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Ser mon Divisions and Development

Let us begin with some review questions. The fjiggstion is what are three major components of
exposition evident in Old Testament models thaevestistematized in synagogue worship patterns
reflected in the New Testament? That is a very lpmgstion that asks what pattern for presenting and
preaching biblical texts was established in the Tddtament and continues into the New Testament.
You have presentation of the Word, then explanaticthe Word, then exhortation based on the Word.
Remember that pattern that you saw from Nehemiaihpiicks up and moves through the Bible.

The next question is what are three essential eles@d exposition that are to be included in evegin
point? We would, of course, have to specify that ihin a formal, traditional sermon. We recognize
that these will be varied, but if you are lookingadormal main point, you will always have inclade
explanation, illustration, and application. Those the three formal elements.

The next question is, shall we say, very stereoglpand we have to acknowledge that: what is the
proportion of these expositional elements for aegainaudience? For a very generic sermon,
explanation, illustration, and application woulctocin equal proportion. Each element would takeup
third of the explanation, but the next questioavsn more critical. It is how may a double helix
represent the expositional structure of a sermwas points and how may this structure vary
depending on target audience? This means, of cahieeexplanation, illustration, and applicatioaym
vary tremendously. In other words, if you are lowkat that double helix, those bubbles may swell or
shrink according to the nature of the subject néteire of the audience, the nature of the preaehelr,
the nature of the situation. We recognize manyades there. | would like for you to be able to
reproduce the double helix and begin to explaigat®ponents. We are going to keep adding to itjtbut
is very common that | will ask you to tell me wiilaé components are and how they vary. We will see
that they get more involved as we go.

| want to review one final thing. It is often impant to distinguish the Scripture introduction fréime
sermon introduction. The Scripture introductionmaniuces the Scripture reading. The sermon
introduction introduces the sermon. It is importaot to confuse those two elements, because
sometimes we actually deaden the beginning oféhmaen by confusing those two elements.

Let us pray, and we will move forward.

Father, we call You our Lord and Master. We do soause You give us direction and requirements, but
You also provide what You require, so You are reseiy our Master but our Redeemer. We would ask
this day that You would teach us to be dependeiyioon not merely for great matters and the times of
extremity, but Father, in the ordinary course & lithis class period, and what we do the reshisf t

day, what we think about as we are preparing threessages for Your people long-term. Please help us,
even in our hearts now, to be saying, “Lord, do setd us up to do this task if You do not go wsth u
Send Your Spirit, even now, to equip us for thegses to which You call us. We ask Your aid, Your
blessing, Your enablement, through Jesus Christowl. Amen.

Here is what we are doing today. The goal for &ssdn is to understand the basic subdivisions of a

sermon. The key there is the word “sub.” We waniriderstand the basic subdivisions of a sermon in
standard expository development.
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First, here is the big picture of where we havenkesed where we are going. We are zooming in from
where we have been. We started out by talking ateuggeneral nature of preaching the Word of God,
the nature of the servant of the Word of God, teaiof what is in the text, what the text is likdes

and ideas for selecting texts, and tools for inipg the text. At some point we had to start ithgal

with the text, and so we began constructing sermehigh we said means taking that exegetical
material that comes out of the exegetical outling ather research and beginning to enfold thatanto
homiletical outline. We have seen this structuke tsome form now, in the course of these weeks, in
which we recognize that there is a Scripture regdind the preaching is based on that readingeof th
Word. There is also, as we learned last time, gfee introduction. We began to move on in our
taxonomy here and get terms to deal with the anatmim sermon. We know that the Scripture
introduction actually has elements in it, like tlieand-C,” or contextualization and creation of damg.
The Scripture introduction is fairly brief, but vaee trying to get people into the reading of therfilvo

We know that after the reading of the Word theri lvd an introduction. This is the sermon
introduction, and we began to recognize this itsatf various components. It is intended to arouse
attention, introduce the subject, give an iderttigefallen condition focus (FCF), prepare for the
proposition in concept and terminology, and bon8d¢dpture. So we recognized that there were these
various components of the introduction, which wesiigg us ready for the proposition, and we
recognized that the proposition had its own compt®dts components were “what is true and what to
do about it.” Do you remember? The principle areldapplication were the components of the
proposition.

Now we have begun to look at the body of the serrand we began doing that by thinking of the
skeleton, which represents the main point strustuse we see that there are these big “ribs,” asré,
of the sermon, which are the main point structlireen we said we have to define the meat that isggoi
onto these bones, so we began to look at maingdvé recognized that they have a configuration
themselves, and we described it as this doubl&,helich was composed of explanation, illustration,
and application. We know that these componentsbange places. They do not have to be in that
standard order. They usually are, but they do agtho be.

So we have looked at explanation, illustration, apdlication, and where we are today is asking what
the components of the explanation are. We will begithink of the components of that specific piece
and of course we know that later on we will looklet components of illustration and application: Fo
today, however, we are going to look at the comptmef the explanation, particularly its minor ribs
We are going to begin to look at some of the stngcof the subpoints.

You see, then, we are ready now to begin analythieglivisions of explanation within the main points
However, before we go in and begin to look at gtatcture, | do want to back up just a little mtla
remind ourselves of the guidelines for the maimpdivisions themselves. As we think of these big
pieces, we need to think again about the strategfywte were dealing with when we considered the
number and nature of the main points. There aneggi be three of these. There are three things we
need to consider for the number and the naturkeofrtain points. You will hear them, and you wilysa
“Of course.” These are commonsensical things, ey help us get ready for thinking about what
subpoints are.

The first consideration is this: in determining thember and nature of main points, we use the numbe
of divisions necessary to present the thought®piissage. The key phrase here is “present the
thought.” We use the number of divisions necesgapresent the thought of the passage, so whaitever
necessary to capture the thought of the passdgeninof us, that is how we choose the number ahma
points. We have said that there could be threetmoassages. That is kind of standard, but we know
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that there could be two-point messages. There eandssages with four or more points. Sometimes, we
will discover later, there can be one-point messalet we will choose the number of divisions
necessary to present the thought of the passage.

The second consideration is this: We will use thenber of divisions necessary to cover the territory
The expositor’s ethic is to open the Bible and $agt me tell you what this passage says. Let rie te
you what this passage means.” Now, when | do thiesay, “So | will explain verse 1, and | will
explain verse 2, and | will explain verse 4, andll explain verse 5,” what did | just fail to dd2id not
explain verse 3. That is what covering the teryiigrabout. | will cover the territory of the pagsahat |
present as the expository unit, because | havet@aidu, as an expositor, that | will explain wkiat
means. If | just skip portions, | cannot do thabw\ does that mean we must cover every portion
equally? No! Some portions will need a lot of atiiem, and some will need a little attention. Somets
you might take three verses and group them intonaaie@ point. You might take another verse and
divide it into four subpoints. Coverage will vadgpending on the amount of attention you feel is
necessary to explain the passage, but the gaaksvier the territory. The old language, and yoli wi
still see it in a lot of homiletics textbooks, i®‘exhaust the passage.” That was the old langUdge.a
little problematic to our ears, because we typyctlink about the inexhaustible riches of the Wofd
God. You will never get to the bottom of any pagsafyScripture. You will never plumb the full depth
of the Word, but that was not really what the @ldduage meant. It really meant to cover the tey;ito
so that is what we are going to remind ourselveiotas well—to cover the territory.

These first two considerations were about presgritia thought of the passage and covering the
territory of the passage. The third consideratmmdetermining the number and nature of main pagts
this: we use the number of divisions necessarydaroze the thought of the sermon. We must present
the thought of the passage and cover the passaigeelalso have to organize the thought of the sarm
itself, so there are the communicative obligatial$®. That organization will include things likesth
need to choose the number of points necessaryke tha message logical and proportional and
progressive. It must be proportional, because wead@vant one main point to last 30 seconds and the
next one to last 30 minutes. It needs to be roygtdyexactly, but roughly proportional. It is also
important that the sermon does not feel like wgusestuck in one place. We need to feel that kee a
progressing as we move through the message, sbawse the number of divisions necessary to make
the sermon logical, proportional, and progressive.

Now, | think, you begin to feel that if you hav@@minute message or so, with these main points
coming every 8 to 10 minutes, they may themselet$ogt. How do we connect these pieces? The
answer is that we have subdivisions that are thiesanchored by subpoints. This explanation portio
of the main point itself has navigation signs jraitd those navigations signs are subpoints thaems
through that main point and get us to the next maint. So for a while we are going to talk abd t
nature of subpoints and their key characteristics.

First, subpoints complement, that is, support ovey their specific main point. Now, as obvioustes
seems, we must look at the subpoint and say, “Rak=al with my main point?” We need to ask that,
because the tendency is to develop a main pointsls@mewhere in the passage and then begin to
identify subpoints as you are simply moving throtigh passage, but they do not conceptually link to
that main point. You are moving through the pattrthe passage but not developing the thought of
your main point, which may mean that you have toenihat subpoint to another main point. However
you do it, you need to make sure that each subpomplements or supports its specific main poirt. D
you remember the little stool with all the legs and that | used to illustrate proposition and mai
points? The same stool works as an illustratioraforain point and its subpoints. The main poitkes
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the top of the stool, and all the subpoints havi# monceptually under that main point, like legs
underneath a stool.

Second, subpoints relate to their main point insime way. That is, they can answer a similar—not
necessarily the same—diagnostic question, or thpgat the main point in the same way. | will give
you an example, because if you hear it, you witbenatically know what | am talking about. Let me
give you a main point and subpoints, and you carkthbout which one does not fit because it doés no
develop the main point in the same way as the stldesst listen to it, and your ear will tell yother
proposition is “Because God is sovereign, we shboltbr Him.” The subpoints are, “We should obey
Him,” “We should trust Him,” and “Prayer leads todiiness.” Of course, you notice that the third one
is not like the others. Now, it may be a very tstetement. Prayer leads to godliness. It may bamwit
the text. It is even something about honoring aseign God. It may even fit conceptually, but int
worded like the others. It does not develop thennpaint in a similar or same way. What question is
being answered by “We should obey Him"? It is thiestion of how we should honor God. Because
God is sovereign, we should honor Him. How shouddhenor Him? We should obey Him, we should
trust Him, and prayer leads to godliness. Now cane third subpoint. How could you take “prayer
leads to godliness” and make it fit as a subpo¥fd@ could say, “We should pray to Him.” You simply
word it in such a way that it will answer the saonea similar diagnostic question.

What you just noticed was strong parallelism. Tasfelism will usually make you word things in
such a way that they develop the main point insdmae way. Now they may answer slightly different
guestions, but they are developing the main paoithé same way.

Third, subpoints are about the one thing the maintps about, not new subjects. Sometimes people
confuse that. They might think, “Oh, here is a sabp | am talking about something else now.” N t
subpoints are subdivisions of their main point. yhee not about new subjects but about the
development of that subject, so they stay on theegaoint.

Fourth, subpoints ordinarily support or developdegelopmental clause. We also call that the magnet
clause of the main point. Now let us just remindselves again that the magnet clause is the ore wit
the key word change that triggers the ear and saus& say, “Oh, there is something differentiat t
parallel phrase.” So those subpoints deal with \altiaacts the attention of the ear in the main ppdihe
subpoints are about what is different in the maimp which means they support or develop the magne
clause. The very point of the magnet clause wasaw attention to itself, and therefore it draws th
explanation of the subpoints. The subpoints areiadhe magnet clause. | will remind you quicklyttha
you developed the anchor clause just before or tifeeproposition. The anchor clause of the main
points, the thing that does not change, is theshzghe sermon, so the anchor clause was developed
the introduction or possibly early in the first mgioint. The magnet clauses, the developmenta] side
are the ones that are getting the attention oéxpéanation. The anchor clause is typically sonmgthi

that can be taken for granted or understood veigkiy) so it is developed very early, and then the
magnet clause is what draws the attention of tiptaeation.

For this reason, fifth, subpoints are brief statets®f principle or application, not both. The wéod”

is very important here. Propositions are made wpminciple and an application. Main points arelea
up of a principle and an application, but subpoimtsonly be about one side of the main point. Y¥he
are only about the magnet clause, so subpointd@ifirinciple or application, because they only
develop the one side. Whatever that one side veastypically know that is what the subpoints wid b
about. To put it another way, subpoints are gelyenat weddings of principle and application, besau
only the magnet clause of the main point is beirmy@n, which is either principle or application.
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This means that subpoints are usually short seaesemicsentence fragments. We will see why that is i
just a moment. How we set them up will determinethiar they are sentences or just portions of
sentences, and we will talk about that in just auteé. Sometimes subpoints are not complete sergence
They may only be sentence fragments. Here is @ o what you are doing with subpoints. For the
average listener, the sermon is coming to themdils&ve or a mud wall of words. There are all these
words, words, words, words coming at the listeidénat subpoints are is a way of saying, “Here is a
way to navigate through there.” To change the ntetgsubpoints are like a peg that you nail in® th
wall and then you hang the rest of the explanatiothat peg. Instead of just telling you a series o
facts, which would make you wonder why | am tellyay all these things, | have subpoints to help you
make sense of my explanation. | hammer a peg owalieand then | can hang lots of information tn i
Then the audience understands why you are teliegtthe things you are telling them in your
explanation. Subpoints are the thought-pegs thdiege to hang all our exegetical explanatory
information on.

A brief rule of thumb is that if the explanationlagmger than a long paragraph on a page, if you are
getting beyond a third of a page or so, then yadraother subpoint. That is a general rule of thhum
However, you do not always need subpoints. Somstyoa can function without them, because your
main point may be fairly clear. If that is the cageu can just move on, but usually, if you knowatth
you have more than a long paragraph of explanati@m you need another subpoint. Subpoints say,
“Here is a large paragraph of thought. | will gixeu the general thought first—the peg on the door—
before | start to hang all this information on &6 subpoints give people a way to navigate thrasgh
we give them that information.

Let us go on to some of this other material thaitlalp us, and then we will go on to look at lofs
examples. Subpoints exhibit unity—that is, theyatveut one thing. Subpoints exhibit unigueness—that
is, they are not coexistent. We should not saytsalves, “I thought you just said that,” when veah

the next subpoint. They are unique. They exhibialalism. They reflect one another in wording. ¥he
also exhibit progression. They consistently leath&larger concept, so they are progressive ds wel

Subpoints are not required, but if they are gitkay must be multiple. If you have only one subpatn
should be the main point. Subpoints are subdivssidiou do not have just one subdivision. There have
to be at least two, so if you have subpoints, tsamuld be at least two. If you have only one, labk
your main point again and reword it somehow. Youy ikecide that you do not need subpoints. You
may say, “This is so clear. God says you shoulgt pral not give up. What that means is that regasdle
of your circumstances, you should not give up segkdod.” Now | probably do not need to tell you
about the iterative nature of the Greek presersgtéithat is my main point. | do not need a paspbr

of explanation. | just probably need to say that] then it is time to illustrate and apply and mowe In
other words, not all main points need multiple gaapghs of explanation, which means that not alihmai
points need subpoints. However, if a main pointsdueve multiple paragraphs of explanation, then it
typically does need subpoints for the hearers taldbe to navigate through the main point.

Subpoints usually point to a specific portion af tbxt. That is, we often show the verse after the
subpoint in our outline. We will say, “You shouldrior God (v. 3).” | will generally tell what portioof
the text supports what | just said. However, cam tyink of some exceptions, where there might ot b
a verse reference that supports the subpoint? @that information might you import that might need
to be a subpoint? The key idea here is contextelimay be some historical or literary context ihat
not a verse in this passage, but is somethingythatvould say, “You need to know this in order to
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know what that main point is about.” Most of thedi there will be a direct verse reference in thette
every subpoint. We will talk more on that laterddmwill show you some examples in just a bit.

Subpoints are usually symmetrical and proportiohaéy are similar to each other in length, and they
are proportional—that is, they divide the explamafiairly evenly. | do not have one subpoint thats

a third of a paragraph and another subpoint that five paragraphs. They roughly evenly divide the
explanation of a main point.

This final one is the really difficult one here.lfwints develop the homiletical outline rather than
outline the text. That is, subpoints do not medsgcribe the text. The classic way that homiletigia
describe this concept is by saying, “subpointsséaiged as principles, not mere statements of fawtill
give you an example, because | know it is ofterfesing and difficult to understand what it means to
say that subpoints do not merely describe a text.

Here is an example of subpoints that merely deschb text. My main point is “Because God blesses
faithfulness, we should obey Him.” My first subpbis “Israel confronted Jericho.” My second is
“Israel marched around Jericho.” My third is “Thelis of Jericho fell.” Are these true? Yes. Areythe
taken from the text? Yes. Do they describe acclyratbat happens in the text? Yes, but they are lsimp
statements of fact. There are no principles besglbped, as there are in my next example. Now
recognize that this is about the same passagemalrepoint is “Because God blesses faithfulness, we
should obey Him.” The first subpoint is “Faithfubserequires confronting God’s enemies.” That is a
principle, and the fact that supports that prireiglthat Israel went up against Jericho. So I bvilg
those facts into this explanation paragraph, baistibpoint itself is worded as a principle of laéli

truth. It is not just a regurgitation of the faofsthe text. It is the principle the facts will agort, because
the idea you are ultimately developing is “We sloalbey Him.” So you are developing the principle in
the main point, and the subpoints need to be woadeqatinciples, also. The second subpoint is
“Faithfulness requires obeying God’s Word.” The glenfact that supports this principle is that I$rae
marched around Jericho, and God told them to do Mww, rather than merely stating that the walfls o
Jericho fell, the third subpoint is “Faithfulnegsults in seeing God’s hand.” That principle isprped
by the fact that the walls of Jericho fell.

So subpoints should not merely restate the factiseofext. The subpoints should develop the
homiletical outline, which is made up of the priples that the facts will support. The place thatwile
deal the most with this is actually in the nexttmdithis course when we begin dealing with naveati
passages. As we begin to look at the accountsrgdtBiee, that is when people are tempted to make th
facts of the text the points of their outline. Th&mester, you are dealing with didactic passages f
the epistles, so you will not typically fall intbis problem of only describing the facts of thettexd

that is okay, but | want you to hear that langusgé can begin to develop in your brain. Thatis,are
developing the message; we are not merely desgrthantext. We are developing the message in the
homiletical outline, not merely describing the teRescription of the text will certainly go intoeh
sermon to support the principles that we say aeeth

Let us move on to some basic types of subpoint&gin to think how this will occur for us. You have
done main points and propositions. You have dotrednctions. We are moving toward conclusions
and subpoints. What we are doing today is sayi)dt is the nature of these subpoints?” even as we
are moving toward “what is the nature of conclus®nSo let us talk about some of the specific kioids
subpoints that there are.
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The first, very basic, form of subpoint is analgtiquestion responses. These are, as the namesnpli
answers or responses to analytical questions. Wamaiens with these is that for all subpoints inagnm
point, we ask—out loud—a question, an overarchungstjon, like, “How do we know that this is true?”
or “When should this apply in our lives?” Then weswaer the question with short statements that
introduce the explanations. Here is an example.riiai@ point is “Because Jesus provides the only
hope of salvation, we must present Christ despitaddficulties.” Then we ask a question about that
This is known as “interrogating the main point.” \&&k an analytical question about it: “In what type
of difficulties must we present Christ?” Then wesaer our question: “In circumstantial difficultias,
relational difficulties, and in spiritual difficuéis.” These subpoints are not complete sententey. dre
sentence fragments, but they are answers to teistigu, which is a complete sentence. So the answer
to the analytical question is what makes the thbaghplete. We ask a question about the main point,
and then we answer that question with the subpddds/ou see why these have the name “analytical
guestion responses”? You have an analytical quesdizd the subpoints are the responses to one
overarching analytical question. You might wondehé analytical question itself is considered a
subpoint. The answer is no. The analytical quegigts the subpoints ready, so the analytical questi
just sets up the answers, which are the subpoints.

That was an analytical question response. Themajdr type of subpoint is very similar to them. $ee
are interrogative subpoints. With these, we as&va question for each subpoint. Rather than havireg o
overarching question that we answer with the sutippive ask a new question for each subpoint. Now
this is very important: we answer it immediatelye\@hswer the question immediately with a concise
statement, and then we show where the statemendeva®d and give the explanation that supports the
statement. Do not delay the answer until afterettidanation. The ear does not have the patientteeof
eye. Again, this is where sermons will differ fr@ssays. Many of you have been taught to write essay
with that very powerful method of asking questiahgn developing the answer, and only then giving
the answer. So the eye will say, “Here is an ingrdrguestion. Why is the population of Greece
diminishing today?” Then you begin to list all tengs that happened in Greece, and then you peve t
answer to your question. So we first get all threegganation and then we get the final conclusiowl, a

the conclusion comes at the end of the paragrapiagbe even after two or three paragraphs later. We
do not do that in preaching. In preaching, we Safhat types of difficulties may we face? Christ’s
enemies. Look in the verse. It says and then | begin to explain my answer. The quessets up the
answer that is given immediately in an interrogasubpoint, and then we begin to explain how we got
that answer. Again, the question itself is notlapsint. The answer is the subpoint, which mearnts tha
we will try to keep our answers, as well as thestjoas, as parallel as possible. It is not justdghestion
that is parallel. We need the parallelism of thegfion so the ear is saying, “Oh, he is beginnimgjteer
subdivision here.” So we have “What types of difftees may we face? Christ’'s enemies. What helps us
to face these difficulties? Christ’'s armies.” Daijeear how | am striving to get parallelism? | will
explain what “Christ’'s armies” means in the paragrthat follows, in looking at the text and

developing what is there about Christ’'s armies.

In interrogative subpoints, the questions are aallehas possible, and the answers are as paaallel
possible, too, because, technically, the answelshible subpoint. The questions get us to the sobpoi
Here is that example again. The main point is “Beealesus provides the only hope of salvation, we
must present Christ despite our difficulties.” Thst clause is the anchor clause, so we are dpirejo

the second clause, “we must present Christ degpitdifficulties.” If that is the main idea, we l&av
obvious questions. “What types of difficulties mag face? Christ's enemies.” Another main question
is “Well then, what helps us face those difficld®eChrist’s armies.” So it is a way of moving thgbu

the explanation by repetitive questions. It is altjua very engaging way to preach. It is typicadbyt

the way you think of developing outlines when yottevthem. Most of us do bullet statements when we
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do an outline, so the way we write outlines is aleb statements, but you will often find that thiay to
present your outline very engagingly is to keepgraskuestions. Ask questions out loud and then
respond to your own questions. This deals very syhgtically with the hearer. It is as if you are
saying, “If | were sitting in your seat, what questwould | be asking at this point?” Then you dead
and ask it, and people are thinking, “He knows wtesah thinking. That guy reads my mail! He knows
exactly what is in my mind,” and all you are doisgsking the questions that you would naturalky as
as a listener, but you are asking the questionthlistener and then answering them as a way of
developing the thought of the passage.

The last basic form of subpoints is what we propabbught would be the first form, and that is bull
statements. These are sentences or sentence friggimrare not set up by questions. They are gimpl
statements in themselves. For example, if the paint is “Because Jesus provides the only hope of
salvation, we must present Christ despite ourdliffies,” then the subpoints might be, “In the nhiofs
busyness, in the face of fear, in the storm of ah@® | am simply using bullet statements to move
through and develop what we do to present Chrispitee our difficulties.

Now | just wanted to show you conceptually theati#hce between analytical question responses,
interrogatives, and bullet statements, but | thiald recognize that if we were actually developinig t

in an outline, what is missing? Verse referencéerd would be verse references going with eacheof t
subpoints, so that they would typically look makeIthis: “Because Jesus is the only hope of salnat
we must present Christ in difficult situations,ifagcircumstantial obstacles (v. 12), facing spait
obstacles (vv. 13-14).” Now, of course, just seeirigere in an outline does not mean we are gaing t
say it all that way. We have paragraphs of explanatow to explain verse 12 and to explain verses 1
and 14. We will begin to develop those in that gesph of thought that falls under that subpointt Bu
again, the subpoint is the thought peg that we hanan the door so we can now hang lots of
information on it.

Let me show you some examples and then answer some&on questions about subpoints. | will show
you positive things and then negative things argirb® consider them. Listen to these subpoints and
think about what type these are: “Because Jedhg isnly hope of salvation, we must preach Choist t
difficult people. Who are these people? Those witmercy. How must we deal with these people? As
those with mercy.” What type of subpoints are tReBeey are interrogatives. You have a different
guestion setting up each of the subpoints. Younutice that these subpoints are not exactly peyall
but you do see that there is an attempt to maka teeparallel as possible, to try to make them as
similar in wording as we can. The first was sonmggrabout “without mercy,” and the next is kind of a
contrastive parallelism, “with mercy.” We are trgito get the ear working to hear the concepts loehin
the main point. We recognize that though diffiqagbple are those without mercy, we must deal with
them as those who have mercy. We are those withyn8p we are trying to get parallel wording as
much as possible.

What about this one: “Because Jesus is the onlg bbpalvation, we must preach Christ despite our
difficulties. What sorts of difficulties? In theda of present frustration, in the face of pasufail’ What
kind of subpoints are those? They are analyticaktjon responses. There is one overarching question
and then the responses to that one question. Se #re the different types.

Let me show you a negative example: “Because Jeshe only hope of salvation, we must preach
Christ in difficult situations. Peter ignored thatlzorities. Peter spoke from jail.” What is the lpem
here? The subpoints merely describe the text ratlaer develop the message. It is true in the teatt t
Peter ignored the authorities and that Peter spoke jalil. It is true, but these are not “princied”
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subpoints, as a homoletician would say. The priaagnot developed. We have described the text, bu
we do not have wording that enables us to deal thghidea that we must preach Christ in difficult
situations. What might be something that wouldripipleize” the truth that Peter ignored the
authorities? Can you make it into a principle? Westipreach Christ in difficult situations. We must
preach Christ when opposition comes. | have a plecow, and | can support it with the fact that
Peter went ahead and preached Christ despite gasipn of authorities. So we must preach Christ
despite opposition. How about the fact that Pgteks from jail? How can | make that a principle? We
must preach Christ against all odds. Against opjposiagainst all odds, so you even have some
assonance with the sounds there. So Peter spakgdiioagainst all odds. We might say, “despite
circumstances” or “despite constraint.” There mightvarious ways that we could talk about it, bat w
are looking for principles, so that would be howweuld identify the proper way to go there.

| will just tell you that the first clause is thachor clause and the second clause is the magnegecin
this main point: “Because Jesus is the only hopgabfation, we must preach Christ to difficult plop
Then the subpoints are “First, Jesus died to davemngodly. Second, Jesus alone can save.” What is
problem here? The subpoints are developing theaarataiuse, but they should be developing the
magnet clause. A related problem is that the sultpaire not developing the obvious question. The
obvious question comes out of the magnet clausat i§hhe clause that the ear says, “That is wieat t
issue is. Why are you not dealing with the issug@'there you have somebody developing the anchor
rather than the magnet clause.

Let us try one more. “Because Jesus is the onlg lmbgalvation, we must preach Christ despite our
difficulties.” The first subpoint is “Our preachingll bring hate,” and the second is “Our prayer
overcomes opposition.” What are potential probléee? What is lacking in those two main points’
wording? There is no parallelism. The subpointstrare, but once you see the importance of this and
begin to speak to people regularly, you will auttinaly hear the need for parallelism. Most earsilso
not even have picked these up as subpoints. Theldwot even have heard them as anything but part
of that “mud wall” of words coming at them. Becatisey are not distinguished by parallelism, we do
not even pick them out of the mud wall. They ast part of the mass. We do not even hear them as
anything different, because they are not wordgohirallel. They have no audio flags to make us say,
“Oh, that is the point you are making.” Becauseythie not worded in parallel, they are just likemryv
other sentence that is going by.

Now | want to answer some common questions abdagants. Should you be very concerned in the
introduction to establish the anchor clause? Ikhine answer is “Not really.” The anchor clause is
typically something that everybody sees right avgayif you have to spend three or four paragraphs t
develop the anchor clause, it probably should edhle anchor clause. The anchor clause is something
that | think your instincts will tell you needs be very obvious from the text. People are almosigyto
agree from the first time you say it. They shoubd imeed a lot of proof. So if your statement is
something like, “Because God is sovereign, we gshbohor Him,” and if your real message is about
what it means for God to be sovereign, then thabaloly ought to be the message and not, “we should
honor Him.” Maybe you just need to say the anchause is “We should honor Him,” so the
introduction is about how we should honor whoesgesavereign. People will agree with that. That does
not need a lot of proof. We should honor the one 8hsovereign. So you establish—I actually use the
word “establish” more than | use the word “prove'the anchor clause just before or after the
proposition. If it needs a paragraph, fine. Whagtsovereign” mean? It means God is in charge and
you are not. That is what it means. Then we aréyréago. | probably do not want to spend a whote |
more time on the concept of sovereignty. Howevdram dealing with a congregation that has no
concept of what “sovereign” means, then | may Hawdo a whole sermon on what it means for God to
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be sovereign, and then | will really be particidarg a lot more. However, if you are simply wondeyri
whether you need to be very concerned about devgjdpe anchor clause in the introduction, | want t
say that you should establish it, but you do nehsjpsentence upon sentence upon sentence doing that
If you are doing that, it is probably not the rigimchor clause yet.

The next question people often ask is what thediéarence is between bullet statement subpoints a
analytical question responses. It is a good quesiiecause if you actually look at them on pajey t
are pretty much the same, except for the factttieate has been that overarching question. Readly th
only answer is that the difference is the overarglguestion. It is the way you get into them. Bulle
statements typically are not set up by questiol®raas analytical question responses are set tipaby
one overarching question. Do you remember thatiagg of “interrogating the main point”? You have
a main point, and you actually ask a question alipand it shows why you are developing the
subpoints that you are. Bullets without the ovdrang question are usually just subdivisions of tjidu
that do not need questions to set them up.

Another common question concerns whether you waskdthe question explicitly before every
subpoint. | think it is your option. If it is these question over and over again, you might velly ask

it two or three times within the development. Bg thiay, this is also the standard way of developing
main points from propositions. We interrogate th@ppsition. For example, “We should honor God.
How do we honor God? Because he is sovereign, wg Him. Because he is sovereign, we trust Him.
Because he is sovereign, we worship Him.” That Grsestion—“What should we do in response?”"—
was the overarching question even to set up tha pants.

What | would love for you to do is something that &nglish essays have trained us not to do, aaid th
is just to get in that oral medium of asking adbtyuestions. That is the way you proceed throhgh t
message, with question upon question. As a preacask a lot of questions, and | often find thdten

| am in Presbyterian circles and | am asking qoastipeople start talking back to me. Then they get
embarrassed because they are in Presbyterianscaatethey think they are not supposed to do bst,

it is actually, in a certain sense, the mark theanlcommunicating. They are so much with me now tha
they are starting to throw the answers back toand,| actually like that engagement a whole Ithink
the more you communicate, the more you will find #alue of sitting in the listeners’ seat and agkin
out loud the questions they would ask if they fledty could, so analytical question responses aiteaju
way of getting us into that.

Another common question concerns interrogative suh particularly. How important is it to have
parallelism in the question as well as the answaiitt just tell you what typically happens whenqggae
are writing sermons. Almost everyone puts the golestn parallel. The ear just knows to do thatercv
as you are writing it out, you hear how importdrattis, but what people typically forget and faildo

is put their answers in parallel. We recognize thatanswer should be in parallel, but we might ask
whether the question needs to be in parallel. Wioenare writing the sermon, the opposite typically
occurs. People almost always know to make theistiues parallel, but they sometimes forget to make
their answers parallel, so my big emphasis is okimgahe answers parallel. | think your instinctd w
tell you to make the questions parallel as well.

Someone might ask what happens if what | need ia doy subpoints is not only identify what | am
saying but also what | am not saying? Just saytlxdat. It is very powerful. Everybody knows
exactly what you are doing and why. In fact, | thyou will often find in the future, as you are
preaching, that “here is what | am not saying” ieesy important technique to learn. So often what
people do is they impose their thoughts on whathee said. You know they are going to do it, ge it
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helpful for you as a preacher to actually antiapabt only objections but also aberrations. Youaty
anticipate them and you say, “I am not saying th@én not saying this, | am not saying this, | aagisg
this.” That is actually a very powerful strategy tmmmunicating truth. That would not have to be in
the subpoints. It could be in the main point. W# mat do this in this class, but you could evey saa
two-point sermon, here is what | am not saying, la@e is what | am saying. You could even set ap th
contrast in the overall sermon, so it is often yeoyerful to do those things.

Are the subpoints the places that you can beginttoduce references to other passages? The arswer
yes, definitely, with this qualification: so long gou prove the idea was present in the text yeu ar
preaching first, before you go over to another.t8xtif you are preaching from 1 Corinthians 5, and
you say that we should honor God, and | see inghanthesis after your subpoint a reference to 1
Thessalonians 4, | will say, “Now | know there @1®thing in 1 Thessalonians 4 that supports that
statement, but | want to see it first in 1 Coriatig 5 before you jump to another passage.” So geu u
other references to support what this text sayistanestablish what this text says. They are supmpr
references, which means that | first have sometimmgy text that gets me going down that path. Yes,
we definitely will recognize the power of suppogitexts. We will also recognize the danger of
eisegesis, importing texts onto the text we aragirmg on to make it say what it does not say. So
establish that it is here and then support it dvere, but first establish that it is here.

Here is a good question: if you use interrogatingde first main point, do you have to use
interrogatives in the second main point? The anssvabsolutely not. In fact, it is really a good
technique to use different kinds of subpoints wttiie sermon itself. The same answer applies to the
number of subpoints. If you have two subpointdmfirst main point, do you have to have two in the
second main point? Absolutely not. Each main pisiatutonomous. You do whatever allows you to best
explain that main point. One main point may haveulopoints. It may have three or two. They may be
interrogatives or bullets or analytical questiosp@nses. Whatever allows you to best explain tizah m
point is what you use, regardless of what you ldhoree or will do with the other main points. Thaars
important question, because | know that causesusan.

When we talk about the subpoints being parallal, yight ask whether they are parallel to each other
or parallel to the main point and proposition. Hmswer is that they are parallel to each otheryHne
parallel in wording to each other, not necessaailihe main point and proposition.

One final question is this: if you are just dealmigh one verse, and you are subdividing it and
developing the idea from other texts, is that imappate? It is not inappropriate. We will actudibypk

at in just a bit. That is technically called a teadtsermon, not an expository sermon, so we willdwoit
this semester. We will not say that it is wrondhds its place, but we will first do expository s@&ges.
Expository messages, by definition, take main moamd subpoints from the text directly in frontust
Textual messages, by definition, take main poirdsifthe text in front of us, and they take
developmental subpoints from other texts. Textuadsages are not wrong. They have a rich histoty, bu
the danger of them is that we might make this saytsomething it does not say by pulling in those
other texts first. What we are really doing thissster is locking ourselves down hermeneuticallg. W
are asking if our interpretation is correct, soasme looking at this text, and we are saying whétues

and what to do about it. Can | prove that from thig? From this text, can | establish this outif@an |
preach this message from this text? Now we knowwieawill do lots of other things in the future,tbu
right now we are just making sure that we can shgtwsod says. We are saying, “l will explain this
text to you,” and that is the goal that we arevstg for, knowing that more things will come in the
future, but right now we are just saying, “I wahistexpositor’s ethic to be my own. Let me expkhis
text to you.” That is where we are going.
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Let me just get some other information in fronyofl. These are just general order things that twan
you to be aware of. As you think of the standakoof the divisions of the text, you now kind eks
how the pieces come together. You announce thethtext you have the Scripture introduction, then
you reannounce the text, then you have the Sceprading, a prayer for illumination, introduction,
propositions, and main point statements. Now |dakait first main point statement. You will have a
subpoint, a subpoint, and another subpoint. Whaaneeloing there is dividing the explanation, so we
have three subpoints (although it could be twaoar)fthat divide the explanation. We will then move
into illustration, then application. However, tHeraents do not always have to be in that order. You
could have one subpoint, then an illustration, ttvemmore subpoints, then the application. There is
nothing wrong with that. We might say, “You know &fA These second two subpoints will flow very
easily if the listeners understand the first ortge Tirst one is the foundation that sets up the tves, so

| actually want to use my illustration to make stims first subpoint really becomes clear to th&men

| will go back to the subpoints.” So there is naaaonical order for these elements. We can maya th
around.

However, | am going to ask you this semester amtl semester to use one illustration for each main
point. Some of you will not like that because yaill mot like doing illustrations. It is just not yo
personality and nature. Others of you love doihgsitations, and some of you will want to do an
illustration for every subpoint and every sub-subpand every sub-sub-subpoint, and there will be
illustrations all over the place. But for right notluere should be one illustration per main pdilge the
illustration wherever you think you can make thethese of it. It might be after the first subpoint,
before you get to the next two. It might not beréhdt might be after all three. As a matter oftfaic
might actually set up all three subpoints. So tleaiis, wherever you can make best use of that
illustration, use it there. We will talk a littlatbater about how illustrations do fit and waysithve find
to make them mesh with the subpoints and the eaptam but for now | just want you to recognizettha
you have various options of where they might fhey do not always have to come right after albhef t
explanation. They might come after the portion gt think is the most significant.

The next thing | want to do is just for you to getidea of how sermons fit together. What are the
standard lengths of the major divisions of the s#rPYou are now beginning to get a sense of these
different pieces of a sermon, maybe in a way tbatyever thought of before. There are these diitere
components of this taxonomy of the sermon. Som@uofhave said to me after class that you are
listening to sermons these days, without a crigeal | hope, but with a more analytical ear. Yegih

to hear the proposition and the introduction. Yegih to hear how the preacher puts an illustration
together with his explanation. You begin to heamsms for their divisions, but now you may begin to
wonder what the actual timing is that it takes twvethrough all these things.

This may actually surprise you. It is kind of fungo through the first time. The text announcenagt
Scripture introduction usually take around a mirmutenaybe less, so on a page, if you look at thg wa
the example sermon in your book is typed, thattiard of a page or less. It is hard to say exactly
because there are so many different fonts, but ledenring to a typewritten page with standard
formatting, single-spaced in 12-point Times New Rarfont. The Scripture reading goes on one or two
minutes, so it is half a page if you would typalitout. The prayer for illumination is another mia, or
about a third of a page. The sermon introductiarallg takes two to three minutes, so a half to two-
thirds of a page. The sermon conclusion takes tvtbree minutes, so again you have a half a page or
so. The closing prayer takes a minute or two, sahean half of a page. Look at what that means. You
have not even gotten to the body of the sermonaahdd of your 30 minutes is gone. A third oisit
gone, and you have not even gotten to the bodyeo$érmon, but these are all necessary compoments i
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terms of what is going into the normal preachingasoon. | recognize that some of you come from
different denominations, and so things can be wffein different traditions, but it is kind of gresting

to see that just the Scripture reading, the prayieesintroduction and conclusion, everything tisat
around the body itself, takes about a third oftilme. So if that is the case, if a third of youmdi is in

that surrounding material, then you will want taoknwhat the average times and page lengths are for
the body of the 30-minute message. Well, of thdseethaining minutes, each main point in a three-
point message is roughly six minutes long. If yawdathree points, which is fairly standard, thechea
point can take six or seven minutes, which meaaise¢hch main point in all its components is abouot t
pages in length. That is about how long it goespabro pages. How long did you think a sermon was
when you first heard it? Did you think it was 202 or 30 pages? No, it will end up being aboutgev
and-a-half or eight pages, if you type it all ddéw most people do not type out their entire sernbor

| am telling you these lengths to give you a sexiggoportion here.

Therefore if each main point is about two pagesiominutes, then if you just use a standard priopor
of a third explanation, a third illustration, antha&d application, each component will be aboub tw
minutes or two-thirds of a page. If you divide dotliat two minutes of explanation, then if you have
two subpoints, each will be about a third of a paga good long paragraph. If it becomes longen tha
long paragraph, you need another subpoint. If yaeela long paragraph, that typically is a subpoint.
Then, of course, you have your various extemporaedments—and they are always, by the way, what
get you in the most trouble—which take another tminutes or so, so the conclusion of all that i tha
the written content of the 30-minute sermon thaluides only the Scripture introduction, sermon
introduction, sermon body, and sermon conclusialhyun seven-and-a-half to eight pages. | havd sai
this before, but a note on subpoints is that ireotd accomplish the symmetry of having each
component of exposition take up a third of the npmt, the subpoints of explanation are usuallg on
paragraph a piece. As a rule of thumb, explanatmmger than one paragraph need subpoint divisions.

Finally, here is one more important set of thougWWhat is the standard conceptual progression of a
subpoint? In other words, if | am developing subpobf explanation, what usually happens first? Wha
will happen is that we will say something like tH¢/e should honor God. Look with me at verse 2. It
says, ‘In all your ways acknowledge him.” Now wkizdt means is that wherever we go, whatever we
are facing, whatever ways God takes us in lifesheuld be honoring God. To acknowledge God
actually in the Hebrew means....” | just did someghihsaid first, “It means we should honor Him.”
Then | said, “Look with me at verse 2.” Then | bega explain what “acknowledge” means as it relates
to “honor.’ This is a standard progression thatcak “state, place, prove.” | state the truth, shekhere

it is in the text, and then begin to prove it witle explanation. So the standard conceptual preigmes

of a point is this: first, we state the truth. Waka the main point or the subpoint statement. Skcsa
place the truth by showing where it is in the t&ttird, we prove the truth. We prove that that &ys
that statement that | just said. Further on, yoovknve will begin to illustrate and apply, but the
subpoints themselves follow this pattern of stalace, prove. We will talk more about that as we go
There are various ways to do that.

Here is a caution. You now begin to understandybatcan start a main point with lots of different
things. You can start with a principle statemenamillustration or even a particular applicatigvhat

is the one thing, however, with which you cannattsh main point? The wording | use is “bald
explanation.” Here is what you can do in preachivag people will understand precisely what you are
doing. You can begin with an illustration and ttsow its implications. You can begin with an
application and then show how you got that. Youlwagin with a principle statement and then show
what proves the principle. What will confuse pegplewever, is if you just begin to give them
explanations with no real particular to anchor yexplanations. If you begin to talk about the &oris
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tense, or the history of Israel, or the imprisonta@rPaul, they will think, “Why are you telling me
this?” It has no particular to anchor it. Anythiwgl serve as a particular—a statement of truth, a
statement of application, or an illustration—butatviiou cannot do is just start giving explanation t
people without some kind of particular. That idedl‘bald explanation,” when you just begin to tell
people things without giving them a basis for wioy yare telling them these things. So that is thee on
thing with which you cannot begin.

What we are doing now is a fairly formal approdelrning the pieces and seeing how they unfold.
Where we are going is toward main points with sutgcand conclusions, so if you want to begin
working toward where we are going, then you shdgin to think about subpoints and what you will
be doing to develop subpoints, anchoring them enteixt.
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