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Messy Tables, Messy Mission 

212th GA Bible Study by Dr. Richard N. Boyce and Dr. Sung Hee Chang 

Union Presbyterian Seminary at Charlotte 

Introduction 

Many of the most important events of our lives occur around tables. 

There are the tables of family meals and gatherings that sustain and challenge us over the generations. 

There are the tables of community and corporate meetings where we sit down to make decisions that 

will affect our congregations, communities, and country for years to come. 

There are the tables where we and our neighbors gather for worship – in homes and in sanctuaries and 

in worship services on the way:  communion tables, Passover tables, and the tables of Eid al-Fitr set to 

break the fast of Ramadan. 

This General Assembly we will spend some time reflecting on tables in the Bible, where fellowship is 

both restored and broken.  Here food is eaten, and decisions are made, and hope is threatened or 

sustained. 

Our hope and prayer is that these reflections will serve to strengthen and deepen our sense of God’s 

presence around the various tables of the General Assembly:  in gatherings for food; in committee and 

plenary decision-making; in worship (whether private or corporate) where Christ’s presence is quiet, 

spoken, or made visible in the sacraments. 

Who gathers those around our tables and for what purpose? 

Who is invited to sit and partake with us around our tables of worship and service? 

How do the decisions we make or the covenants we reaffirm change the way we live our lives, go about 

our mission, and either obscure or bear witness to our unity in Christ as we continue our journey toward 

a kingdom where God’s table is already set for us all? 

One thing’s for sure.  If these tables include us, they will be messy tables.  Why?  Because we are messy 

people, claimed by a gracious God, who will not stop messing with us until God’s kingdom fully comes. 

Question for Discussion (plenary):  Describe a memorable table gathering that is part of your story.  

Who gathered the group, and for what purpose?  Who was invited?  Who was not?  Why is this table-

gathering an important part of your story? 
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Session 1: Messy Tables 

Part 1:  The King’s Table 

 

Play the song “The Room Where It Happens” from the musical, Hamilton. 

 

In a gross over-simplification of Old Testament history, God’s people were first constituted around the 

tables of Hebrew households, serving a hurried meal on that awful night when the Lord passed over 

their households on the way to winning their freedom (see Exodus 14: 1-28).  Later, in the wilderness, 

God and Moses set up a table of sorts for meeting and conversation – it was called the Tent of Meeting, 

and became a model for the Temple of Jerusalem in generations to come (see the description of the Ark, 

the Mercy Seat, and the Table for the Bread of Presence in Exodus 25 where the Lord promised to meet 

with Moses and deliver all God’s “commands to the Israelites,” verse 22).  With the rise of the kings (an 

event set in deep tension with the ongoing rule of Yahweh as King over Israel – see 1 Samuel 8), another 

parallel meeting place (the King’s palace) and table (the King’s Table) became a central part of God’s 

peoples’ lives.  Just as an invitation to the Lord’s Table could be a risky proposition (if the invitee was not 

properly consecrated and prepared – see Leviticus 8-10), so an invitation to the King’s Table could lead 

to either life or death (as the story of Esther makes all too clear, Esther 4: 11).  As each community sat 

for meetings of elders at the gates (see the scene where Boaz “sat down” with the elders of his city, Ruth 

4: 2), so the nation as a whole gathered around the table where the king and “all the king’s men” sat 

(sadly there is little evidence of women being regular attendees at these events!).  To be invited to this 

table was to be invited into “the room where it happens.”  Not everybody was included around this 

table.  To have a seat here was a great honor, and a terrifying responsibility. 

Question for Discussion.  Reflect on occasions when you have been invited to sit at a table that was 

both a great honor, and a terrifying responsibility.  How did the Holy Spirit lead you through this 

event? 
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Part II:  In the Presence of Mine Enemies 

For all our talk about loving the Bible as a whole, precious few of the stories of David have made it into 

our Biblical repertoire (the exceptions being the stories of David and Goliath, and David and Bathsheba).  

And yet these stories all deal with a topic that should be essential reading for Christians living in the 

United States, and commissioners to the General Assembly:  how does a disciple of Christ properly use 

the power that God has placed in her hands?  David does well.  David does poorly.  David serves as a 

model (good and bad) for us all.* 

One biblical scholar focuses this paradox in a simple, yet provocative way:  “grasp” versus “gift” (see 

David Gunn, “David and the Gift of the Kingdom,” as quoted by Walter Brueggemann, Power, 

Providence, and Personality, p. 72).  When David seeks to “grasp” for power, he often errs (as both the 

story of Bathsheba and the story of the census make clear, 2 Samuel 11 and 24).  Yet, when David 

receives and shares power as a “gift,” quite different stories emerge (especially in some of the scenes 

where David is on the run, yet refuses to raise his hand against the Lord’s anointed, Saul - see 1 Samuel 

24). 

One scene at the King’s Table captures this tension powerfully (read 2 Samuel 9).  David has been 

anointed king over a united Israel.  King Saul and David’s beloved friend, Jonathan, are now dead.  Most 

of the other relatives of Saul are also “disappeared,” eliminating any other claimants to the throne.  The 

“gift” of kingship is now David’s, except for one remaining person – Mephibosheth, “lame in both feet 

(verse 13).”  How will David “grasp” the last piece of royal power not yet his?  He sends out an invitation 

for Mephibosheth to come to the King’s Table.  Place yourself in Mephibosheth’s position and answer 

the following questions. 

Would you be excited or afraid if you received such an invitation?  What evidence do you see in the 

text? 

Some readers attribute David’s invitation to his skills at “grasping.”  As Michael Corleone quotes his 

father in Godfather 2:   “Keep your friends close, but your enemies closer.”  How does David’s 

invitation reflect his skills and wisdom as a politician and a person of power? 

David links his invitation to the “kindness” or hesed of God (verse 3) and the “kindness” or hesed he 

shared with Saul’s son, Jonathan (verse 7).**  How does David’s invitation reflect the grace and 

hospitality of God, and the “gift” of love, even or especially toward one’s enemies? 

***Play and/or sing the hymn, “My Shepherd Will Supply My Need” (a metrical version of Psalm 23). 
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Accompanying Quotes 

*Listen to Walter Brueggemann on this topic:  “We ponder this David narrative because our lives are like 

the life of David.  We are always on the way to power, brooding in the darkness, sometimes turning 

from the darkness to the astonishing gift of life (Power, Providence, and Personality, p. 82).” 

**Listen to Eugene Petersen on hesed:  “The word translated ‘kindness’ in our text is one of those large 

Hebrew words that radiates a spectrum of meanings like a rainbow of colors from a diamond in the 

sunlight:  kindness, love, steadfast love, covenantal friendship, loyal love, and justice.  It is a favorite 

word among the psalmists to convey God’s characteristic relationship with us; it is a favorite word of 

prophets to designate our most appropriate relationship with one another (First and Second Samuel, p. 

173). 

***Lyrics to My Shepherd Will Supply My Need, Text: Isaac Watts, 1719, alt. From the Glory to God 

hymnal. 

My shepherd will supply my need; Jehovah is his name. 
In pastures fresh he makes me feed, beside the living stream. 

 He brings my wandering spirit back when I forsake his ways, 
 and leads me, for his mercy’s sake, in paths of truth and grace. 
 
 When I walk though the shades of death your presence is my stay; 
 one word of your supporting breath drives all my fears away. 
 Your hand, in sight of all my foes, does still my table spread; 
 my cup with blessings overflows; your oil anoints my head. 
 
 The sure provisions of my God attend me all my days; 
 O may your house be my abode, and all my work be praise. 
 There would I find a settled rest, while others go and come; 
 no more a stranger, or a guest, but like a child at home. 
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Part III: Mixed Motives and Messy Tables 

 

Of course, most of our invitations, and all of our table gatherings, are the product of mixed motives and 

messy intentions.  Why?  Because we (individually and collectively) are  a messy and mean-spirited 

people, yet also homes for the Holy Spirit and instruments of God’s grace in Jesus Christ.  Anyone in a 

position of power (including General Assembly commissioners!) should be aware of this reality and this 

hope.  As that great 20th Century prophet, Reinhold Niebuhr said: 

Justification by faith in the realm of justice means that we will not regard the pressures and 

counter pressures, the tensions, the overt and covert conflicts by which justice is achieved and 

maintained, as normative in the absolute sense; but neither will we ease our conscience by 

seeking to escape from involvement in them.  We will know that we cannot purge ourselves of 

the sin and guilt in which we are involved by the moral ambiguities of politics without also 

disavowing responsibility for the creative possibilities of justice (The Nature and Destiny of Man, 

Volume 2, p. 284). 

We’re either at the table or not; in “the room where it happens,” or not; in the messy mix, or not. 

The question then is:  how will we respond to God’s invitation to sit in the rooms where it happens?  

Will we respond with “grasp,” or “gift,” or both?  Will we be honest enough to recognize our mixed 

motives regarding whom we invite to our tables and why, yet hopeful enough to trust God’s 

participation in the process?  What can we do as this year’s General Assembly, and in our ongoing 

work with Christ’s Church, to extend our table fellowship to others, especially those whom we might 

count as our enemies?  Let us spend some time in conversation on these topics. 

Close by playing selections from three versions of the spiritual, “I’m Gonna Eat at the Welcome Table” 

(plenary). 

1.  The Blind Boys of Alabama with Dan Zanes (Duets) 

2.  The Original Gospel Helpers, James Nesmith (The Road to Love) 

3.  Hollis Watkins  (Sing for Freedom:  The Story of the Civil Rights Movement through Its Songs) 
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Session 2:  Messy Missions 

Part 1 

Acts 15:35-41 (NRSV) 

35 But Paul and Barnabas remained in Antioch, and there, with many others, they taught and proclaimed 

the word of the Lord. 36 After some days Paul said to Barnabas, “Come, let us return and visit the 

believers in every city where we proclaimed the word of the Lord and see how they are 

doing.” 37 Barnabas wanted to take with them John called Mark. 38 But Paul decided not to take with 

them one who had deserted them in Pamphylia and had not accompanied them in the work. 39 The 

disagreement became so sharp that they parted company; Barnabas took Mark with him and sailed 

away to Cyprus. 40 But Paul chose Silas and set out, the believers commending him to the grace of the 

Lord. 41 He went through Syria and Cilicia, strengthening the churches. 

Disagreements Among Us 

Let us first examine our text’s expressed reason for the sharp disagreement between Paul and 

Barnabas that led them to go their separate ways in the end. Considering John Mark’s departure a 

desertion (“one who had deserted them,” Acts 15:38, ἀποστάντα, implying apostasy), Paul decided not 

to take him with them. Though his opinion of and relationship with John Mark was to be changed years 

later (Colossians 4:10; 2 Timothy 4:11; Philemon 1:24), Paul must have deemed John Mark not “useful in 

[their] ministry” (cf. 2 Timothy 4:11) at this moment. No doubt, Paul’s decision put Barnabas in a very 

difficult situation where he was forced to take sides between his best friend and his beloved cousin 

(Colossians 4:10). We do not know why Barnabas wanted to take John Mark with them in spite of Paul’s 

strong opposition, but the unease and discomfort caused by his disagreement with Paul must have been 

so severe and unbearable (literally speaking, paroxysmal, also used and translated as “deeply 

distressed” in Acts 17:16) that he took John Mark and went to Cyprus (Acts 15:39); and Paul had to begin 

his own missionary travels toward Syria and Cilicia, taking Silas as partner instead of Barnabas (Acts 

15:40) and Timothy as companion instead of John Mark (Acts 16:3). 

But, as was reported here, was John Mark the real reason for their split? The specific medical 

term used (παροξυσμός) to explain the paroxysmal attack noticed in the text (Acts 15:39) invites this 

new question. 

In medical writers - Galen, Hippocrates, etc. – the παροξυσμός is equivalent to what we call an 

access, from the Latin aecessio, used by Celsus, when a disease of some standing takes a turn for 

the worse, comes to a height, and breaks out into its severest form. This is the sense in which our 

English word "paroxysm" is used. (The Online Pulpit Commentary, Acts 15:39) 

The point is that the sudden, violent outburst of emotions and corollary actions between Paul and 

Barnabas could be a symptom of a hidden relational if not psychological dis-ease of some standing.  
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At this juncture, let us pay attention to the following observation: “The reason for the contention 

between Paul and Barnabas [the issue of taking John Mark with them] has seemed so trivial that some 

deeper cause has been suspected” (I. Howard Marshall, The Acts of the Apostles: An Introduction and 

Commentary, p.257, emphasis added).  Some interpreters imagine that the real bone of contention 

between Paul and Barnabas was the table fellowship incident at the church in Antioch that Paul 

reported in Galatians 2:11-14. And an interpreter even suggests that this critical incident is to be 

inserted between verse 35 and verse 36 in our text of Acts 15 (J. B. Lightfoot, The Acts of the Apostles: A 

Newly Discovered Commentary, p.207). This is what happened at the church in Antioch according to 

Paul: Peter came to Antioch and had fellowship meals with Gentile Christians as was the custom at the 

church in Antioch. When certain people from James came, however, he “drew back and kept himself 

separate for fear of the circumcision faction” and, consequently, “the other Jews joined him in this 

hypocrisy, so that even Barnabas was led astray by their hypocrisy” (2:12-13, emphasis added). “[Paul] 

saw that they were not acting consistently with the truth of the gospel” (2:14), so he rebuked Peter. He 

must have rebuked Barnabas too. It is a plausible guess that their relationship went sour after this 

incident.  

Considering Paul’s zeal for “the gospel that [he] proclaim[ed] among the Gentiles” and his 

uncompromising stance against the pressure from the Judaizers “so that the truth of the gospel might 

always remain with [Gentile Christians]” (Galatians 2:2,5), it is not too wild to say that in this story there 

was something at stake for the first-century church’s future. No doubt, the Jewish-Christian question 

raised by the table fellowship incident at the church in Antioch was for Paul a status confessionis, i.e., 

the situation in which “the heart of the gospel [or, differently put, the truth and power of the gospel] is so 

threatened as to be at stake” (Accompanying Letter to the Confession of Belhar, No.1, emphasis added). 

As he saw it, Peter and even Barnabas seemed to be “wholly or partially blinded by [a false doctrine]” 

(cf. Accompanying Letter to the Confession of Belhar, No.3) taught by Judaizers. If this train of thought 

were closer to the real picture of the relationship between Paul and Barnabas, the dispute between 

them over the issue of taking John Mark with them could have eventually turned into their 

disagreement over the question of how to understand the table fellowship incident.  

Of course, this interpretation remains an educated guess at best. We know only Paul’s 

understanding of the Jewish-Christian question, but neither Barnabas’s nor Peter’s. Still one could ask 

the following questions: Was Barnabas really different from Paul in understanding this matter? Wasn’t 

he trying to apply the heart of the gospel, i.e., reconciliation to a specific context of having table 

fellowship or to give John Mark a second chance? Doesn’t this incident show us that, as is often the case 

with us, Paul and Barnabas were not able to or had not yet learned to differ respectfully from each 

other? The formation of two mission teams, be it a happy solution or an unhappy solution, did not have 

to be made after the company-parting paroxysmal attack was experienced. It could have been made 

after “speaking the truth in love” to each other and, if they had done this, they “[could have grown] 

up in every way into him who is the head, into Christ” (Ephesians 4:15). Is it too much to say that neither 
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Paul nor Barnabas considered “the most excellent way” (1 Corinthians 12:31) when they parted 

company? 

 Notably, our text tells us that Paul and Barnabas failed to focus on what they originally wanted 

to do together. They should have kept in mind “the believers in every city where [they had] proclaimed 

the word of the Lord” to whom they wanted to return and see how they were doing (Acts 15:36). As 

they got involved in sharp disagreement, however, these nascent Christians were no longer in their 

mental picture. Though the Bible is silent about it, nascent Christians either in Cyprus or in Syria and 

Cilicia must have wondered why Paul and Barnabas did not come together this time and how the missing 

person was doing. How would their listeners have understood the rationale for their parting company? 

Is it too much to say that they set a model for future “divided missions” that are meant to proclaim the 

gospel of reconciliation to the world, but fail to heal our own sinful separations, enmities, and hatreds?   

Our text, even after being weaved together with the story of the table fellowship incident in 

Galatians 2:11-14, does not seem to concern a status confessionis/communion-breaking issue. And yet, 

their experience of παροξυσμός (paroxysmos) seemed to make it one. 

Take 20 minutes to share in small groups about what we do when the disagreement over an issue 

becomes so sharp that we are tempted to part company as Paul and Barnabas were, answering the 

following questions: 

1. What do you think really caused the split between Paul and Barnabas?   

2. How do you discern and determine a status confessionis/communion-breaking issue (say, a 

new marriage definition, a comprehensive immigration policy, etc.)? 

3. How can you differ respectfully from one another when the disagreement about an issue 

becomes so sharp that you are tempted to part company? 
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Part II: Call to Be and Remain in Communion 

According to the Confessions of 1967 and Belhar, the church is a reconciled community of 

believers grounded in God’s grace, love, and communion, participating in God’s reconciling mission in 

the world. Its mandate, among others, is to be and remain in communion (cf. Acts 2:44-47; 4:32-37) or, 

put differently, to live together with differences in Christian love, in obedience to the missionary call of 

Christ who says to his disciples (John 13:34-35, emphasis added),  

 I give you a new commandment, that you love one another. Just as I have loved you, you also 

should love one another. By this everyone will know that you are my disciples, if you have love for 

one another.  

Christ’s disciples in Antioch attempted to fulfill this mandate in “a city filled with hatred and fear 

rooted in intense ethnic antagonisms and exacerbated by a constant stream of strangers” (Rodney Stark, 

The Rise of Christianity: A Sociologist Reconsiders History, p.160). As reconciled and reconciling migrants 

(Acts 11:19-20), they proclaimed the good news not only to the Jews but also to the Gentiles, built a 

diverse leadership team (Acts 13:1), and practiced an inclusive table fellowship (Galatians 2:11-14). 

According to the judgment of the authors of United by Faith: The Multiracial Congregation as an Answer 

to the Problems of Race (p.37), who idealistically “declare that the first-century church was united by 

faith,” they became not only “the model for the expansion of the church in the first century” (p.29), but 

also a model for “a movement for social unity across the great divide of culture, tradition, class and race” 

(p.37, emphasis added).   And yet, our text clearly shows us that for Christ’s disciples to be and remain in 

communion was (still is and will be) a very messy business due to company-parting, if not communion-

breaking issues embedded in a given particular context.  

It is surprising and even saddening to hear the report that the acrimony between Paul and 

Barnabas about the issue of taking John Mark on their second missionary trip led to their separation 

from one another. Ironically, this happened just after Paul and Barnabas had gone together to attend 

the first Church Council at Jerusalem and managed together, with God’s help, to draw out “the consent 

of the whole church” (Acts 15:22) and find a solution that “seemed good to the Holy Spirit and to [the 

apostles and the elders in Jerusalem]” (Acts 15:28) with regard to the controversial and potentially 

communion-breaking issue of whether “[it] is necessary for [the Gentile Christians] to be circumcised 

and ordered to keep the law of Moses” (Acts 15:5). What they did together at Jerusalem on behalf of the 

church in Antioch in particular and the whole church in general was a superb political if not theological 

achievement in addition to their first heroic missionary travels (Acts 13-14). Returning from this exciting 

and successful trip to Jerusalem, our text says, they remained together at their home church in Antioch 

while teaching and proclaiming the word of the Lord and intended to leave together again on their 

second missionary trip, but an unexpected event happened and they eventually parted company.   

As the Confession of 1967 puts it regarding the principle of biblical interpretation (9.29, inclusive 

language text, emphasis added), “The Bible is to be interpreted in the light of its witness to God’s work of 

http://www.amazon.com/United-Faith-Multiracial-Congregation-Problem/dp/0195177525
http://www.amazon.com/United-Faith-Multiracial-Congregation-Problem/dp/0195177525
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reconciliation in Christ.” How do you interpret this story of separation, if not sin, in relation to God’s 

work of reconciliation in Christ? Before you share your answer to this question with your fellow 

commissioners, consider first the following two arguments:  

 [Luke the writer of Acts] shows that good actually came out of this situation, with two mission 

teams being formed, and both teams being ‘commended by the believers to the grace of the 

Lord’ [Acts 15:39-40]. (David G. Peterson, The Acts of the Apostles, p.447, emphasis added).  

The poignant truth here is that this was a split, rather than an intended formation of two 

missionary teams. The Jerusalem Council, which both Paul and Barnabas had attended, had 

endeavored to bring unity between Jews and Gentiles. But both men yielded to the temptation to 

disunity and separated purely for personal reasons. (South Asia Bible Commentary: A One-Volume 

Commentary on the Whole Bible, p.1491, emphasis added) 

Where does your own interpretation lie on the continuum between these two perspectives? Is this story 

of separation a case in which a conflict among Christians, be it personal or theological, may not thwart 

God who still accomplishes God’s purposes in spite of our human sinfulness? If so, what good came out 

of the separation between Paul and Barnabas? Or is this story of separation the precursor of divided 

Christian missions in the modern history that failed to heed the following petition of Paul: “I therefore, 

the prisoner in the Lord, beg you to lead a life worthy of the calling to which you have been called, with 

all humility and gentleness, with patience, bearing with one another in love, making every effort to 

maintain the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace” (Ephesians 4:1-3, emphasis added)?     

 What do you think is the heuristic purpose behind this record or, in other words, how can this 

critical incident be a teachable moment in light of God’s work of reconciliation in Christ? Here is an 

answer from the Reformers: 

[The] Holy Spirit instigated Luke to record this quarrel for the consolation of future Christians-

even such holy and important apostles as Paul and Barnabas could be consumed with anger and 

disagreement to the point of open rupture. They too were sinful, just as we are, and the Lord was 

pleased to bless their ministry-sometimes despite them. (Reformation Commentary on Scripture. 

New Testament. VI. ACTS, p.218, emphasis added) 

This interpretation may console us present-day Christians but could it lead us to repentance? How 

should we understand the following statement in Accompanying Letter to the Confession of Belhar in 

relation to the Reformers’ interpretation mentioned above?: 

 [We] speak pleadingly rather than accusingly. We plead for reconciliation, that true 

reconciliation which follows on conversion and change of attitudes and structures. And while we 

do so we are aware that an act of confession is a two-edged sword, that none of us can throw 

the first stone, and none is without a beam in his own eye. We know that the attitudes and 

conduct which work against the gospel are present in all of us and will continue to be so. 
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Therefore this confession must be seen as a call to a continuous process of soul-searching 

together, a joint wrestling with the issues, and a readiness to repent in the name of our Lord Jesus 

Christ in a broken world. It is certainly not intended as an act of self-justification and intolerance, 

for that would disqualify us in the very act of preaching to others. (No.3, emphasis added) 

Take 25 minutes to share in small groups about the question of how to read the text in light of the 

heart of the gospel, i.e., “God’s reconciling work in Jesus Christ and the mission of reconciliation to 

which he has called his church” (Confession of 1967, 9.06, inclusive language text).   
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Guidelines for Conveners 

Messy Tables (2 Samuel 9), Messy Missions (Acts 15:35-41) 

Initial Preparation 

1. Ask commissioners/visitors to form into small groups of 4-5 people each, then find a person 

among them whose birthday is closest to the day after briefly getting acquainted with one 

another (name, presbytery, congregation, and birthday). This person will be the first person 

to start small group sharing and the time keeper of the group. (No more than 2 minutes) 

2. Explain the mutual invitation process if many do not know about it.* 

Session 1, Messy Tables (45 minutes) 

Part 1:  Play “The Room Where It Happens” (plenary), re-read “The King’s Table,” and discuss the 

Question for Discussion (15 minutes). 

Part 2:  Re-read “In the Presence of Mine Enemies (including the scripture passage),” discuss the 

questions for discussion, and have someone read the words to “My Shepherd Will Supply My 

Need” (15 minutes). 

Part 3:  Re-read “Mixed Motives and Messy Tables,” spend a brief time discussing the concluding 

topics, then play brief selections from various versions of “The Welcome Table” (plenary).  End in 

prayer. (15 minutes). 

Session 2, Messy Missions (45 minutes) 

Part 1 

1. Read the text aloud to the whole group. Make sure that you take a long pause (at least 10 

seconds) between verse 35 and verse 36. 

(Questions 2 and 3, no more than 3 minutes per question) 

2. Ask people to imagine and share (popcorn-style) what would have happened between 

verse 35 and verse 36 in terms of the growing relational distance between Paul and Barnabas. 

Any idea, silly or serious, is welcome but no elaboration should be allowed. 

3.  Ask people to share (popcorn-style) a communion-breaking issue that one’s congregation 

or our denomination now faces. Again do not allow any elaboration.  

 

4.  Ask each small group to share what we should do when the disagreement over an issue 

becomes so sharp that we are tempted to part company as Paul and Barnabas were. 
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5.  Remind people that this first session of sharing lasts only 20 minutes and that each 

person should talk no longer than 2 minutes at first and can speak further only after everyone 

shares. 

 

Part 2 

1.  Call the whole group back together after 20 minutes. 

2.  Read the following statements: 

To be reconciled to God is to be sent into the world as God’s reconciling community. This 

community, the church universal, is entrusted with God’s message of reconciliation and 

shares God’s labor of healing the enmities which separate men from God and from each 

other. Christ has called the church to this mission and given it the gift of the Holy Spirit. The 

church maintains continuity with the apostles and with Israel by faithful obedience to his call. 

(Confession of 1967, 9.31) 

 [We believe] that this unity must become visible so that the world may believe that 

separation, enmity and hatred between people and groups is sin which Christ has already 

conquered, and accordingly that anything which threatens this unity may have no place in the 

church and must be resisted. (Confession of Belhar, 2 We believe) 

3.   Read the two quotes in page 10 (David G. Peterson and South Asia Bible Commentary). 

4.   Ask each small group to share about the question of how one reads the text in light of “God’s 

reconciling work in Jesus Christ and the mission of reconciliation to which he has called his 

church” (Confession of 1967, 9.06). 

5.   Remind people again that this second session of sharing lasts only 25 minutes and that each 

person should talk no longer than 2 minutes at first and can speak further only after everyone 

shares. 

* The leader or a designated person will share first.  After that person has 
spoken, he or she then invites another to share. Whom you invite does  not need 
to be the person next to you. After the  next person has spoken, that person is 
given the privilege to invite another to share.  

If you are not ready to share yet, say “I pass for  now” and we will invite you to 
share later on. If you don’t want to say anything at all, simply say  “pass” and 
proceed to invite another to share. We will do this until everyone has been 
invited. 

We invite you to listen and not to respond to someone's sharing immediately. 

 There will be time to respond and to ask clarifying questions after everyone has 

had an opportunity to share.    http://www.kscopeinstitute.org/mutual -invitation/  

http://www.kscopeinstitute.org/mutual-invitation/

