but is not taking place.


The active voice indicates that Timothy was to produce the action of giving an order to stop certain men in the congregation from being preoccupied with the object that follows.


The infinitive is an infinitive of purpose, and in this case a negative purpose.

Then we have the dative of direct object from the masculine plural noun MUTHOS, which means “a ‘narrative or ‘story’ without distinction of fact or fiction, as in a fictional narrative (as opposed to , the truth of history) such as a: tale, story, legend, myth cf. ‘cleverly devised tales’, 2 Pet 1:16.”
  Myths were especially important to the Greeks, considering their pagan religion was based upon them (“Greek Mythology”).  With this we have the connective conjunction KAI, meaning “and” with the dative direct object from the feminine plural noun GENEALOGIA, which we transliterate as genealogy, but refers to the account of one’s ancestry or family history.  With this we have the feminine plural adjective APERANTOS, which means “endless, limitless.”
“nor be occupied with myths and endless genealogies,”
- is the nominative subject from the feminine plural relative pronoun HOSTIS, which means “an undetermined person belonging to a class or having a status, to indicate that persons (or things) belong to a certain class (such a one); to emphasize a characteristic quality, by which a preceding statement is to be confirmed who (to be sure, by his very nature or who indeed) 1 Tim 1:4.”
  In this case it refers back to the myths and endless genealogies just mentioned as examples of “false teaching” of the previous verse.  It is translated “which class of things” or “which category of things.”  Then we have the accusative direct object from the feminine plural noun EKZĒTĒSIS, which means “useless speculation” (one’s of Paul’s hapax legomena – see the introduction to the epistle).  This is followed by the third person plural present active indicative from the verb PARECHW, which means “to cause to happen or be brought about, cause, make happen, bring about Gal 6:17; give rise to speculations 1 Tim 1:4.”


The present tense is a static or gnomic present for a state or condition that perpetually exists.


The active voice indicates that the myths and endless genealogies produce the action of always causing useless speculation.


The indicative mood is declarative for a dogmatic statement of fact.
“which category of things cause useless speculation”
- is the comparative adverb of preferred choice, used as a “marker of an alternative to something, meaning: rather in the sense instead (of something) and excludes from consideration the content of the phrase introduced by —1 Tim 1:4; 2 Tim 3:4.”
  With this we have the conjunction Ē, used as a comparative and meaning “than” when it follows a comparative adverb.  Then we have the accusative direct object from the feminine singular noun OIKONOMIA, which means “the program of instruction, training this meaning (also found in the Church Fathers) seems to fit best in 1 Tim 1:4.”
  With this we have the possessive genitive from the masculine singular noun THEOS, meaning “God’s” and referring to the teaching ministry of God the Holy Spirit as our Mentor in the Church Age.  Then we have the appositional accusative from the feminine singular article used as a relative pronoun and meaning “which (program of instruction).”  Deliberately omitted by ellipsis is the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: ‘is’, used in the sense of “which is received, which [comes], which exists.”  Finally we have the preposition EN plus the instrumental of means from the feminine singular noun PISTIS, used in its passive sense, meaning “what is believed” or “doctrine.”  The phrase is translated “by means of doctrine.”
“rather than the training of God [the Holy Spirit] which [comes] by means of doctrine.”

1 Tim 1:4 corrected translation
“nor be occupied with myths and endless genealogies, which category of things cause useless speculation rather than the training of God [the Holy Spirit] which [comes] by means of doctrine.”
Explanation:
1.  “nor be occupied with myths and endless genealogies,”

a.  The entire sentence reads: “Since I demanded that you remain behind at Ephesus while I went to Macedonia, [I did so], in order that you might command certain ones not to teach heretical doctrine, nor be occupied with myths and endless genealogies, which category of things cause useless speculation rather than the training of God [the Holy Spirit] which [comes] by means of doctrine.”

b.  Paul continues with the list of things that he directed Timothy to demand that certain men in the Ephesian congregation stop teaching.

c.  One of those things was being preoccupied with myths.  This is primarily directed at the Gentile members of the congregation, who are Greeks with the Greek religious background of Greek mythology.



(1)  One of Satan’s strategies is the mixture of truth with error, of fact with fiction, of true history with myths, tales, and lies.  The way in which Satan does this, as an attack on Christianity, is to mix a culture’s religion with the truth of the word of God.



(2)  Christianity is not a religion.  It is a personal relationship with God through the Lord Jesus Christ.  Satan tries to ruin this relationship by inserting religious ideas into the relationship or making the relationship continue on the basis of the performance of religious acts.   Often these religious acts are previous norms and standards from that culture, which then become incorporated into the religion of that culture.



(3)  As this process continues, the person no longer has a relationship with God, but is simply following the norms and standards of the religious culture of his society.  This was true for both the Greeks with their pagan religion and the Jews with their religion based upon keeping the Mosaic Law.



(4)  In the case of the Greek culture in Ephesus, there was apparently an attempt by certain men in the congregation to mix the message of the mystery doctrine of the Church Age with the pagan religious practices.  This is the same thing that Paul described happening in Corinth ten years earlier in 55 AD, 1 Cor 6:16, 8:10, 9:13.

d.  Another thing being taught by these false teachers in the congregation was the importance of one’s heritage or genealogy.



(1)  This was an attack on the Jewish believers in the congregation.  The Jews were always preoccupied with the tribe to which they belonged.  Belonging to a particular tribe or family or group became a source of arrogance.  The Greeks had the same problem with their social clubs, called fraternities.



(2)  A person’s heritage or family background makes them neither a great believer nor a loser believer.  Spiritual greatness is dependent upon a person’s attitude toward the word of God, the will of God, and the love of God.



(3)  A believer can come from the worst of family heritage and reach PLĒROMA status (being filled with all the fullness of God).  They have the same equal privilege and opportunity as all other believers.  A believer can come from the best of family heritage and never love the Lord, desire to grow in grace, or even try to execute the spiritual life.  But they have the same equal privilege and opportunity to do so.


e.  Both myths and genealogies are non-essentials in life; they are things related to the cosmic system of Satan.  Both of these things are distractions to the importance of doctrine and to the humility necessary to live the spiritual life and execute the will of God.


f.  Therefore, Paul directed Timothy to put a stop to this kind of teaching, preoccupation with, and conversation among the members of the Ephesian congregation.

2.  “which category of things cause useless speculation”

a.  When people start thinking about false doctrine, they get involved in useless speculation.

b.  When believers are distracted from the truth into those things which are false, they enter into useless speculation.

c.  Arrogance produces a pseudo-intellectualism, in which believers think they know a great deal, when, in fact, they know so very little.


d.  The result of this arrogance of pseudo-intellectualism is useless speculation about what the Scriptures really mean.


e.  This became manifest in the Jewish religion by their endless and pointless speculations on the “deeper” meaning of the Torah.

f.  This became manifest in the Christian “religion” during the Middle Ages with Scholasticism, which debated for years the great theological question, “How many angels can dance on the head of a needle?”  Now that is real useless speculation.

g.  Paul mentions this same subject again in this epistle in 1 Tim 6:3‑4, “If anyone teaches a different doctrine and does not concur with sound doctrine, those doctrines from our Lord Jesus Christ, even the doctrines pertaining to the spiritual life, he has received arrogance, understanding nothing.  Furthermore, he has a morbid obsession about controversies and verbal conflicts, from which originate jealousy, discord, and evil speculations.”

h.  Useless speculation develops into rational arrogance.


(1)  Rational arrogance is the vanity of intellectual arrogance, or the elitism of the genius I.Q.  Elitism might be defined for this study as that arrogant consciousness of pride in belonging to a select or favorite group of people.  People with a high I.Q. have a tendency to look down their noses at those who are less fortunate.



(2)  Rational arrogance is the vanity of giving precedence to human I.Q. and intellectual attainment over spiritual I.Q. and momentum from doctrine.   The human viewpoint of life rejects or sets aside divine viewpoint.



(3)  Rational arrogance generally afflicts those believers in Jesus Christ whose superior I.Q. or educational background gives them a false sense of elitism or superiority. 



(4)  All too often, intellectual arrogance compromises Bible doctrine by attempting to reconcile those things found in the word of God with philosophical and scientific speculation.



(5)  Because rational or intellectual arrogance is so anthropocentric (man centered), it has a tendency to accept as fact theories and philosophical speculations in the field of rationalism and empiricism, and make them a part of Christian doctrine.




(a)  For example, a favorite practice of rational or intellectual arrogance is to choose something like the theory of evolution over creationism, because it is seems to them to be “more reasonable” than divine revelation in the canon of Scripture.  This is consistent with the human viewpoint objective of glorifying self over God.




(b)  Intellectual arrogance often distorts the trends of history and establishes false trends.




(c)  Intellectual arrogance uses academic subjects to contradict the lucid and perspicuous statements of Scripture.  It uses history, philosophy, psychology, sociology (tries to explain what God is doing in the devil’s world), historical geology, anthropology, certain aspects of political science, and it ends up glorifying Marxist theories, inserting them into academic subjects.  Learning these academic subjects often creates in the believer an intellectual arrogance which is difficult to overcome when he hears Bible doctrine which contradicts these subjects.




(d)  The trends of rational or intellectual arrogance are noted in the attempt to reform Christianity, beginning with Gnosticism in the second century.  Gnosticism tried to reinterpret the Scriptures and to add philosophical concepts which the word of God rejects.



(e)  The scholasticism of medieval times tried to merge the theories of Plato and Aristotle with Christian doctrine.




(f)  You cannot reconcile Gnosticism (second century) or existentialism (twentieth century) with Bible doctrine.  The arrogant believer chooses academia over doctrine because of intellectual arrogance.



(g)  In the early church, intellectual arrogance was manifest by neo-Platonism and Gnosticism.  In the twentieth century, it is manifest in existentialism, social action, socialism, utopianism, and communism.



(6)  The truth of Bible doctrine forms a system of absolutes, but arrogance intrudes with the glorification of some form of human speculation which excludes doctrinal viewpoint.  This results in such philosophies as existentialism and the arrogant system of subjective humanism.



(7)  Without the truth of Bible doctrine as the means of establishing the norms of life, intellectualism is meaningless and often very harmful.



(8)  Bible doctrine is rejected in arrogance under the erroneous conclusion that human existence is neither understandable nor describable in either idealistic or scientific terminology.  Allegedly, man can only be understood by the subjective analysis of his suffering, guilt feelings, anxiety, and the need to make decisions through the utilization of his freedom in a meaningless and purposeless world.  Existentialism is twentieth century Gnosticism.



(9)  In arrogance, man’s individual existence precedes his essence.  This subjective thinking means he must therefore fashion himself.  That is the application of existentialism to life.


(10)  Therefore, Christian existentialism emphasizes the arrogant and subjective aspects of man as a creature of God.  It glorifies man by saying that man is good and honorable by nature and by birth.  Therefore, it denies the existence of the old sin nature and the total depravity of man.  Neo-orthodoxy tries to reconcile the concept of man’s goodness with man’s evil.


(11)  This results in man seeking God through guilt motivation, which is one of man’s strongest drives for seeking God.  Those who have no guilt seek God through intellectual, philosophical speculation.  As a result, the believer is not seeking God in the only way possible, i.e., through the perception of Bible doctrine, which immediately eliminates guilt motivation or intellectual philosophical speculation.



(12)  This arrogance is advocated by such men as Kierkegaard, Sartre, Karl Barth, and Emil Brunner.  They call themselves modern theologians, but they are really philosophical speculators.  They do not teach doctrine, but attempt to explain Christianity in terms of philosophical speculation.  This subjective approach to doctrine is arrogance.



(13)  There are two categories of intellectual arrogance:



(a)  The arrogance of the ignorant who have oversimplified solutions and panaceas to the problems of life.  This is the concept of having a predilection toward some false conspiracy, blaming all the problems in life on some organization, e.g., on the Jews.  This is the Jacobean mentality on the French revolution.



(b)  The arrogance of the brilliant intellect who overestimates his own opinion.  He is jealous and resentful of anyone else whose academic attainments are greater than his own.  He tries to give opinions in areas out of his expertise.


(14)  This can also be called anthropocentric academic speculation.  2 Jn 9, “Everyone who advances in knowledge and does not remain in the field of play by means of the doctrine of Christ does not have God [fellowship]; for he who persists with doctrine, this same one has both the Father and the Son [fellowship with them].”  In other words, the pseudo‑intellectual has cosmic arrogance.


i.  Pseudo‑intellectual arrogance is the basis for many believers trying to reconcile philosophical and scientific speculation with Bible doctrine.  But Bible doctrine and human speculation in many of the academic fields are irreconcilable.


j.  Hence, the believer involved in this arrogance must choose between the truth of doctrine and the false concepts in the areas of academic speculation.


k.  For example, the arrogance of psychology and psychiatry blame man’s problems on his environment instead of on man’s good and bad decisions.  Many theories in many academic subjects contradict Bible doctrine in such subjects as history, philosophy, geology, economics, political science, etc.


l.  John faced the problem of Gnosticism.  You cannot reconcile Gnosticism of the second century or existentialism of the twentieth century with Bible doctrine.  They oppose each other.

3.  “rather than the training of God [the Holy Spirit] which [comes] by means of doctrine.”

a.  The teaching of false doctrine produces the arrogance of pseudo-intellectualism and anthropocentric academic speculation rather than the training of God the Holy Spirit in the doctrines of the word of God.

b.  This verse is one of many verses that establish the principle that we are taught by God the Holy Spirit.  For example Jn 14:26, “But the Helper, the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send in My name, He will teach you all things, and bring to your remembrance all that I said to you.”

c.  The Holy Spirit is responsible for teaching and training the Church Age believer in what to think in order to live the spiritual life our Lord lived.


d.  The Spirit’s mission in the Church Age is to enter us into union with Christ, fill us with the same power Christ had, teach us the thinking of Christ, and then motivate us to love God the Father and the Lord Jesus Christ, so that we will obey the will of God to His greater glory.


e.  The means of doing this is the teaching and training of the word of God or Bible doctrine.


f.  The system God the Holy Spirit uses is the privacy of the local church, the objectivity of the pastor-teacher, and the completed canon of Scripture.


g.  Therefore, every believer makes a choice in life between the arrogance of pseudo-intellectual anthropocentric academic speculation and the humility of the truth of the word of God.


h.  Every believer makes a choice to be trained by other members of the human race in the cosmic system or by God the Holy Spirit in the spiritual life.


i.  The training of God the Holy Spirit is not a one-shot training.  It is not a weekend retreat.  The training of God the Holy Spirit takes an entire lifetime.  The training does not stop until the day we die.

j.  Enforced and genuine humility is absolutely essential to be trained by God.


k.  Objectivity is absolutely essential to be trained by God.


l.  Positive volition is absolutely essential to be trained by God.


m.  No believer is ever trained by God who does not want to be trained.


n.  The question is: Do we really want to be trained by God, or would we rather believe myths (like evolution) and spend our time is useless speculation?
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