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Chapter I: CLARIFICATIONS

The purpose of this section is to take up passages in the Sacred
Text that have not always been adequately interpreted or un-
derstood. Generally speaking, the context has not received the
careful attention it requires. An occasional practical application
is offered.

Acts 10:30—“this very hour”

The question is: to which day and to what hour was Cornelius
referring?

We need to try to feel the atmosphere of the situation. Corne-
lius is a gentile, but he REALLY wants to know God; yet he
‘knows’ that Jehovah has a thing with the Jews and is not too
big on Gentiles. But he is convinced that Jehovah is the true God
and is doing his very best to please Him. So one day God gives
him a special dispensation of grace; He sends an angel! Was
Cornelius excited, or was he excited!! Like, wow. So he sends his
messengers hotfooting it to Joppa (some 60 km), and they do it
in less than 24 hours. So what does Cornelius do while he waits?
He prays and fasts. Surely, he was already a man of prayer (v. 2)
so how is he going to show his appreciation to God for the spe-
cial favor? He fasts—now that he has God’s attention, marvel of
marvels, he wants to stay tuned in so as not to miss anything.
And after allowing for the minimum time necessary for the
roundtrip, he is at the door looking down the road. This man is
serious.

Enter Peter. He lays on the bit about Jews not contaminating
themselves with Gentiles, but God told him to come, and so
what does Cornelius want. Now it is his turn—he is looking at a
Jew who is not exactly oozing enthusiasm at being there, but he
is Jehovah’s messenger and the centurion understands about
rank and authority; so he plays the only cards he has: his own
sincerity and seriousness, and God’s revealed will. “I have been



fasting during four days until this very hour” (the first card) and
“the ninth hour . ...” (the second card).

To me, Tavtng TNG wpag is emphatic, “this very hour”.
vnotevmv Kot is attested by 95.2% of the Greek manuscripts,
including P>° and D, among the oldest extant, not to mention
the old Latin and Syriac versions (another 1.5% have just
vnotevmv). So we have a periphrastic verb phrase,

nunv vnotevmv, which emphasizes the continuous aspect of
the action. amo and peypt define the time span, “from . ..
until”. Putting it all together we have, “I have been fasting
during four days until this very hour.”

About the sequence, we observe the following:

v. 3—1%t day: Cornelius sees angel, about 3 p.m., and sends
messengers forthwith;

v. 9—2" day: Peter has vision, after 12 noon, and messengers
arrive (and are lodged for the night);

v. 23—3" day: Peter and company leave Joppa;
v. 24—4%" day: they enter Caesarea (probably before noon).

So by western reckoning we have not quite three full days, but
by Hebrew and Brazilian reckoning we have a situation that
involves four days.

The messengers, under urgent orders, did the 60 km in under 24
hours (whether they went all night, we don’t know, but they
were probably obviously tired when they showed up at Peter’s
gate). Peter was not about to be stampeded into action; he had
to eat, sort things out in his mind, talk it over with the others—
since they decided to send a committee, preparations had to be
made. So they set out the next day, but they are dignified Jews
and are not going to run—they set a steady pace and probably
make some 45 km before stopping for the night. The remaining
15 km they knock off before noon the next day. So, the “this
very hour” refers to the time of Peter’s arrival, not the time that
the angel appeared to Cornelius.



Are we to handle snakes?—Mark 16:18

In the NKJV, Mark 16:18 reads like this: “they will take up ser-
pents; and if they drink anything deadly, it will by no means hurt
them; they will lay hands on the sick, and they will recover.”?

The NIV renders ‘they will pick up snakes with their hands’, the
‘with their hands’ being based on just over 2% of the Greek
manuscripts. As we know, there are those who take this transla-
tion literally, and believe that they must handle poisonous
snakes in obedience to God. | respect their sincerity, but believe
they have been misled by a faulty translation.

| would say that this particular statement of the Lord’s has been
generally misunderstood. The verb in question covers a wide
semantic area, one of the uses being to pick up the way a gar-
bage man picks up a bag of trash—he does so to get rid of it
(hence ‘remove’). | believe Luke 10:19 sheds light on this ques-
tion. In Luke 10:19 the Lord Jesus said: “Behold, | give [so 98% of
the Greek manuscripts] you the authority to trample on snakes
and scorpions, and over all the power of the enemy, and noth-
ing shall by any means hurt you.” The Lord is addressing the
Seventy, not the Twelve, and others were doubtless present;
further, this was said perhaps four months before His death and
resurrection. It follows that this authority is not limited to the
apostles, and there is no indication of a time limit. The Lord
Jesus affirms that He gives us the authority over all the power of
the enemy. In Matthew 28:18 He declares that He holds “all
authority . . . in heaven and earth”, and so He has the right and
the competence to delegate a portion of that authority to us.
We may have any number of enemies, but the enemy is Satan.

1 Since only three Greek MSS (really only two) omit Mark 16:9-20, against at
least 1,700 that contain them, there can be no reasonable question as to
the genuineness of those verses. For more on this subject please see the
respective appendix in any recent edition of my book, The Identity of the
New Testament Text.



The phrase, “all the power”, presumably includes his works,
followed by their consequences.

Returning to Luke 10:19, the Lord gives us the authority to
“trample snakes and scorpions”. Well now, to smash the literal
insect, a scorpion, you don’t need power from on High, just a
slipper (if you are fast you can do it barefoot). To trample a
snake | prefer a boot, but we can kill literal snakes without
supernatural help. It becomes obvious that Jesus was referring
to something other than reptiles and insects. | understand Mark
16:18 to be referring to the same reality—Jesus declares that
certain signs will accompany the believers (the turn of phrase
virtually has the effect of commands): they will expel demons,
they will speak strange languages, they will remove ‘snakes’,
they will place hands on the sick. (“If they drink .. .” is not a
command; it refers to an eventuality.) But what did the Lord
Jesus mean by ‘snakes’?

In a list of distinct activities Jesus has already referred to
demons, so the ‘snakes’ must be something else. In Matthew
12:34 Jesus called the Pharisees a ‘brood of vipers’, and in
23:33, ‘snakes, brood of vipers’. In John 8:44, after they claimed
God as their father, Jesus said, “You are of your father the
devil”. And 1 John 3:10 makes clear that Satan has many other
‘sons’. In Revelation 20:2 we read: “He seized the dragon, the
ancient serpent, who is a slanderer, even Satan, who deceives
the whole inhabited earth, and bound him for a thousand
years.” If Satan is a snake, then his children are also snakes. So
then, | take it that our ‘snakes’ are human beings who chose to
serve Satan, who sold themselves to evil. | conclude that the
‘snakes’ in Luke 10:19 are the same as those in Mark 16:18, but
what of the ‘scorpions’? Since they also are of the enemy, they
may be demons, in which case the term may well include their
offspring, the humanoids [see “As were the days of Noah”, in
chapter V]. | am still working on the question of just how the
removal is to be done.



Buy a ticket to Heaven?—Luke 16:9

In the NKJV, Luke 16:9 reads like this: “And | say to you, make
friends for yourselves by unrighteous mammon, that when you
fail, they may receive you into an everlasting home [literally,
‘the eternal dwellings’].” Within the context the Lord is clearly
using irony, or sarcasm. In the immediately preceding verse the
owner’s ‘commendation’ of the stupid steward is obviously sar-
castic, since the steward was sacked. And verse 14 below indi-
cates that what Jesus said was for the benefit of the Pharisees,
who were greedy. The use of sarcasm is not rare in the Bible.
Getting into the eternal dwellings does not depend on ‘buying’
friends down here; it depends on pleasing the Owner up there.
And who says someone who can be bought with ‘unrighteous
mammon’ is going to Heaven? He would have to get there first
in order to ‘receive’ the buyer. The whole ‘scene’ is patently
ridiculous. Just by the way, verse 13 declares a terribly im-
portant truth. To embrace the world’s value system (humanism,
relativism, materialism) is to reject God. Materialistic
‘Christians’ are really serving mammon (‘'mammon' includes
more than just money).

Buy cleansing?—Luke 11:41

In the NKJV, Luke 11:41 reads like this: “But rather give alms of
such things as you have; then indeed all things are clean to
you.” My translation reads like this: “Nevertheless, give what is
possible as alms; then indeed all things are clean to you.” At first
glance this statement seems difficult, but because they were
filled with greed, for them to give away as much as possible
would represent a major change in their values. Zacchaeus
offers a case in point: the Lord Himself declared that he was
saved (Luke 19:8-9).



‘Censer’, or ‘altar of incense’?—Hebrews 9:4

What concerns us here is the Greek word, Bupiatnptlov, that
occurs only here in the NT. In the LXX the meaning of the word
is ‘censer’, and that is plainly the intended meaning here. But
unfortunately modern versions like NIV, TEV, LB, NASB, etc.
render ‘altar of incense’, thus setting up a contradiction with
the Old Testament. [What could have motivated such a perverse
proceeding?] According to Exodus 30:6 the altar of incense was
placed in front of the curtain leading into the Holy of Holies, and
so it was in the Holy Place, not the Holy of Holies. The only ref-
erence to this particular censer appears to be in Leviticus 16:12,
where it was to be used behind the second curtain to hide the
Ark with smoke. Since that censer would only be used once a
year (on the day of atonement), it may well have been stored
just behind a corner of the second curtain (where the high
priest could retrieve it without looking in) and thus the author
of Hebrews would be correct in saying that the censer was be-
hind the second curtain, whereas the altar was in front of it. In
any event, evidently that censer was used only within the Holy
of Holies, and so it would be appropriate to say that the area
‘had’ a golden censer.

Demonization

Strange as it may seem, our versions of the Bible mislead us on
this subject. The noun ‘demon’ is simply a transliteration of the
Greek daipoviov or datpwv. | wish they had done the same
thing with the corresponding verb, daipoviw. In that event we
would have the verb ‘demonize’. But no, the translators put
‘possessed’ of a demon. As a result, we have tended to think of
demon activity only in terms of possession. Well, so what is the
problem? | suggest the following.

By ‘possession’ the translators presumably intended to connote
‘control’, but the more common meaning denotes ‘ownership’,
and most people seem to take the second meaning. This has
serious consequences. First, the concept is wrong, since demons



do not and cannot ‘own” human beings (although a demon will
often claim that its victim "belongs" to it).! Second, it has fos-
tered a misunderstanding about Christians and demon ‘posses-
sion’—since a believer belongs to God it is presumably impossi-
ble that a demon should own him as well. We need to stop
using the word ‘possessed’ in this connection altogether and
replace it with the more precise term ‘controlled’.

Demon control certainly exists, but it represents only a small
part of the enemy's activity against mankind, precisely the most
extreme cases. (Although organic insanity does exist it would
not surprise me to verify that most cases of insanity involve at
least some demonizing.) The vast majority of the demons'
attacks should not be characterized as control. There are less
severe forms that are sometimes called oppression or obses-
sion. They also cause physical problems. But | believe that the
most frequent attacks interfere with our minds in less obvious
ways; so much so that most of the time we are not even aware
of it. | suggest that we use the term ‘demonization’ to refer to
any and all direct interference, whether in the mind or the body.
The following continuum will help us to visualize the concept:

minds | bodies | obsession | oppression | control

Note that | have not included temptation to evil in this contin-
uum. What is included in the concept of demonization, how-
ever, encompasses a world of suffering.

Let us now consider some consequences of the translation
"possessed". | am not sure how far that rendering is at fault, but
'traditional' churches and schools scarcely touch the subject;
perhaps because they think only in terms of ownership and con-
clude that believers are exempt. Whatever the explanation, you
could attend certain churches during 20 years and never hear
any teaching on Satan and the demons. On the other hand,

1 Within Satanism there are ‘robots’, people who have turned themselves
over to the complete control of a demon. For practical purposes a ‘robot’ is
owned by his demon.



'Pentecostal’ or 'charismatic' churches and schools do at least
deal with the subject, even if only partially. During deliverance
sessions they tend to deal mainly with cases of control—is that
not so? When does the leader of the service expel a demon?
Only when it manifests itself—right? Someone begins to
scream, foam at the mouth, roll on the ground or give some
other evidence of foreign control, at which the leader confronts
the demon and commands it to leave. But if the demon keeps
still, what happens? Nothing, usually—nobody bothers it; its
presence is not discerned. | know that some order the demons
to show themselves, but do all obey? How do we know? Or if
the manifestation is not of a type that we recognize as 'posses-
sion', who will identify and repel it? It seems clear to me that
even in the churches where there is expulsion of demons the
greater part of the enemy's activity against us goes unrecog-
nized. They are focusing only on control.

| see another consequence that can be rather serious. When we
conceive of demonic activity only in terms of ownership, and
when a church teaches that a believer cannot be 'possessed’,
the following occurs. A believer is demonized. In terms of the
continuum | am suggesting, it is not a case of control, yet the
person knows he is being attacked. But the only terminology he
knows for talking about demonic attack is 'possession' and the
church teaches that a believer cannot be 'possessed'. So the
person is plunged into anguish—he knows he is saved but a
believer cannot be 'possessed’; yet he is being attacked and
knows it. What is the explanation and how can he escape? He
cannot say anything to the church because if he admits that he
is being 'possessed' then they will no longer accept him as a
believer. He does not dare talk and so he cannot receive help.
Even if he did talk, he would not receive adequate help because
the leaders think only in terms of ownership. As a result of all
that, the poor believer may even reach the point of doubting his
salvation! The worst of it all is that such suffering is simply un-
necessary. We must learn to speak in terms of demonization,



understand that believers certainly are demonized, and explain
the use of the spiritual weapons that are at our disposal.

Deuteronomy 32:8

“When the Most High divided their inheritance to the nations,
when He separated the sons of Adam, He set the boundaries of
the peoples according to the number of the children of Israel”
(as in the NKJV). In recent decades versions have appeared
replacing the last word, ‘Israel’, with ‘God’, either in the text it-
self or in a footnote, or both. To understand what is going on,
we must look at the evidence:

‘sons/children of Israel’—Masoretic Hebrew Text, Samaritan
Pentateuch, all ancient versions
except the Septuagint (LXX)

‘angels of God’—LXX

‘sons/children of God/gods—Dead Sea Scrolls (DSS); so alleged
by the footnotes mentioned above.

Of course the LXX has been around for a long time, but few had
the courage to follow it in Deuteronomy 32:8 until the advent of
the DSS, so to them | now turn.

Those who have given any attention to the DSS know that for
Deuteronomy there are only fragments, most being mere scraps
with a few letters on them. Of these, two have been alleged to
contain bits of 32:8—4QDeut-j and 4QpaleoDeut-r.
4QpaleoDeut-r stands for a group of scraps (a. 20), one of which
is said to contain bits of 32:6-8. Upon inspection, the end of
verse 8 is not there, so this scrap is irrelevant to the question in
hand.

4QDeut-j is a fragment containing a few letters spread over
three lines: the first line has parts of three letters; the second
line has five or six letters; the third line has nine letters, being
bene elohim, ‘sons of gods’. So far as | have been able to con-
firm, this is the sole basis for the claim that the DSS have



‘sons/children of God’ in Deuteronomy 32:8. (If anyone knows
of something that | have missed, please send it to me.) But wait
just a minute please, on what basis can anyone responsibly
claim that 4QDeut-j is an honest copy of the biblical book, Deu-
teronomy? The Essenes had their own ideas about such things,
and were not averse to writing in defense of their ideas. The
scrap is scarcely sufficient for a clear, demonstrable identifica-
tion. Indeed, the editors themselves say that it is from an
“excerpted” document. Not only that, the scrap definitely does
not have the biblical bene ha-Elohim found in Genesis 6:2 and 4,
and Job 1:6, 2:1 and 38:7. | deny that the DSS furnish any valid
evidence against the reading of the Masoretic Text in this
place.

Now | wish to say a few words about the LXX here. The LXX that
we know and use is based on three Alexandrian manuscripts
from centuries after Christ: Alexandrinus, Sinaiticus and Vati-
canus. With reference to the New Testament, the contribution
of those three MSS has been mainly negative, and especially so
on significant doctrinal questions. What possible basis could
anyone have for imagining that the editors responsible for the
NT in those MSS would not do similar damage to the Old Testa-
ment? If they did not like or understand ‘sons of Israel’, they
were perfectly capable of changing it to ‘angels of God’. None of
which should encourage us to follow them.

Having said all of the above, we should not be unduly critical of
those who have difficulty understanding this verse. How can the
inheritance of the nations depend on the number of Israelites
[or on the number of angels, for that matter]? | don’t know; but
God does! Consider the following texts:

1 Peter 1:19-20: “but with the precious blood of Christ, as of a
faultless and pure lamb; who was foreknown indeed before the
foundation of the world, but was revealed in these last times for
your sake.” God’s Lamb, with blood shed, was so known before
the creation of our race and planet. You cannot have blood

~ 10 ~



without a body, so the incarnation and the whole Plan of
redemption was in place before the Creation.

Ephesians 1:4: “just as He chose us in Him before the founda-
tion of the world, that we should be holy and blameless before
Him, in love.” This one is difficult for our poor little finite minds
to handle. |, Wilbur Pickering, was chosen before the world was
made, so God knows who | am, and all about me. Our Good
Shepherd calls us by name (John 10:3). If God knew all about me
before Creation, then obviously He knew all about the “sons of
Israel” also, so Deuteronomy 32:8 should present no difficulty to
our understanding.

2 Timothy 1:9: “the One who saved us and called us with a holy
calling, not because of our works but because of His own pur-
pose and grace, which was given to us in Christ Jesus before
time began.” Repeat the comment above. Note that ‘time’ had a
beginning.

Titus 1:2: “in hope of eternal life—which life God, who cannot
lie, promised before the ages of time.” Repeat the comment
above.

Acts 15:18: “All His works are known to God from eternity.”
Although perhaps 5% of the Greek manuscripts omit this verse
(as in most modern versions), the 95%, including the best line of
transmission, are certainly correct. Of what relevance is ‘time’
to an eternal Being? It may be that ‘time’ and ‘space’ are con-
cepts that are limited to our planet and our solar system. (With-
out time and space, how can you calculate speed or distance, or
determine the size and age of the universe?) God knew all about
the “nations” and the “sons of Israel” before Creation.

Matthew 25:34: “Then the King will say to those on His right:
‘Come, you blessed of my Father, inherit the kingdom that was
prepared for you at the foundation of the world.” More of the
same.

Hebrews 4:3: “His works were certainly finished from the foun-
dation of the world.” More texts could be added to this list, but |
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have given enough to make the point: our notions of ‘time’ do
not place any limit upon the eternal God. The Text is perfectly
clear; God knows what is going to happen long before it actually
does. Qur tiny, limited, finite minds have trouble understanding
this, but that does not alter the fact. It should be equally
obvious that we are totally incompetent to ‘improve’ upon a
divinely inspired Text.

Vast segments of Christianity, beginning in early centuries, have
been anti-Semitic, at least theologically. They consider that the
Church replaced Israel as God’s people, and so on. | wonder if
that anti-Semitism might have something to do with the haste
with which some have jumped on the ‘sons of God’ band-
wagon. But whatever one’s personal predilections, surely ques-
tions of the Text should be resolved on the basis of objective
evidence.

Did Jesus hide?—lJohn 8:59

In the NKJV, John 8:59 reads like this: “Then they took up stones
to throw at Him; but Jesus hid Himself and went out of the tem-
ple, going through the midst of them, and so passed by.” My
translation reads like this: “Then they picked up stones to throw
at Him;! but Jesus was concealed and went out of the temple,
going through the middle of them; yes, that is how He got
away!” The familiar “hid Himself” is not the best rendering here.
Jesus did not try to hide behind a pillar, or whatever. He was
surrounded by angry Jews with stones in their hands. Obviously
they would have seen Him and started stoning. He became in-
visible and simply walked out, passing right through the middle
of them. About half a percent of the Greek manuscripts, of
objectively inferior quality (demonstrably so), omit “going
through the middle of them; yes, that is how He got away” (as in

1 Since certain situations demanded a stoning, there were doubtless piles of
ammunition placed strategically around the temple premises.
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NIV, NASB, LB, TEV, etc.). The 99.5% are doubtless correct, and
supply an important detail.

Did the cross kill Jesus?—John 10:18 X Mark 15:39,
John 19:30, Matthew 27:50, Luke 23:46

In the NKJV, John 10:17-18 reads like this: “Therefore My Father
loves Me, because | lay down My life that | may take it again. No
one takes it from me, but | lay it down of Myself. | have power
to lay it down, and | have power to take it again. This command

| have received from My Father.” Please notice: “No one takes it
from me”. That includes Pilate, etc. In Matthew 27:50 and John
19:30 the Text states that Jesus “dismissed His spirit”. Now con-
sider Mark 15:39. “So when the centurion, who stood opposite
Him, saw that He cried out like this and breathed His last, he
said, ‘Truly this Man was the Son of God!"” Now what could con-
vince a hardened Roman centurion? He had doubtless wit-
nessed no end of crucifixions; he knew that the victim died of
asphyxiation. Hanging from one’s hands, the diaphragm is
pressed against the lungs, and the victim can’t breathe. Nailing
the feet was a sadistic procedure, to prolong the agony—in
spite of the pain, the victim would push up so he could get a
breath, until finally too worn out to do so. (That is why the Phar-
isees requested Pilate to have the legs broken; then they died
within minutes.) Now then, someone who is dying asphyxiated
does not give a tremendous shout; but ordinary people cannot
just tell their spirit to leave. So when that centurion observed
that Jesus gave a tremendous shout and then immediately died,
he drew the obvious conclusion: he was looking at a supernatu-
ral being. The cross did not kill Jesus; He gave His life voluntarily,
for you and me. Thank you, Lord!

Do we command God?—Matthew 18:18

In the NKJV, Matthew 18:18 reads like this: “Assuredly, | say to
you, whatever you bind on earth will be bound in heaven, and
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whatever you loose on earth will be loosed in heaven.” The nor-
mal meaning of this translation is that Heaven has to follow our
lead (is it not?), and there is no lack of religious communities
that teach this. But really now, what possible competence might
human beings have to tell God what to do? We may ask, but not
command. The difficulty arises from an inaccurate translation.
The tense of the Greek verb phrase here is a periphrastic future
perfect, passive voice (so also in 16:18). Thus, “will have been
bound/loosed” not “will be bound/loosed”. We are not telling
God what to do; we are to apply down here that which He has
already done in heaven. (What had been just for Peter is now
given to all the disciples.)

In John 5:19 the Lord Jesus stated that He could only do what
He saw the Father doing. Our inability to see what the Father is
doing is probably one of our worst spiritual problems—it con-
demns us to waste a lot of time and energy trying to do things
that we shouldn’t. In practical terms, when | ‘bind’ something
and nothing happens, | conclude that it had not been ‘bound’ in
Heaven. | tried to do something that the Father was not doing.

Fire loves straw—1 Corinthians 3:13

The context is king of interpretation, so | begin with verses
11-15:

11 No one can lay any foundation other than what is laid,
which is Jesus Christ.! 12 Now if anyone builds on this foun-
dation with gold, silver, precious stones, wood, hay, straw,
13 the work of each will become evident; because the Day
will make it clear, because it will be revealed by fire. Yes,

11 would say that the primary reference here is to leaders of local congrega-
tions, who need to be careful how they ‘build’ God’s ‘house’. But | believe it
also clearly applies to anyone whose personal life is based on Jesus Christ.
Each of us will give an account of how we built our lives on that foundation.
Note that we are not offered the option of changing the foundation.
Anyone who attempts to do so does not belong to God.
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the fire will test each one’s work, of what sort it is. 14 If the
work that anyone built endures, he will receive a reward.
15 If anyone’s work is burned up, he will suffer loss; but he
himself will be saved, albeit so as through fire.

Paul is talking about the Day of Christ wherein those in Christ
will be called to account. The Text plainly states that what we
have done will be tested by fire. Someone who spent most of
his time living for himself rather than for Christ’s Kingdom will
be surrounded by nice, dry straw (all that any fire could ask
for!l). So the angel aims the blowtorch at the straw—the fire is
high, hot, but short-lived. The person is left standing in a pile of
fine ash, somewhat the worse for the wear.

The price you pay for not living for Christ's kingdom is to lose
your life. That is all it costs, just your life! Consider the words of
Sovereign Jesus recorded in Luke 9:24-25. Let us begin with
verse 23. "If anyone desires to come after me let him deny him-
self, take up his cross each day and follow me. For whoever
wants to save his life will lose it, but whoever loses his life for
my sake, he will save it. For what will it profit a man to gain the
whole world but waste or forfeit himself?" What does the Lord
mean when He speaks of losing one's ‘life’? One does not lose
one's soul for love of Christ. Nor is the reference to being killed.
Rather, Jesus has in mind the life we live, the accumulated re-
sults of our living. All that | have done up to this moment plus all
that | will yet do until overtaken by death or the rapture of the
Church, whichever happens first—that is the ‘life’ that is at risk
(in my own case).

Let us look at our Lord's words a little more closely. There seems
to be a contradiction here—if you lose, you save; if you want to
save, you lose. How can it work? The following context helps us
out. In verse 26 Jesus explains verses 24-25 in terms of His sec-
ond coming. The parallel passage, Matthew 16:27, is clearer.
"For the Son of Man is going to come in the glory of his Father,
with his angels, and then he will repay each according to his
deeds." Christ was thinking of the day of reckoning. In other
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words, "we will all stand before the judgment seat of Christ"
(Romans 14:10) and "each of us will give account of himself to
God" (Romans 14:12). "For we must all appear before the judg-
ment seat of Christ, so that each one may receive his due
according to what he has done while in the body, whether good
or bad" (2 Corinthians 5:10). | understand that 1 Corinthians
3:11-15 is referring to the same occasion, the day of reckoning.
After declaring that Jesus Christ is the only foundation, Paul
speaks of different materials that one might use in building on
it: "gold, silver, precious stones" or "wood, hay, straw". The
point is, our deeds will be tested by fire. If fire has any effect
upon gold or silver it is only to purify them, but its effect on hay
and straw is devastating! Okay, so what?

Let us go back to the beginning. God created the human being
for His glory; to reflect it and contribute to it. | suppose we may
understand Psalm 19:1 and Isaiah 43:7 in this way, at least by
extension. But Adam lost this capacity when he rebelled against
God. For this reason the sentence that weighs against our race
is that we "fall short of the glory of God" (Romans 3:23). But the
Son came into the world to restore our lost potential. Ephesians
1:12 and 14 tell us that the object of the plan of salvation is "the
praise of His glory" (see also 2 Corinthians 1:20). And 1 Corinthi-
ans 10:31 puts it into a command: "Whether you eat or drink, or
whatever you do, do all to the glory of God." Now then, the
point of all this is not to 'ruin' our lives, to take all the 'fun' out
of them (as many seem to think). God is not being arrogant, un-
reasonable, too demanding. Quite the contrary—He is just try-
ing to save us from throwing away our lives. Surely, because the
glory of God is eternal (Psalm 104:31), and when | do something
for His glory that something is transformed and acquires eternal
value—it becomes "gold, silver, precious stones". Works done
for the glory of God will go through the fire without harm. On
the other hand, what is done with a view to our own ambitions
and ideas is "straw". We all know what fire does to straw!

So there it is. To be a slave of Christ means to live with refer-
ence to the Kingdom; it means to do everything for the glory of
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God. In this way the slave ‘saves’ his life because he will be
building it with ‘gold and silver’, which will pass through the fire
at the judgment seat of Christ without loss. In contrast, the
believer who refuses to be a slave of Jesus builds his life with
‘hay and straw’, which will be consumed by the fire—and so he
‘loses’ his life; he lived in vain; the potential that his life repre-
sented was wasted, thrown away. What a tragedy!

Hades is not Hell

This is clear from Revelation 20:14-15—“And Death and Hades
were thrown into the Lake of Fire. This is the second death, the
Lake of Fire.! 15 And if anyone was not found written in the
Book of Life he was thrown into the Lake of Fire.”? Death and
Hades are treated as if they were living entities. However that
may be, it is clear that Hades and the Lake are distinct. So just
what is this ‘Lake’?

In this same passage it is stated to be ‘the second death’. But
consider Revelation 20:10—“And the devil, who deceived them,
was thrown into the Lake of Fire and brimstone, where the
Beast and the False prophet also are. And they will be tormen-
ted day and night forever and ever.” The full title, Lake of Fire
and brimstone, having been given in verse 10, in verses 14 and
15 it is shortened to Lake of Fire, but the place is the same, a
place of eternal torment. (See also Revelation 21:8.) And now
consider Matthew 25:41—"“Then He will also say to those on His
left: ‘Go away from me, you accursed ones, into the eternal fire
that was prepared for the devil and his angels’.” In verse 46,
‘those on His left’ are sent into “everlasting punishment”. The
Lake of fire was prepared for Lucifer (now Satan) and those
angels that joined his rebellion (about a third of the angelic

1 The first death is the physical one; the second is the spiritual one—eternal
separation from the Creator, the Father of spirits (Hebrews 12:9); the
essence of death is separation. In physical death, the spirit is separated
from the body.

2 That is right; since no one can be saved by his works, the only way out is the
Book of Life!
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beings—Revelation 12:4). Human beings who side with Satan
(there are various ways of doing that) will also share his destiny.
The term ‘Hell’, properly understood and utilized, stands for the
Lake of Fire and brimstone, the second and eternal death.

The name ‘Gehenna’ is a euphemistic metaphor for the Lake of
Fire. Versions generally, and correctly, render it as ‘hell’. The
word occurs in Matthew 5:22, 29, 30; 10:28; 18:9 and 23:15, 33;
in Mark 9:43, 45, 47; in Luke 12:5 and in James 3:6. In all but the
last instance the word was spoken by Jesus Himself. In three of
the references Jesus added “of fire”. Strictly speaking, ‘Ge-
henna’ was the local dump outside Jerusalem—something was
always being burned, and there would be plenty of worms.
Notice Mark 9:43-44.

43 Further, if your hand is causing you to fall, cut it off; it is
better for you to enter into the Life maimed than having
both hands to go away into Gehenna, into the unquencha-
ble fire—44 where ‘their worm does not die, and the fire is
not quenched’.?

| find the figure of an immortal worm to be rather daunting—
always chewing on you, but never finishing you off! | freely con-
fess that | prefer never to encounter such a worm! The Lord was
presumably referring to Isaiah 66:24. Notice also what He said in
Matthew 10:28 —“And do not be afraid of those who kill the
body but cannot kill the soul. But rather fear the One who is
able to destroy both soul and body in Hell [Gehenna].” The
destruction of both soul and body must refer to the Lake of Fire,
the second death.

! Perhaps 4% of the Greek manuscripts omit ‘into the unquenchable fire’ at
the end of verses 43 and 45, and also omit verses 44 and 46 entire, to be
followed by NIV, NASB, LB, [TEV], etc., except that most keep ‘into the
ungquenchable fire’ in verse 43 (but not in verse 45). (Evidently there were
those who thought that saying it once was quite enough.)
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The Lord used other expressions to refer to the Lake. In
Matthew 13:41-42 He was explaining the parable of the wheat
and tares:

41 The Son of the Man will send out His angels,* and they
will collect out of His kingdom everything that is offensive,
and those who perpetrate lawlessness;? 42 and they will
throw them into the furnace of fire. There, there will be
weeping and gnashing of teeth.

“The furnace of fire”, where there will be weeping and gnashing
of teeth, is evidently a reference to the Lake. In verses 49-50,
same chapter, He said the same thing. In Matthew 8:12, 22:13
and 25:30 Sovereign Jesus used the description: “the darkness
farthest away; there, there will be weeping and gnashing of
teeth”. See also Jude 13. Again, the reference is to the Lake, but
what did He mean by the ‘darkness farthest away’, or farthest
out? Throughout the NT the term ‘darkness’ is used to refer to
Satan’s kingdom, and the Lake is the final destination of that
kingdom, and therefore the ‘farthest out’. In Matthew 3:12 and
Luke 3:17 the Baptizer was explaining what the Christ would do:
“He will thoroughly clean out His threshing floor and gather His
wheat into the barn; but He will burn up the chaff with un-
quenchable fire”. In sum, the term ‘Hell’, properly understood
and utilized, stands for the Lake of Fire and brimstone, the
second and eternal death.

As demonstrated at the outset, Hades and the Lake must be dis-
tinct, so just what is ‘Hades’? The word occurs in Matthew 11:23
and 16:18, in Luke 10:15 and 16:23, in Acts 2:27 and 31, in 1
Corinthians 15:55 and in Revelation 1:18, 6:8 and 20:13-14.
Unfortunately, the AV (KJV) uniformly renders the word as ‘hell’,

1 The angels are going to be busy.

2 | take it that the “kingdom” here is physical (not merely ‘spiritual’) and
includes the whole planet, because it contains “offensive” things and
“lawless” people.
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thereby misleading the reader and confusing the issue. Fortu-
nately, the NKJV corrects the AV at all those points; but other
versions offer a mixture of renderings. Looking at all the rele-
vant contexts, Hades evidently refers to something that exists
between a person’s physical death and the Lake; it must be
some sort of intermediate state or place. The closest thing to an
actual description is found in Luke 16:19-31.

19 “Now there was a certain rich man who was dressed in
purple and fine linen, living in luxury every day. 20 And
there was a certain beggar named Lazarus, covered with
sores, who had been placed at his gate, 21 just wanting to
be fed with the crumbs that fell from the rich man’s table—
why even the dogs would come and lick his sores!! 22 In
due time the beggar died and was carried away to Abra-
ham’s bosom by the angels. The rich man also died and was
buried.? 23 And in Hades he looked up and saw Abraham at
a distance, and Lazarus very close to him. And being in tor-
ment, 24 he called out, saying, ‘Father Abraham, have
mercy on me and send Lazarus, that he may dip the tip of
his finger in water and cool my tongue; because | am tor-
mented by this flame!’ 25 But Abraham said: ‘Child, remem-
ber that in your lifetime you received your good things,
while Lazarus had bad things; but now he? is being com-
forted, and you tormented. 26 And besides all this, be-
tween us and you a great chasm has been fixed, so that
those who want to pass from here to you cannot, nor can
anyone from there cross over to us.” 27 Then he said, ‘l beg
you therefore, father, that you would send him to my fa-
ther’s house, 28 because | have five brothers, so that he

Y In fact the dogs were doing him a favor, since canine saliva is good for
sores.

2 Note the contrast. Of course the beggar’s body had been buried, but the
person was taken to Paradise. Here we have an explicit statement of
angelic activity, which, however, is absent from the rich man.

3 The best line of transmission (30% of the Greek manuscripts here) has the
emphatic pronoun ‘he’, rather than ‘here’.
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may testify to them, lest they also come to this place of
torment’.! 29 Abraham said to him, ‘They have Moses
and the prophets; let them hear them’. 30 So he said to
him, ‘Ohno, father Abraham—if someone from the
dead should go to them, they will repent!’ 31 He said to
him, ‘If they do not listen to Moses and the prophets, they
will not be persuaded even if someone should rise from the
dead’.”?

The Text does not state that this is a parable, so most probably
it is not (no parable that is stated to be such employs a person’s
proper name). Several things in this account invite comment.
Hades (Greek), or Sheol (Hebrew), is the ‘halfway house’ where
departed spirits await the final judgment, but the results of that
judgment are already known, since the saved are already
separated from the lost (see Hebrews 9:27). There is a chasm
separating the two sides that cannot be crossed, but evidently
one side can see and hear the other (the ‘dead’ are conscious
and have feeling). People in prison who are waiting for their trial
are already suffering.

In verse 22 the side of the saved is called ‘Abraham’s bosom’.
This is the only passage where that phrase occurs; in Luke 23:43
the Lord Jesus called it ‘Paradise’.> When He said to the repent-
ant robber, “Today you will be with me in Paradise”, He was not
referring to Heaven. We can deduce this from Acts 2:27. Peter is
proving the resurrection by citing David’s prophecy in Psalm

! find it interesting that he was concerned for his brothers; we cannot say,
“Better late than never”, since it made no difference.

2 Abraham states a disquieting reality: people who reject God’s written
revelation are self-condemned. Note also that Abraham did not say it
would be impossible to send Lazarus, only that it would do no good. But it
is clear that the lost cannot return, or the rich man could have gone
himself.

3 The basic meaning of the term ‘paradise’ is a garden, and in the NT it is also
used of heaven. So why did Jesus call the good side of Hades ‘Paradise’? |
suppose because the people there were on their way to Heaven, and were
already experiencing bliss.
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16:8-11; Acts 2:27 translates Psalm 16:10—“You will not aban-
don my soul in Hades, nor will You allow Your Holy One to see
decay”. ‘Hades’ is a translation of the Hebrew Sheol, that | will
discuss below. Jesus could not be abandoned there unless He
did in fact go there. Referring to the sign of the prophet Jonah,
Jesus said, “so will the Son of the Man be three days and three
nights in the heart of the earth” (Mathew 12:40). “In the heart
of the earth” —presumably we here have instruction from the
Lord on the location of Hades—it is inside the earth, somehow.
Compare 1 Samuel 28:13 where Samuel (literally), returning
from Hades/Sheol, comes up from inside the earth. If volcanoes
can spew out molten rock, it is evidently quite hot down there.

Matthew 11:23 and Luke 10:15 are parallel, referring to Caper-
naum: “And you, Capernaum, who are ‘exalted to heaven’, will
be brought down to Hades”. Hades is contrasted to heaven (the
Text has ‘the heaven’), one being ‘up’ and the other ‘down’.
Capernaum is pictured as having a high opinion of itself, an
opinion that God does not share. Comparing this with Luke
16:23, the bad side of Hades is in view. The bad side is also in
view in Matthew 16:18. “And | further say to you that you are a
stone, but on this bedrock | will build my church, and the gates
of Hades will not withstand her.” There is a play on words here,
petros VS petra—the bedrock was obviously not Peter. The
bedrock presumably has to do with the fact that Jesus is the
Messiah, the Son of the Living God. 'Gates' do not attack, but
are the last line of defense for a walled city—it is the Church
that is attacking Hades. (The normal meaning of the verb here is
‘prevail’, which is why versions usually render ‘prevail against’,
as if it is Hades that is attacking the Church.) | take it that the
Church is viewed as saving people from the bad side of Hades—
of course it is actually Jesus who does the saving.

In 1 Corinthians 15:55 and the four cases in Revelation, death is
mentioned along with Hades. | begin with 1 Corinthians
15:54-56:

~ 22~



54 So whenever this corruptible puts on incorruption and
this mortal puts on immortality, then this written word will
happen: “Death has been swallowed down into victory”.
55 “Where, O Death, is your sting? Where, O Hades, is your
victory?”! 56 The stinger of death is sin, and the adjunct of
sinis the law.

The first quote is from Isaiah 25:8. It is important to note that
this whole paragraph is addressed to “brothers” (verse 50),
those who enjoy the benefit of Crist’s victory over sin and
death. The second quote appears to be an interpretation of Ho-
sea 13:14.2 “The wages of sin is death” (Romans 6:23). Sin leads
to spiritual death and lands the sinner in the bad side of Hades.

In Revelation 1:18, the glorified Jesus declares His victory, in
consequence of which He now holds the ‘keys of Death and of
Hades’. In Hebrews 2:14, the correct translation of the Greek
Text is ‘abolish the one who had the power of death’. In Revela-
tion 6:8, a sickly pale horse is ridden by Death, ‘and Hades fol-
lows with him’. The Text does not say that Hades was on a
horse. John is stating a fact of human existence: Hades follows
death—so it has been for 6,000 years.

| confess that the meaning of Revelation 20:13 is not clear to
me. “The ocean gave up the dead who were in it, and Death and
Hades gave up the dead who were in them; and they were
judged each one according to their works.”® How can Death be
holding dead that are not in Hades? And how can the ocean

! Less than 2% of the Greek manuscripts, of objectively inferior quality, have
‘death’, instead of “Hades”, to be followed by NIV, NASB, LB, TEV, etc.

2 The LXX is in basic agreement with the NT here, and is probably based upon
it, not the opposite. The LXX we know and use is based on manuscripts
copied centuries after the NT was written. A strict Pharisee like Saul of Tar-
sus would certainly use Hebrew manuscripts, not a translation.

3 Twice it says that they will be judged on the basis of their works. So how
can you really evaluate someone’s deeds? Only by taking account of their
context. Those who never heard the Gospel will be judged within the
context that they lived, and the Judge will prove that even within their own
context they did not measure up.
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have a separate roster of dead? However, the context is the
Great White Throne, the final judgment. And since only the lost
will appear before this throne, proceeding directly to the Lake,
they have presumably already been resurrected. In physical
death, the spirit is separated from the body, and resurrection is
the reuniting of spirit and body. Before resurrection, the spirits
of the lost are in Hades; but where are their ‘bodies’? The re-
mains of those bodies are either in the sea or on land. If ‘death’
stands for those on land, then verse 13 could be referring to the
resurrection of the lost. That is my best guess as to its intended
meaning.

The observant reader may have noticed that after Luke 16 and
Acts 2 all the references appear to be dealing with the bad side
of Hades. Why might that be? | suggest that the good side is no
longer occupied. | believe a case can be made for the under-
standing that when Jesus resurrected, He took all the good
spirits with him, and the spirits of all the saved who have died
subsequently are also with Jesus (but still without their glorified
bodies).

I will now take up the meaning of the Hebrew Sheol. The term
occurs some 65 times in the OT. The AV translates it as ‘the
grave’ and ‘hell’ about 30 times each, the remainder being ‘the
pit’. Looking at the contexts, | see no reason for the different
renderings. In my opinion, it should be transliterated as a
proper name throughout. Since the inspired translation in Acts
2:27 equates Sheol with Hades, | take that to be the correct un-
derstanding. | say ‘inspired translation” because Peter was
doubtless speaking Hebrew, but the inspired account is in
Greek.

To recapitulate and conclude, properly understood and utilized,
‘Hell’ refers to the Lake of Fire and brimstone, the second and
eternal death. ‘Sheol/Hades’ refer to the halfway house where
departed human spirits await the resurrection and the final

~ 24 ~



judgment. However, since the resurrection of Christ, | believe
the side of the saved, ‘Abraham’s bosom’, is now empty.

Harmonizing the accounts of the Betrayal
and Arrest

1) The crowd arrives—Matthew 26:47, Mark 14:43, Luke 22:47?,
John 18:3. The four accounts state the fact, while Luke empha-
sizes that Judas was leading them, also implied by John.

2) Jesus knocks them down—John 18:4-9. | take this to be a
‘cyst’ of supernatural intervention, to make clear that the Father
has not lost control of the events. | say ‘cyst’ because then the
crowd carries on as if nothing had happened. A person delivered
from demonic control often does not remember what he did
while under that control; this may have been similar, only on
the other side.

3) The kiss—Matthew 26:48-50°, Mark 14:44-45, Luke
22:47°-48. Only three of the four accounts take up this pitiful
episode. | offer the following harmonization:

Now His betrayer had given them a signal, saying, “Whom-
ever | kiss, he it is; seize him and take him away securely”.!
So upon arriving he went directly to Him. So Jesus said to
him, “Friend, what brings you here?”? Judas said, “Greet-
ings, Rabbi!” and kissed Him. So Jesus said to him, “Judas,
are you betraying the Son of the Man with a kiss?”

4) They grab Jesus—Matthew 26:50°, Mark 14:46. Judas served
as guide, but | take it that Malchus was actually in charge of the
operation. He may have taken the lead in grabbing Jesus, which

1 Why the ‘securely’? Judas had seen so many manifestations of Jesus’ power
that he should have known better, but of course he was under Satan’s
control at that time. However, it appears that they expected resistance.

2 Jesus knew perfectly well why Judas was there, so why did He call him
“friend”? Perhaps to show that He held no personal animosity against him.
The Plan was being fulfilled.
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was why Peter swung at him. This grabbing precipitated the
reaction that followed.

5) Peter’s sword—Matthew 26:51-54, Mark 14:47, Luke
22:49-51, John 18:10-11. All four of the accounts take up this
episode. | offer the following harmonization:

When those who were around Him saw what was about to
happen, they said to Him, “Lord, shall we strike with the
sword?” Then Simon Peter, having a sword, drew it, struck
the high priest’s servant and cut off his right ear. (The serv-
ant’s name was Malchus.)! Then Jesus reacted by saying,
“Allow at least this!” and touching the man’s ear He healed
him.2 Then Jesus said to Peter: “Put your sword back into its
place, for all who take the sword will die by the sword. Do
you actually suppose that | cannot call upon my Father right
now and He will place beside me more than twelve legions
of angels?3 But how then would the Scriptures be fulfilled
that it has to happen this way? The cup that the Father has
given me, must | not drink it?”

6) Jesus addresses the crowd—Matthew 26:55-562, Mark
14:48-49, Luke 22:52-53. Only three of the four accounts take
up this episode. | offer the following harmonization:

Then Jesus said to the chief priests, officers of the temple,
and elders who had come against Him: “Have you come out
with swords and clubs as against a bandit, to arrest me? |
used to sit daily with you in the temple, teaching, and you
did not seize me. But all this has happened so that the

! The Text has ‘the servant’, so the high priest had probably put him in charge
of the operation. John probably knew him personally. Obviously Peter was
not used to wielding a sword.

2 peter’s attack caused them to release Jesus, so His hands were free to do
this. If the Lord had not healed that ear, things would probably have been
nastier for Peter in the ‘courtyard’, if not already in the garden.

3 That would be a minimum of 36,000—probably enough to handle the
situation, don’t you think?
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Scriptures of the prophets should be fulfilled. This is your
hour; even the authority of the darkness!”*

7) The disciples run away—Matthew 26:56°, Mark 14:50. The
two accounts state the fact.

8) Jesus is taken away—Matthew 26:57, Mark 14:53?, Luke
22:542, John 18:12-13°. The four accounts state the fact. The
first three are in essential agreement, but John offers some new
information. First, there was a Roman detachment, with its
commander, there in the garden. The word here (chiliarch)
refers to a commander of a thousand men (or of a cohort =
about 600); this could only be a Roman officer of high rank, and
there would only be one of them in Jerusalem. So how did they
get him to come along? Obviously Pilate had been informed and
was participating. Second, they took Him to Annas first, because
he was the father-in-law of Caiaphas,? who was high priest that
year. A careful look at the parallel accounts makes clear that all
of Peter’s denials took place at Caiaphas’ palace, as also all the
recorded questionings, etc., so after showing Jesus to Annas
they took Him on to Caiaphas. That interim was probably also
used to gather the Council, who would not want to be dragged
out of bed until Jesus was actually in hand—it was probably
between 3 and 4 a.m.

Harmonizing the accounts of the burial

The relevant passages are: Matthew 27:57-61, Mark 15:42-47,
Luke 23:50-56 and John 19:38-42.

1 This was Satan’s hour, being part of the Father’s Plan; 'the darkness' refers
to Satan's kingdom; 'your hour' means that they were part of that kingdom.

2 The bigger reason was that Annas was the real high priest, according to the
Law (the office of high priest was for life). He was the power behind the
throne, so to say. Caiaphas was the political high priest (that year), for
purposes of dealing with Rome.
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1) Joseph of Arimathea was an important man in town. He was
‘rich” (Matthew 27:57) and a prominent member of the Sanhed-
rin (Mark 15:43). Any self-respecting governor would make it his
business to know who were the important people within the
area of his jurisdiction, so Pilate doubtless knew who Joseph
was, whether or not he had ever met him—evidently Joseph
experienced no difficulty in obtaining an audience. Joseph was
‘a good and righteous man’ (Luke 23:50) ‘who himself had
become a disciple of Jesus’ (Matthew 27:57), but who had not
declared himself openly ‘for fear of the Jews’ (John 19:38).

He had been waiting in the wings. Just as with the owner of the
donkey, and the owner of the upper room, who were doubtless
advised in advance that their services would be needed, Joseph
had been prepared. He did not just ‘happen’ to have a tomb he
didn’t know what to do with, complete with a large stone just
right for sealing. Since he had the wherewithal, he had pur-
chased the divinely indicated plot and had the tomb carved into,
or out of, the sedimentary rock (Matthew 27:59, Mark 15:46,
Luke 23:53). According to Isaiah 53:9, Jehovah’s Servant was to
have a rich man’s grave, not whatever the common criminals
got (the Father did not allow the Son’s body to suffer that
humiliation).

2) Nicodemus was a Pharisee and ‘a ruler of the Jews’ (John
3:1), the one who ‘came to Jesus by night’ (John 19:39). Since he
started his interview by declaring that Jesus was ‘a teacher
come from God’ (John 3:2), he no doubt became a disciple.
Since he defended Jesus openly (John 7:50-51), his sympathies
were presumably well known. He also had been prepared to
assist Joseph with the burial procedure. He had purchased ‘a
mixture of myrrh and aloes, about a hundred pounds’ (John
19:39), which represented a significant investment, and had
placed them within the tomb in time to help Joseph with the
body. Al- though the Text does not mention it, he was presuma-
bly also the one who furnished the linen strips for wrapping the
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body. Obviously all preparations had to be completed before
the time for the burial.

3) At the right moment, Joseph ‘went boldly in to Pilate and
asked for the body of Jesus’ (Mark 15:43). As already men-
tioned, he was evidently given an audience without difficulty.
“Well Pilate was surprised that He was already dead; and sum-
moning the centurion he asked him when He had died” (Mark
15:44). As soon as Jesus died, the centurion most probably had
left the scene, going back to headquarters (he had probably
received special instruction about Jesus). He probably felt he
should inform Pilate about the unusual events, but somehow
Joseph got ahead of him (but evidently not by much—had the
centurion arrived first, he presumably would have been already
reporting to Pilate when Joseph arrived). Well, Joseph was
primed for action, watching from a distance, and as soon as
Jesus dismissed His spirit Joseph headed for Pilate. “Upon the
centurion’s confirmation, he granted the body to Joseph” (Mark
15:45).

4) Then Joseph and Nicodemus met at the cross and removed
the body. Joseph had purchased a linen sheet for the purpose,
and the two used it to transport the body to the tomb (Matthew
27:59-60, Mark 15:46, Luke 23:53, John 19:39). Obviously the
tomb had been prepared beforehand, as already stated.
Matthew and John say that it was ‘new’, while Luke and John
add that it had yet to be used (Matthew 27:60, Luke 23:53, John
19:41). John adds that it was in a garden near Golgotha.

5) Once within the tomb, they prepared the body for burial.
“Then they took Jesus’ body and wrapped it in linen strips, with
the aromatic spices, according to the burial custom of the Jews”
(John 19:40). How many linen strips would it take to wrap up
100 pounds of spices? The result would have looked something
like a cocoon, except that it did not include the head, which was
covered with a facecloth (John 20:7).

6) When they had finished their task, they ‘rolled a large stone
against the door of the tomb and left’ (Matthew 27:60, Mark
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15:46). If they rolled it, it was in the form of a wheel; there
would be a track in which it rolled, with a bit of incline, so that
Joseph and Nicodemus could roll it down into place, where it
would stop; but it would take several men to roll it back up and
away, ‘because it was very large’ (Mark 16:4).

7) Mary Magdalene and Mary the mother of Joses ‘followed
along’, saw where the body was placed, and sat down opposite
the tomb (Matthew 27:61, Mark 15:47, Luke 23:55). That is,
they saw where the body was taken, but obviously had not
looked in the tomb—there were 100 pounds of spices in there,
with enough linen strips to tie it all in. This is clear from Luke
23:56, “Then they returned and prepared spices and perfumes;
but they rested on the Sabbath according to the command-
ment.” They evidently did not realize that the men had already
done what there was to do.

8) Although subsequent to the burial itself, the guarding of the
tomb is important; it is recorded in Matthew 27:62-66.

62 The next day, which is after the Preparation, the chief
priests and the Pharisees went together to Pilate 63 saying:
“Sir, we remember that that deceiver, while still alive, said,
‘After three days | am going to rise’. 64 Therefore command
that the grave be made secure until the third day, lest His
disciples come by night and steal Him and say to the peo-
ple, ‘He was raised from the dead’, and the last deception
will be worse than the first.” 65 So Pilate said to them, “You
have a guard; go make it as secure as you can!” 66 So they
went and secured the grave with the guard, having sealed
the stone.

Was Pilate happy? No, he was not! And maybe, just maybe, he
wasn’t as stupid as some might like to think. From Mark
15:44-45 we know that he debriefed the centurion, who had to
explain why Jesus died sooner than expected! “Make it as sure
as you can.” Right. Ironically, those great champions of the Sab-
bath had to violate the Sabbath to secure the tomb. They
thought they were being shrewd, but only played into God’s
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hand. Their effort only made the evidence for the resurrection
all the stronger. Well, for starters, who removed the stone? The
soldiers would not touch a stone with a Roman seal, and they
had no reason for doing it, in any case. The women were physi-
cally incapable of doing it. So who removed the stone?

Harmonizing the accounts of the crucifixion

The relevant passages are: Matthew 27:31-56, Mark 15:20-41,
Luke 23:26-49 and John 19:16-37.

1) The soldiers lead Jesus away to be crucified, wearing His own
clothes (Matthew 27:27-31, Mark 15:20, John 19:16).

2) On the way they conscripted Simon, a man of Cyrene, to
follow Jesus, carrying His cross (Matthew 27:32, Mark 15:21,*
Luke 23:26). The soldiers had already mistreated Jesus so badly
that He probably was weakened and having trouble carrying the
cross, which was probably heavy.

3) Only Luke mentions Jesus’ message to the ‘daughters of Jeru-
salem’ (23:27-31), which | will transcribe here:

27 A considerable crowd of people followed Him, including
women who were also mourning and lamenting Him. 28 So
Jesus turned to them and said: “Daughters of Jerusalem, do
not weep for me; rather weep for yourselves and for your
children. 29 Because indeed, the days are coming in which
they will say, ‘Blessed are the barren, even the wombs that
never bore and the breasts that never nursed!’? 30 Then
they will begin ‘to say to the mountains, “Fall on us!” and to
the hills, “Cover us!”’3 31 For if they do these things in the
‘green tree’, what will happen in the ‘dry’?”

1 After carrying the cross, Simon doubtless stayed around to see what hap-
pened. In consequence he was no doubt converted, as were his two sons.

2 For Jews to say this, things would have to get really bad.

3 See Hosea 10:8.
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If Jesus were still carrying the cross, He would not be able to
‘turn’ (verse 28), which is why | place this after the transferal of
the cross to Simon.

4) They arrived at Golgotha, a Hebrew word meaning ‘place of a
skull” (Matthew 27:33, Mark 15:22, Luke 23:33, John 19:17).

5) The soldiers offered Him sour wine mixed with myrrh to
drink, but He tasted it and then refused to drink it (Matthew
27:34, Mark 15:23).! That was a small humanitarian gesture—
myrrh is a crude anesthetic, and would deaden the pain. But
Jesus refused it, so He remained fully alert on the cross and felt
it all; the myrrh would have diminished the suffering.

6) The soldiers nailed Jesus to the cross and set it up. After
taking care of Jesus, they also crucified two criminals, one on
each side of Him (Matthew 27:35, Mark 15:24-25, 27-28, Luke
23:32-33, John 19:18). Mark specifies that “it was the third hour
when they crucified Him”; he was using Jewish time, which
means it was 9 a.m. With reference to the two criminals, Mark
adds: So the Scripture was fulfilled which says, “And He was

numbered with transgressors”.?

1 1n the NKJV, Matthew 27:342 reads like this: “they gave Him sour wine min-
gled with gall to drink.” And Mark 15:232 reads like this: “Then they gave
Him wine mingled with myrrh to drink.” That Mark used a generic term,
‘wine’, for the more precise ‘sour wine’ (or ‘wine vinegar’), need not detain
us. But what was the mixture? ‘Gall’ is one thing, an animal substance, and
‘myrrh’ is another, a vegetable substance; it was either one or the other,
but which? Was Matthew influenced by Psalm 69:21? “They also gave me
gall for my food, and for my thirst they gave me vinegar to drink.” (Mat-
thew wrote for a Jewish audience, and seems to have mentioned fulfilled
prophecy whenever he could.) More to the point, perhaps, is Acts 8:23,
where Peter says to Simon (the ex-sorcerer), “for | see that you are in a gall
of bitterness” (so the Greek Text). Evidently ‘gall’ was used as a generic
term for any bitter substance. | take it that Matthew, perhaps influenced by
Psalm 69:21, used the generic term. | conclude that the precise substance
used was myrrh, as Mark indicates.

See Isaiah 53:12. Around 11% of the Greek manuscripts omit this verse
entirely, to be followed by NIV, NASB, LB, [TEV], etc.

2
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7) John 19:19 says that the board with the statement of Jesus’
‘crime’ was put on the cross, above His head, and the time to do
that would be while it was still on the ground. When the cross
was placed upright, the board was already nailed on. All four
Gospels mention the ‘accusation’, but each one gives it slightly
differently (Matthew 27:37, Mark 15:26, Luke 23:38, John
19:19-22). Piecing them all together, the complete statement
was: THIS IS JESUS THE NATSOREAN,! THE KING OF THE JEWS, and it
was in three languages: Hebrew, Greek and Latin.? John adds
some important information:

20 So many of the Jews read this notice, because the place
where Jesus was crucified was near the city; further, it was
written in Hebrew, Greek and Latin! 21 So the chief priests
of the Jews said to Pilate, “Don’t write, ‘The king of the

Jews’, but that the fellow said, ‘I am the king of the Jews’.”
22 Pilate answered, “What | have written, | have written!”

The chief priests had gotten all they were going to get out of
Pilate; he was making a statement, but he was also getting back
at them a little bit. (We don’t know just when the Jews saw the
notice, nor when the conversation took place. The board would
have been prepared before the soldiers started out. It is likely
that the Jews had ‘observers’ watching all that went on.)

8) The soldiers had to remain on the scene to prevent anyone
from helping the victims, and of course they would sit down—
they would be there for many hours. One of the things they did

! That Pilate put “the Natsorean” (not Natsarene [Nazarene]) indicates that
he had researched Jesus. The reference is to Isaiah 11:1; Jesus was David’s
Branch, the Messiah. Pilate was making a statement. For an explanation of
‘Natsorean’, please see article with this title below.

2 To put all of that in three languages would require a board of fair size. But
why did Pilate use three languages? One would have been enough (it was
customary to put the crime over the victim’s head). | take it that Pilate was
not happy, having been bested by the Jews; and | think he was personally
convinced that Jesus was a king. By putting ‘this is the king of the Jews’ he
was making a statement, one that virtually any literate person would be
able to read, given the three languages.
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was to divide up Jesus’ clothes (Matthew 27:35-36, Mark 15:24,
Luke 23:34, John 19:23-24). John gives some interesting detail,
so | will transcribe it:

23 Now when the soldiers had crucified Jesus they took His
clothes and made four parts, a part for each soldier.! They
also took His tunic, but the tunic was seamless, woven in
one piece from the top. 24 So they said among themselves,
“Let’s not rip it, but toss for it, to see whose it will be”, so
that the Scripture might be fulfilled which says: “They
divided my clothes among themselves, and for my clothing
they cast a lot.” That is why the soldiers did these things.

The reference is to Psalm 22:18. John seems to be affirming a
cause/effect relationship. The centurion could have claimed the
tunic, or whatever, but casting a lot had been prophesied. Luke
23:34 deserves special notice: Then Jesus said, “Father, forgive
them, for they do not know what they are doing”;% while they
were dividing up His clothes by casting a lot. Only Luke records
this important statement by Jesus; | take it that the Greek gram-
mar at this point indicates that Jesus said it while the soldiers
were dividing up His clothes. | suppose that Jesus was referring
precisely to those soldiers; they were simply obeying orders,

and had no personal responsibility for what was happening.

9) Only three of the Gospels mention the taunting by the spec-
tators (Matthew 27:38-44, Mark 15:29-32, Luke 23:35-37). The
accounts separate the spectators from the religious leaders,
who evidently did most of the taunting, but the soldiers and the
two criminals are also mentioned. The religious leaders were

1 This probably means that Jesus was left without any; one final bit of
humiliation.

2 The eclectic text currently in vogue (following less than 1% of the Greek
manuscripts, of objectively inferior quality) places within double brackets
the first half of verse 34: “Then Jesus said, ‘Father, forgive them, for they
do not know what they are doing’”. In this way they deny that Luke wrote
it, surely a perverse proceeding.
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especially nasty: “He saved others; himself he cannot save!”! “If
he is ‘King of Israel’ let him come down from the cross now and
we will believe him!”2? “He trusted in God; let Him rescue him

now, if He wants him; for he said, 'l am God's Son'.” However,
they were probably demonized at the time.

10) The criminals require special mention. Matthew writes:
“Even the bandits who were crucified with Him were reviling
Him in the same way”, and Mark says much the same. But Luke
adds an important item:

39 Then one of the hanged criminals started berating Him,
saying, “If you are the Christ, save yourself and us!” 40 But
the other reacted and rebuked him, saying: “Don’t you even
fear God, since you are under the same condemnation?

41 And we indeed justly, for we are receiving the due
reward for our deeds; but this man did nothing wrong.”

42 Then he said to Jesus, “Please remember me, Lord,3
when you come in your kingdom”.# 43 Jesus said to him, “I
tell you assuredly, today you will be with me in Paradise.”®

! This was precisely true, but not in the sense they intended. To save us, He
could not save Himself.

2 This was a lie; they already knew that Jesus was the Messiah but had
deliberately rejected Him. However, if Jesus had descended from the cross
(as presumably He had the power to do) we would be without hope. The
people were being satanically nasty, but Jesus was totally committed to the
Father’s will and thus the redemptive program was not aborted.

3 Instead of “to Jesus, ‘Please remember me, Lord’”, perhaps 3% of the
manuscripts have ‘Jesus, remember me’ (as in NIV, NASB, LB, TEV, etc.),
which seriously weakens the man’s statement.

4| find this statement to be impressive: the man is declaring that Jesus is the
Messiah and will indeed inaugurate His Kingdom. Evidently the man knew
the Bible; and his request was honored!

> For Jesus to say ‘today’, He knew the man would die before sundown, so He
knew the man’s legs would be broken—otherwise he would most likely
have lasted well into the night, which would have been ‘tomorrow’.
‘Paradise’ here refers to that half of Hades (Sheol in the OT) reserved for
the righteous dead. Hades is the ‘half-way house” where departed spirits
await the final judgment. In Luke 16:22 it is called “Abraham’s bosom”.
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Evidently they both started out by reviling Him, but later one of
them repented—they were on the cross about three hours
before the supernatural darkness, so there was time to observe
Jesus, which caused one of them to change his mind.

11) Only John records Jesus providing for His mother:

25 Now Jesus’ mother and her sister, Mary of Clopas, and
Mary Magdalene were standing by His cross. 26 So Jesus,
seeing His mother, and the disciple whom He loved stand-
ing by, He says to His mother, “Woman, there is your son!”
27 Then He says to the disciple, “There is your mother!”
And from that hour the disciple took her into his home.

Notice that Jesus is still perfectly lucid. As Mary’s oldest son, He
was responsible for her well-being (we understand that Joseph
was gone by now), so He passes that responsibility over to the
apostle John (the author of this Gospel); and John accepts it.

12) Only three of the Gospels mention the three hours of super-
natural darkness (Matthew 27:45, Mark 15:33, Luke 23:44-45).
Matthew’s statement will do: “Now from the sixth hour until
the ninth hour a darkness came over all the land.” Matthew
uses Jewish time, so it was dark between noon and 3 p.m. The
darkness could not have been a solar eclipse, as some have
ignorantly argued. The Passover always occurs at full moon, and
a solar eclipse only occurs at new moon. Further, even a total
eclipse only lasts for a few minutes, not three hours. Why the
darkness? | believe the Father was protecting the Son, so no one
could observe His anguish as He was “made sin for us” (2 Corin-
thians 5:21).1

13) At 3 p.m., when the darkness was removed, Jesus gave a
very loud anguished cry: “My God, my God, why have You

abandoned me?”? | take it that the Father turned His back on
the Son during those three hours—to be separated from the

1 As a side benefit, it was a mercy for the mother and close friends who were
right there—how could they stand to see such suffering?
2 See Psalm 22:1.
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Father is spiritual death. For Jesus to pay for my sin and yours
He had to take our wages: “The wages of sin is death” (Romans
6:23)—both physical and spiritual. The Hebrew text of Isaiah
53:9 refers to His deaths, using an intensive plural.

14) That shout gave rise to a curious situation (Matthew
27:47-49, Mark 15:35-36). Comparing the two accounts, we
have an apparent discrepancy: Matthew records that others
told the man to stop, while Mark records that the man told
them to stop! So which is it? What | imagine is this: as both
accounts state, a certain man [could it possibly have been John
Mark himself?] decides to offer Jesus a drink of wine vinegar;
several others, supposing that Jesus had just called on Elijah, tell
him to stop; to which he retorts, “You (pl) stop!” and repeats
their statement with sarcasm [anyone who really understood
the language would have known that Jesus wasn’t calling Elijah
at all]. However, it does appear that the man stopped his action
before Jesus could drink, since a bit later Jesus says, “I'm
thirsty” (John 19:28).

15) The shout of victory is recorded by all four Gospels
(Matthew 27:50-52, Mark 15:37-38, Luke 23:46, John 19:28-30),
but they record a variety of details. | begin with John:

28 After this, knowing that everything was now accom-
plished so that the Scripture might be fulfilled, Jesus says,
“I'm thirsty!” 29 Now a vessel full of sour wine was sitting
there; so they filled a sponge with sour wine, placed it on a
hyssop, and put it to His mouth. 30 Then, when He had
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received?® the sour wine, Jesus said, “Paid in full!!” And bow-
ing His head He dismissed His spirit.?

Matthew, Mark and Luke all affirm that Jesus gave a great
shout, but without giving the content. | take it that John sup-
plies that information, although he does not mention that it was
a shout. “Tetedeotat” —that was what they wrote on bills and
promissory notes when they were paid off = ‘paid in full’. When
something is shouted the individual sounds can be distorted,
but John was right there and could read His lips, if necessary. It
was a shout of victory: “We did it!” “Finished!” “Paid in full!”3

However, after that shout, Jesus did one more thing, as rec-
orded by Luke: “Then, after giving a loud shout, Jesus said,
‘Father, it is into your hands that | will commit my spirit’. And
having said this, He breathed out His spirit.” Jesus had the
authority to dismiss His spirit, but this statement indicates that
He had reestablished contact with the Father; it also constitutes
a declaration of His confidence in the Father, in spite of the
terrible suffering He had just been through. Matthew, Mark and
Luke record that at that point “the veil of the temple was ripped

! From the word ‘received’ it appears that He did swallow some. Since sour
wine was not used at the Passover, this does not conflict with the Lord’s
statement in the upper room (Matthew 26:29) that He would not drink of
“this product of the vine”. All four Evangelists mention the sour wine.
There was evidently a pot/vessel full of it (the soldiers were in for many
hours of vigil and that was what they drank). The mocking offer mentioned
in Luke 23:36 happened before the darkness; the other three accounts
after. The offer recorded in Matthew 27:48 and Mark 15:36 was triggered
by Jesus’ cry, “My God, my God, . ..” The one in John 19:29-30 by His
saying, “I'm thirsty”. | venture to suggest that there was an interval
between His despairing cry and His statement—after the cry He may have
lapsed back into silence for a bit; He was trying to make contact with the
Father. It may be that the sour wine sort of ‘wet His whistle’ so He could let
out His shout of victory.

2 That is right—the cross did not kill Jesus, He just told His spirit to leave. In
John 10:17-18 he was very clear: no one could take His life from Him, but
He could lay it down.

3 Oh praise God!
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'II

in two from top to bottom!” The Father Himself ripped the veil
(or ordered it done); it was His declaration that the Price had
indeed been paid! Access to God’s presence is no longer limited
to one man once a year. See Hebrews 10:19-22.

Only Matthew records that: “And the earth was shaken, and the
rocks were split, and the graves were opened. (And many
bodies, of the saints who had fallen asleep, were raised; and
coming forth out of the graves after His resurrection, they en-
tered the holy city and were made visible to many.?)” The earth-
quake was added confirmation that something supernatural
was happening; even the hardened centurion was convinced.

16) Mention is made of a variety of reactions: “And the whole
crowd that had gathered for the spectacle, when they saw what
actually happened, went away beating their breasts” —this was
a cultural expression of sorrow and distress. A number of His
followers were watching from a distance. But the centurion
requires special attention. Matthew writes: “Now when the cen-
turion and those with him guarding Jesus saw the earthquake
and all that happened they were scared stiff and said, ‘This Man
really was the Son of God!”” And Mark writes: “Well when the
centurion, who was standing opposite Him, saw that He
breathed out His spirit after giving such a loud shout,? he said,
‘This man really was God’s Son!"”

Any centurion would be a hardened soldier, who had seen no
end of crucifixions. He knew that a cross killed by asphyxiation.
Hanging from the hands pushes the diaphragm against the lungs
so you can’t breathe. Nailing the feet, with the knees bent, was
a sadistic procedure to prolong the agony—even though painful,
the victim would push up so he could get a breath, until finally

1 Wow! How would you like a departed saint to knock at your door?! It would
be tremendous confirmatory evidence for Christ’s resurrection. The Text
does not say what happened to these resurrected saints, but to be sent
back into the ground would be a real drag. It is more likely that they went
with the risen Christ to heaven.

2 A mere handful (0.4%) of the Greek manuscripts, of objectively inferior
quality, omit ‘after giving a loud shout’, to be followed by NASB and LB.
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too worn out to do so. Breaking the legs would put an end to
that expedient, and the person died within a few minutes,
asphyxiated. Someone who is dying asphyxiated does not shout.
Since Jesus gave a loud shout, but then immediately died, the
centurion knew beyond the shadow of a doubt that the cross
had not killed Jesus (later, when Joseph asks for the body, Pilate
is surprised that Jesus could already be dead). But who can just
tell his spirit to leave? Putting two and two together, the centu-
rion concluded that Jesus was a supernatural being. Just so!

17) Only John offers the following information:

31 Now then, because it was Preparation Day, so that the
bodies should not remain on the cross on the Sabbath (for
that Sabbath was a high day), the Jews requested Pilate
that their legs might be broken and they be removed.

32 Then the soldiers came and broke the legs of the first
man and of the other one who had been crucified with Him.
33 But upon coming to Jesus, they did not break His legs,
since they saw that He had already died. 34 But one of the
soldiers pierced His side with a spear, and immediately
blood and water came out. 35 And the one who saw has
testified, and his testimony is true (yes, he knows he is
telling the truth), so that you may believe. 36 Because these
things happened so that the Scripture should be fulfilled:
“Not a bone of His will be broken.”! 37 And again another

Scripture says: “They will look on Him whom they pierced.”?

John, the author of this Gospel, was right there, so he could
see very clearly what came out of Jesus’ side—that the blood
had separated was a clear sign of physical death.?

1 See Exodus 12:46, Numbers 9:12 and Psalm 34:20.

2 See Zechariah 12:10.

3| guess we do not need to know, really, just how the separation came
about, whether by purely natural processes or with supernatural
intervention; in any case, John is emphatic about what he saw.
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Harmonizing the accounts of the post-
Resurrection appearances

I will attempt to discuss the appearances in chronological
sequence, although the evidence available does not always per-
mit a clear decision. The first five occurred on Resurrection Day.

1) The first appearance is related in Mark 16:9 and John
20:14-17. Mark simply records the fact, stating clearly that it
was to Mary Magdalene. John gives further detail about the
encounter.

2) The second appearance is recorded only by Matthew,
28:9-10. This appearance was to Mary the mother of James,
Salome, Joanna and ‘the others’; the Text does not specify that
it was the second, but the only other possible candidate would
be Peter (Luke 24:34), and there simply was not enough elapsed
time to fit him in here. According to verse 7, the disciples were
to go to Galilee to see Jesus, verse 10 giving the same instruc-
tion to His ‘brothers’. In Matthew 26:32 Jesus Himself had said
to them, “After | am raised | will go before you into Galilee”.

3) | arbitrarily give the third appearance to Peter, but it could
have been to the Emmaus disciples—between them they are
the third and fourth. The fact is mentioned in Luke 24:34 and
1 Corinthians 15:5; just the fact and no more.

4) The episode on the road to Emmaus is recorded in Mark
16:12, but related in Luke 24:13-32 (Luke’s account is most
interesting).

5) The fifth, and last, recorded appearance on Resurrection Day
was to the Eleven (although only ten were present), as recorded
in Mark 16:14-18, Luke 24:36-49 and John 20:19-23 (1 Corinthi-
ans 15:5). | assume that Mark’s record refers to that first Sun-
day, although the ‘later’ that begins verse 14 could also apply to
the second Sunday (the eleven at the table would presumably
have to be one of the two Sundays). The content of Mark’s rec-
ord seems to me to fit better with the first Sunday. Luke makes
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clear (verse 33) that there were others besides the Eleven in
that upper room. Verse 36 makes clear that this was the first
Sunday. Strictly speaking, verses 44-49 could have been uttered
at a later date, but if not, then verse 49 requires special han-
dling. “You must stay in the city of Jerusalem until you are
clothed with power from on High.” Since Jesus had instructed
them to meet Him in Galilee, and did in fact meet with them
there, then this amounts to a directive to return to Jerusalem
after the meeting(s) in Galilee. John’s account clearly refers to
the first Sunday, and provides new information, as is his custom
(from him we learn that Thomas was absent). The reference to
‘the Twelve’ in 1 Corinthians 15:5, probably refers to the first
Sunday, but could have been the second, or even in Galilee. (I
take it that both ‘the Twelve’ and ‘the Eleven’ were used as
technical terms referring to the apostolic ‘college’.)

6) The next recorded meeting is found in John 20:26-29, taking
place on the following Sunday, in the same upper room, to the
complete ‘Eleven’.

7) The breakfast on the beach (John 21:1-23) must be the
seventh, because verse 14 states: “This was already a third time
that Jesus appeared to His disciples after He was raised from
among the dead.” This would presumably be the first appear-
ance in Galilee, following the two in the upper room.

8) 1 Corinthians 15:6 states that “He was seen by over five hun-
dred brothers at once”, and subsequently by James, and finally
by all the apostles (verse 7). The ‘finally by all the apostles’ pre-
sumably refers to the Ascension. The 500 might have happened
at Matthew 28:16-20, but the Text refers only to the Eleven, as
well as stating that Jesus had indicated the place (and presuma-
bly also the time). The reference to doubters presumably means
that there were others present, since the Eleven could scarcely
still be in doubt. Jesus’ half-brothers (verse 10) were probably
there, as well as others (recall that Luke 24:33 mentions others
besides the apostles). | will assume that the ‘500’ happened
later.
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9) “Over five hundred brothers at once”.
10) James.

11) The Ascension is recorded in Mark 16:9, Luke 24:50-51 and
Acts 1:6-11. Mark merely states the fact. Luke gives bare detail,
but he offers more information in Acts, which he also wrote.

12) Acts 1:3 has “appearing to them during forty days”, and Acts
13:31 has “for many days He was seen”, but no specifics are
given. However, we may reasonably conclude that those forty
days were not empty, there having been further appearances
that were not recorded—that is to say, before the Ascension,
since we do indeed have some after that event.

13) Stephen—Acts 7:55-56.

14) Saul of Tarsus—Acts 26:13-18, 1 Corinthians 15:8.
15) Ananias—Acts 9:10-15.

16) Paul, more than once—Acts 22:17-21, 23:11, etc.
17) John—Revelation 1:9-13, etc.

And Sovereign Jesus has continued appearing to people down
through the ages to this very hour. As He said in Matthew 28:20,
“Take note, | am with you every day, until the end of the age”.
Since that ‘end’ is still down the road, His promise continues in
effect.

Herod and John

To begin, Matthew 14:1-2, Mark 6:14-16 and Luke 9:7-9 are
really about Jesus, not John, so | will set them aside. That leaves
Matthew 14:3-12 and Mark 6:17-29 for consideration. However,
strictly speaking, Matthew 14:6-12 and Mark 6:21-29 are really
about Herodias, how she got revenge, so | will start with the re-
maining verses, Matthew 14:3-5 and Mark 6:17-20.

Matthew 14:—3 For Herod had laid hold of John and bound
him, and put him in prison because of Herodias, his brother
Philip’s wife. 4 For John would say to him, “It is not lawful for
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you to have her”.! 5 And although he wanted to kill him, he
feared the crowd, because they counted him as a prophet.

Mark 6:—17 You see, Herod himself had ordered John
arrested, and bound him in prison, on account of Herodias,
his brother Philip’s wife; because he had married her 18—
John had kept saying to Herod, “It isn’t lawful for you to have
your brother’s wife”. 19 So Herodias nursed a grudge against
him and wanted to kill him;? but she could not, 20 because
Herod feared John and protected him, knowing him to be a
just and holy man. And consulting him he would do many
things; indeed, he would hear him with pleasure.

At first glance there appears to be some discrepancy between
the two accounts, but let us slow down and take a careful look.

1) The whole episode revolves around Herodias. Her marriage
to Philip presumably had nothing to do with passionate love, as
such marriages seldom had. With the passage of time (she had a
teenage daughter) she decided that Herod had more to offer
than did his brother, and managed to convince Herod to take
her on.

2) Enter John the Baptizer: he evidently was on speaking terms
with Herod, and had access to him to the extent that he was
able to reprimand him repeatedly for what he had done. Now
kings generally do not enjoy being reprimanded, and a queen
such as Herodias even less. Herod was mad, and Herodias was
furious.

3) The evident solution was to get rid of the irritant, so Herod
had John arrested, with a view to executing him. But Herod was
a puppet king, under the dominion of Rome, and some atten-
tion needed to be given to public opinion—it was public opinion

! The impression one gets is that John took Herod to task several times—a
coward he was not.

2 | suppose that Herodias was ambitious and figured that Herod offered more
than did Philip, so she was probably the one who took the initiative; but
she had not counted on John being a persistent and vocal ‘conscience’.
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that put off the execution: “he feared the crowd, because they
counted him as a prophet”.

4) Now Herod knew that John was “a just and holy man”, and
the two had been on talking terms. With the passing of time,
Herod calmed down and cooled off. He decided that he did not
want to kill John, but because of Herodias he could not release
him, either (she kept on insisting that John should be killed). But
if you must keep a prophet of God in your prison, you may as
well make use of him.

5) Now consider the last half of Mark 6:20—“And consulting him
he would do many things; indeed, he would hear him with plea-
sure.” | here follow the best line of transmission, albeit repre-
senting only 20% of the Greek manuscripts, that has ‘consulting’
in the present tense; the rest, followed by all versions, have the
verb in the past. Thus the NKJV has: “when he heard him, he did
many things”. However, and unfortunately, at this point most
‘modern’ versions garble the account.

The immediately following ‘he would do many things/he did
many things’ is attested by over 99% of the Greek manu-
scripts—a mere handful (0.4%), of objectively inferior quality,
have ‘he was greatly disturbed’ or ‘very perplexed’ (as in NIV,
NASB, LB, TEV, etc.). But why then did Herod hear John with
pleasure, and why was he ‘very sorry’ (verse 26)? Those modern
versions don’t make sense; and just why do they insist on gar-
bling the account on such a totally inadequate basis?

But what sorts of things would Herod take to John for his
opinion? | suggest that Herod used John as a sounding board for
administrative problems, and since he often followed his advice,
he had an unusually good administration, there for a while. That
is why he was genuinely sorry to lose John.

6) Alas, Herodias knew how to nurse a grudge, and never gave
up looking for a way to kill John. The opportune moment came
on Herod’s birthday. Herod had doubtless already ‘celebrated’
more than was good for him before the banquet began, and
was no longer thinking clearly. We know the rest of the story.
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One wonders why God would allow such a servant, as was John,
to suffer such an ignominious death; but at least it was instanta-
neous—in terms of suffering, crucifixion or burning at the stake
would have been worse. We have no right to understand every-
thing, and therefore no obligation to explain everything. When
you get to heaven you can ask God directly, if you still want to
know.

How to save your life

When someone asks me how | view my relationship with Jesus
Christ, and if there is time to explain, | say that | am His slave. |
am in good company since Paul (Romans 1:1), James (James
1:1), Peter (2 Peter 1:1) and Jude (Jude 1) said the same thing. It
is a slavery that you choose because of love (see Exodus 21:1-6),
love of Jesus, as a free and spontaneous act of the will. Presum-
ably some will not like the idea of being a slave, but do not for-
get one little detail: everyone is a slave! It is an inherent aspect
of the human condition. We are born as slaves, we live as
slaves, we die as slaves. In John 8:34 the Lord Jesus declared:
"Most assuredly | say to you, whoever commits sin is a slave of
sin." Apart from God the human being has no option; he is born
a sinner and remains a slave of sin until he dies. "Slave of sin" is
another way of saying 'slave of self'—this is what destroys us;
we are self-centered (it leads us to rebel against God)—and to
be a slave of 'self' is to be a slave of Satan, because the unaided,
self-centered person cannot withstand him. But Jesus offers a
choice. Hallelujah! The choice is not to stop being a slave, oh no!
The choice is to change masters.

| became a slave of Christ on the 13th of April, 1956, when | was
almost twenty-two years old. | have been a 'believer' virtually
from birth—I cannot remember a time when | did not believe in
the Lord Jesus. | was a believer, but | was not a disciple; | had
not yet surrendered my will. Before 4/13/56 | was still ruled by
my own ideas and ambitions, my own wishes and desires. | was
still trying to choose my own way, to guide my own steps. | had
a bad time of it! It seemed like | was always 'falling on my face'.
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Of course. Wherever would a twenty-year-old gain the wisdom,
the knowledge, the capacity to run his own life? When and from
whom could he have learned it? (Or a forty-year-old, or a sixty-
year-old—do you suppose the situation improves sufficiently?)
The Bible states plainly that the human being is not competent
to direct his own steps (here please read Jeremiah 10:23, Prov-
erbs 28:26, Jeremiah 17:9 and Proverbs 20:24). Before | became
a slave of Jesus | was under the control of a master that lacked
understanding, lacked power and lacked competence—I was
really in a bad way. Now | have a Master who has all knowledge,
has all power, and loves me so much He died for me. What
could be better than that?

Let us see how it works. Consider the situation of a slave in
Jesus' time. Did he have any rights? No. Why did a slave exist?
To serve, his owner. A slave owned nothing, not even himself. It
follows that the owner must meet the slave's physical needs—
the slave has nothing. For over fifty years | have lived on the
basis of Luke 12:22-34. For over fifty years | did not know from
month to month just how much God would give me; rarely was
it the same two months in a row. Yet neither | nor my wife and
children ever went hungry. | have seen a time when there were
at least four knots in my shoelaces, but | have never been with-
out shoes. In short, we have never lacked.

If the owner gives an order that involves expense (e.g., to build
a house), then he must furnish the materials, etc. In other
words, what the owner orders he himself has to pay for. When
Jesus orders something He pays for it. In my case He ordered
two master's degrees and a doctorate. They cost plenty—Jesus
paid everything; | have nothing. The distance | have traveled by
air would girdle the globe more than once—Jesus paid it all; |
have nothing. What Jesus orders He pays for.

In fact, | have just one major concern in life: to understand just
what my Owner wants me to do. Once | am sure, | move for-
ward, without looking back. It is a sure thing. Can | imagine that
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my Master will go back on His word? Can | doubt His ability or
willingness to supply my needs (Psalm 24:1)? Are there any
other relevant doubts? | must confess that | find it hard to un-
derstand why so many believers refuse to be slaves (or true
disciples) of Jesus, why they won't turn their lives over to Him.
Can it be that they are asking the wrong question? | suppose
many ask themselves, "What is it going to cost me to be a
slave/disciple of Christ?" That is not the right question.

The correct question to ask is, "What will it cost me if | am not
His slave/ disciple?” Instead of thinking about what Jesus may
demand, about giving up our ambitions and desires, about
maybe being sent to the jungle to work with 'Indians’, we should
really think about the consequences of refusing to surrender
our lives to Jesus. The price you pay for not living for Christ's
kingdom is to lose your life. That's all it costs, just your life! Con-
sider the words of the Lord Jesus recorded in Luke 9:24-25. Let
us begin with verse 23. "If anyone desires to come after me let
him deny himself, take up his cross each day and follow me. For
whoever wants to save his life will lose it, but whoever loses his
life for my sake, he will save it. For what will it profit a man to
gain the whole world but waste or forfeit himself?" What does
the Lord mean when He speaks of losing one's "life"? One does
not lose one's soul for love of Christ. Nor is the reference to be-
ing killed. Rather, Jesus has in mind the life we live, the accumu-
lated results of our living. All that | have done up to this moment
plus all that | will yet do until overtaken by death or the rapture
of the Church, whichever happens first—that is the "life" that is
at risk (in my own case).

Let us look at our Lord's words a little more closely. There seems
to be a contradiction here—if you lose, you save; if you want to
save, you lose. How can it work? The following context helps us
out. In verse 26 Jesus explains verses 24-25 in terms of His sec-
ond coming. The parallel passage, Matthew 16:27, is clearer.
"For the Son of Man is going to come in the glory of his Father,
with his angels, and then he will repay each according to his
deeds." Christ was thinking of the day of reckoning. In other
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words, "we will all stand before the judgment seat of Christ"
(Romans 14:10) and "each of us will give account of himself to
God" (Romans 14:12). "For we must all appear before the judg-
ment seat of Christ, so that each one may receive his due
according to what he has done while in the body, whether good
or bad" (2 Corinthians 5:10). | understand that 1 Corinthians
3:11-15 is referring to the same occasion, the day of reckoning.
After declaring that Jesus Christ is the only foundation, Paul
speaks of different materials that one might use in building on
it: "gold, silver, precious stones" or "wood, hay, straw".
(Although the primary interpretation of this passage presumably
has to do with the performance of teachers and leaders in the
church, | believe it clearly applies to the daily life of each be-
liever as well.) The point is, our deeds will be tested by fire. If
fire has any effect upon gold or silver it is only to purify them,
but its effect on hay and straw is devastating! Okay, so what?

Let us go back to the beginning. God created the human being
for His glory; to reflect it and contribute to it. | suppose we may
understand Psalm 19:1 and Isaiah 43:7 in this way, at least by
extension. But Adam lost this capacity when he rebelled against
God. For this reason the sentence that weighs against our race
is that we "fall short of the glory of God" (Romans 3:23). But the
Son came into the world to restore our lost potential. Ephesians
1:12 and 14 tell us that the object of the plan of salvation is "the
praise of His glory" (see also 2 Corinthians 1:20). And 1 Corinthi-
ans 10:31 puts it into a command: "Whether you eat or drink, or
whatever you do, do all to the glory of God." Now then, the
point of all this is not to 'ruin' our lives, to take all the 'fun' out
of them (as many seem to think). God is not being arrogant, un-
reasonable, too demanding. Quite the contrary—He is just try-
ing to save us from throwing away our lives. Surely, because the
glory of God is eternal (Psalm 104:31), and when | do something
for His glory that something is transformed and acquires eternal
value—it becomes "gold, silver, precious stones". Works done
for the glory of God will go through the fire without harm. On
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the other hand, what is done with a view to our own ambitions
and ideas is "straw". We all know what fire does to straw!

So there it is. To be a slave of Christ means to live with refer-
ence to the Kingdom; it means to do everything for the glory of
God. In this way the slave "saves" his life because he will be
building it with "gold and silver", which will pass through the fire
at the judgment seat of Christ without loss. In contrast, the be-
liever who refuses to be a slave of Jesus builds his life with "hay
and straw", which will be consumed by the fire—and so he
"loses" his life; he lived in vain; the potential that his life repre-
sented was wasted, thrown away. What a tragedy!

(I suppose there might be someone who will say: "Okay, okay! |
get the point. I'm throwing away my life. So what? What busi-
ness is it of yours? If | want to lose my life that's my problem!"
Well, sure, that is right, it is your problem. But | wish you would
consider one detail: the problem is not exclusively yours; it is
not just yours! It also concerns the individuals who should have
been reached through your life but were not. And it concerns
Christ Himself who was cheated out of His right in your life.)

Hunger and thirst for righteousness—matthew 5:6

The semantic area of the word 'righteousness' occurs hundreds
of times in the Bible, in both Testaments. To begin with, we
must distinguish 'righteousness' from 'holiness'. Holiness has to
do with the absence of sin, and only the Triune God is perfectly
holy in His essence. Righteousness (or 'wholeness of character')
has to do with appropriate behavior within a certain standard of
conduct. Now then, since a standard of conduct devised by men
is often different from the standard of conduct promulgated by
the Sovereign Creator, | have used 'moral rectitude'. Certainly
Jesus was thinking of God's standard; He was referring to acting
with moral rightness before God.

But why did Jesus cite both hunger and thirst? Whoever is hun-
gry will look for something to eat; those who are thirsty will look
for something to drink. And what happens if someone is both
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hungry and thirsty? It seems to me that the person's situation
becomes urgent; he will search with determination until he
finds something. What is at stake is the relationship between
the person and God. And since the Father seeks those who wor-
ship Him in spirit and in truth (John 4:23), He will go to meet
such people.

Consider 2 Chronicles 16:9—"The eyes of Jehovah run to and fro
throughout the whole earth to show Himself strong on behalf of
those whose heart is loyal to Him". God is looking for whom He
can bless. Consider also Jeremiah 29:13—"You will seek me and
find me when you search for me with all your heart". Itis a
promise; but it depends on us. It is the consequence of the
'great' commandment: “You must love Jehovah your God with
your whole heart, and with your whole soul, and with your
whole mind” (Matthew 22:37, Deuteronomy 6:5).

Then, with all certainty, God will satisfy the person who dedi-
cates himself to moral righteousness with determination.

‘Jesus’, or ‘Joshua’?—Hebrews 4:8

Beyond question, the Greek Text has ‘Jesus’, as in the AV, but
most modern versions put ‘Joshua’. | suppose that ‘Jesus’ was
judged to be an anachronism, and so ‘Joshua’ was elected to
relieve the situation. To be sure, the Septuagint we know uni-
formly spells ‘Joshua’ as Incoug (Jesus) [as a linguist | wonder
why the translators transliterated ‘lehoshua’, Joshua’s name in
Hebrew, as ‘lesus’]. Perhaps as a consequence, in Acts 7:45 Luke
refers to Joshua as ‘lesus’. It was not his purpose to correct the
LXX at that time, for Stephen was speaking Hebrew. Normally,
going from one language to another, proper names are translit-
erated, and once a certain transliteration reaches the status of a
‘norm’, there would usually be no reason to change it, since the
meaning does not change.

However, looking carefully at the context in Psalm 95:7-11,
Joshua just does not fit. Consider: it is presumably Jehovah the
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Son who is speaking (“Jehovah our Maker”, verse 6), and since
the reference is to those who fell in the wilderness during the
forty years, Joshua cannot be in view. Not only that, | invite
attention to Joshua 21:43-45 and 23:1, where the Text says that
Joshua did in fact give them rest. So whom are you going to
believe? Of course the Text is referring to physical rest, not spir-
itual, since neither Joshua nor anyone else could be responsible
for a people's spiritual rest. Ezekiel chapter 18 is very clear to
the effect that each individual is responsible for his own eternal
destiny. God has no grandchildren, only sons and daughters. In
Mathew 23:8-10 Sovereign Jesus forbids any attempt to domi-
nate someone else's faith or conscience. This is consistent with
His statement in John 4:23-24. The worship that the Father
wants cannot be forced, imposed, controlled or faked.

In relief of the notion of ‘anachronism’ | offer the following: 1)
in John 12:41 John affirms that Isaiah saw Jesus (it was Jehovah
the Son on the throne); 2) in 1 Corinthians 10:4 Paul affirms that
the Rock that provided water was Christ; 3) in Hebrews 11:26
the same author [as | believe] has Moses choosing “the re-
proach of Christ”; 4) in 1 Peter 1:19-20 Peter affirms that the
shed blood of God’s Lamb, Jesus, was foreknown before Crea-
tion—but blood requires a body, and the Lamb’s body was that
of Jesus; so Jesus, as Jesus, was known before Creation. Return-
ing to Hebrews 4:8, it was precisely Jesus, Jehovah the Son, who
did not allow that generation to enter the ‘rest’.

John is not Elijah
'Substitutionism' predominates in Christian churches around the
world, the idea that the Church has completely replaced Israel
in all of God's future plans. It is theological anti-Semitism. But to
maintain that idea, its advocates are obliged to disregard
Romans chapters 9, 10, and 11, several other NT texts, and
much of the OT prophecies. Disregarding such a large portion of
the Sacred Text can have somewhat unpleasant consequences,
since the Author of the Text will not take kindly to such an
attitude. Afterwards, it should come as no surprise to anyone to
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find that those who approach the Text with this preconceived
idea tend to do nasty things to any passage that is inconvenient
for them—for example, Matthew 17:10-13.

So His disciples questioned Him saying, “Why then do the
scribes say that Elijah must come first?” 11 In answer Jesus
said to them: “Elijah is indeed coming first, and he will re-
store all things. 12 But | say to you that ‘Elijah” has come
already, and they did not recognize him, but did to him
whatever they wished. Thus also the Son of the Man is
about to suffer at their hands.” 13 Then the disciples under-
stood that He spoke to them of John the Baptizer.?

It is common to hear such people discourse on verses 12 and 13,
severely disregarding verse 11. But since any doctrine should
take into account all relevant texts, we can start with the source
of the discussion, Malachi 4:5-6.

Behold, | will send you the prophet Elijah, before the com-
ing of the great and dreadful day of Jehovah. And he will
turn the hearts of the fathers to the children, and the
hearts of the children to their fathers; lest | come and strike
the earth with total destruction.?

In Matthew 16:28 Jesus spoke of seeing "the Son of the Man
coming in His kingdom", and in the understanding of the three
disciples, the Kingdom of the Messiah was linked to ‘the day of
Jehovah’. They understood that they had just seen a microcosm
of the Kingdom, and they had seen Elijah, but they were

! At this point John is already dead, but in verse 11 the Lord declares that
Elijah is still going to come—John performed the function for Christ’s first
advent that Elijah (literally) will perform for the second advent.

2 The Hebrew word here means 'total destruction', not 'curse', as in many
versions. And when will there be total destruction of the planet? It will be
at the end of the Millennial Messianic Kingdom. On the other hand, de-
struction during the 'great tribulation' will come close; it will be terribly
terrible!
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descending the mountain back into a reality that hardly
resembled the Kingdom. Hence the question, | suppose. But let
us get back to the relevant texts.

The second is found in Luke 1:17-the angel Gabriel is announc-
ing to Zechariah truths about the son he is going to have, John
the Baptizer. This son would go before the Lord his God “in the
spirit and power of Elijah”; and refers to Malachi 4:5-6. Faced
with the old man's doubt, Gabriel declares that he was sent by
God to deliver the message. Now then, would anyone have the
courage to say that both the angel and God Himself had the
intention of deceiving the old man? If John would be Elijah him-
self, how could the angel say that John would act in Elijah's spirit
and power, instead of being Elijah?

Now let us go to John 1:21—when priests and Levites from Jeru-
salem asked John if he was Elijah, he replied, "l am not". Come
now, would anyone have the courage to say that John lied? If he
did not lie, then he was not Elijah. Could John be mistaken
about his own person and his own office? Hardly: his father had
been very clear, and after a long time in the wilderness with
God, he began his public ministry. Luke 3:2 clarifies that “the
word of God came upon John the son of Zechariah in the wil-
derness” (the Text says “upon John”, not 'to John'; he was com-
pelled by the Word). In John 1:23 the Baptizer quotes Isaiah
40:3 as referring to himself. John neither lied nor made a
mistake—he was not Elijah.

But what about Matthew 11:14-"if you are willing to receive it,
he is Elijah who is to come”? Jesus was praising John the Bap-
tizer with some sayings rather difficult to understand; for exam-
ple in verse 11: “among those born of women there has not
arisen a greater than John the Baptizer; but he who is least in
the kingdom of the heavens is greater than he”.! Verse 12 has

1 Evidently, as forerunner of the Kingdom John was not part of it—the
Kingdom was rejected at that time; both forerunner and King were killed—
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also given commentators trouble. In verse 14, when Jesus says,
"if you are willing to receive it", it is because the matter is not
transparent. Although John was still alive, he was in prison, from
whence he would only emerge dead. How then could Jesus say
that Elijah still had to come, if it was in fact Elijah who was in
prison and would only come out dead? Now we go to Matthew
17:10-13 and Mark 9:11-13, which are parallel; only now John
was in fact dead.

Inverse 11 (Matthew 17) Jesus declares, "Elijah is indeed com-
ing first, and he will restore all things." Since John was already
dead, and Jesus puts the coming of Elijah in the future, then
John was not Elijah. Further, John did not "restore all things"; in
fact, he restored relatively little. In short: John filled the office,
herald, for the first advent of Christ that Elijah himself (literally)
will fill for the second advent. They are different people, with
different moments.

John’s Gospel: Jewish time or Roman time?

Recently a friend and correspondent wrote me that 90% of com-
mentaries and 95% of Bible versions affirm that John’s Gospel
uses Jewish time, not Roman. Well now, as far back as | can re-
member, | have always supposed that John used Roman time.
Although in spiritual matters the majority is generally wrong, 9
to 1 borders on the lopsided, so | decided to go back and look
again. As best | can tell, there are four places where John men-
tions a specific hour: 1:39, 4:6, 4:52 and 19:14. | will consider
them in that order.

1:35 Again the next day John was standing with two of his
disciples. 36 And seeing Jesus walking by, he says, “Look,

those who participate in the actual future Kingdom will be more privileged.
“Born of women” excludes Adam. Men like Noah, Abraham, Moses, Daniel
would be of equal standing, just not “greater”. But those who live during
the Messianic Kingdom (Millennium) will be more privileged than all except
Adam, because the earth will return to conditions similar to Eden.
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the Lamb of God!” 37 The two disciples heard him speak,
and they followed Jesus. 38 So turning and observing them
following?! Jesus says to them, “What do you want?” So
they said to Him, “Rabbi” (which translated means
‘Teacher’), “where are You staying?” 39 He says to them,
“Come and see”. So they went and saw where He was stay-
ing, and stayed with Him that day—it was about the tenth
hour.

Note the “and stayed with Him that day”. If John were using
Jewish time, this would be 4:00 p.m. But in Jewish time there
would only be two more hours in the day, since the new day
would begin at 6:00 p.m. It would border on the dishonest for
John to use “and stayed with Him that day” with reference to
only two hours. John uses Roman time, so this is 10 a.m., which
means that Jesus spent most of the day with just those two
men. You had better believe they were talking the whole time.
Jesus knew they would be two of His disciples and was already
investing in them—to such good effect that the next day they
brought in two more.

4:1 Now when Jesus? knew that the Pharisees had heard,
“Jesus is making and baptizing more disciples than John”

2 (although Jesus Himself was not baptizing, but His disci-
ples), 3 He left Judea and went away into Galilee.3 4 Now

! Presumably Jesus waited for them to catch up, so He was observing them
during that time. His purpose in passing by there was precisely to attract
those two men (so | imagine), and He was doubtless aware when they
started out after Him.

2 | follow the best line of transmission in reading “Jesus”, rather than ‘the
Lord’, albeit with only 21.7% of the Greek manuscripts.

3 This was a tactical withdrawal. | take it that Matthew 4:12 refers to the
same withdrawal. Between John 3:36 and 4:1 the Baptizer was imprisoned.
If the Pharisees knew something it would not be long before Herod knew it.
It was not part of the Plan for Jesus to have to deal with Herod at this junc-
ture.
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He needed to go through Samaria;! 5 so He comes to a city
of Samaria called Sychar, near the plot of land that Jacob
gave to his son Joseph.? 6 Now Jacob’s well was there; so
Jesus, being worn out from the journey, sat as He was by
the well. It was about 6 p.m.

The Text has “the sixth hour”. Many versions put “noon”, which
reflects Jewish time. But the Text says Jesus was worn out,
which agrees better with a full day’s walk than with a half day’s
walk (remember that they did all their travelling on foot, and so
they were used to it). The distance between Salem and Sychar
was probably about 35 miles, as the crow flies, but since the
whole distance was over accidented terrain, the walking dis-
tance would be a good deal more. They had walked some 50
miles in twelve hours. Like the Text says, He was tired! And He
was hot and thirsty. John emphasizes that as a human being He
felt the full effects of the day. But where did | get Salem?

3:22 After these things Jesus, with His disciples, went into
the Judean countryside, and there He spent time with them
and baptized. 23 Now John also was baptizing in Aenon,
near Salem, because there was plenty of water there. And
people were coming and being baptized; 24 for John had
not yet been thrown into prison.

To this day there is “plenty of water” in the Aijalon valley, some
15-20 miles WNW of Jerusalem (Salem is an ancient name for
Jerusalem; see Genesis 14:18 and Hebrews 7:1)—perhaps that is
where it was. | take it that Jesus and John were in the same
area, at this point (“John also was baptizing in Aenon”). Even
from the nearest point in Judea to Sychar, it is unlikely that they
could have walked the distance in six hours.

! He could have gone up the coast and avoided most of the mountains, but
He “needed” to go through Samaria. Probably because the Father told Him
to—it was harvest-time in Sychar.

2 See Joshua 24:32.
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4:46 So Jesus went again to Cana of Galilee,* where He
made the water wine. Now there was a certain royal official
whose son was sick in Capernaum. 47 When this man heard
that Jesus had come out of Judea into Galilee, he went to
Him and implored Him to come down and heal his son,? for
he was about to die. 48 So Jesus said to him, “Unless you
people see signs and wonders you will not believe!” 49 The
official says to Him, “Sir, come down before my child dies!”
50 Jesus says to him, “Go; your son lives”. Well the man be-
lieved the word that Jesus spoke to him and off he went.
51 Now while he was still going down his slaves met him
and reported saying, “Your son lives!” 52 So he inquired of
them the hour in which he got better. And they said to him,
“Yesterday at the seventh hour the fever left him”. 53 So
the father knew that it was at the exact hour in which Jesus
told him, “Your son lives”. Both he himself and his whole
household believed.

It is virtually certain that the official and his slaves used Roman
time, in which case the cure took place at 7 p.m. It could not be
7 a.m. because the man would have met his slaves before noon
and they would have said ‘today’, not ‘yesterday’ (verse 52). It
could not be Jewish time for a similar reason—if Jesus healed at
1 p.m., the man would have met his slaves before sundown and
they would have said ‘today’ (an official may well have been
mounted, and it would not take him long—he was in a hurry).
The man probably walked (unless he was mounted, but at night
the horse would be held to a walk) during at least part of the
night; the slaves would have started out at dawn; they probably
met at a point much closer to Capernaum than to Cana.

1] suspect that He had a brother-in-law living there.

2 The man was asking Jesus to make an emergency hike of some 25 miles
(unless he was mounted and had brought an extra horse for Jesus; but He
probably was not used to riding). Evidently he figured that the healer had
to be physically present.
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19:12 From that moment Pilate really tried to release Him;
but the Jews kept shouting, saying: “If you release this fel-
low you are no friend of Caesar’s! Whoever makes himself a
king is opposing Caesar!”! 13 Well, upon hearing this state-
ment Pilate led Jesus outside and sat down on the judg-
ment seat, in a place called ‘Stone Pavement’, while in He-
brew ‘Gabatha’? 14 (now it was the day of preparation for
the Passover;? the hour was about six a.m.), and he says to
the Jews, “Look at your king!”

The Text says “the sixth hour”, which in Roman time is six a.m. If
it were Jewish time, it would be noon, which won’t work here.
Actually it says ‘around’ or ‘about’ six—I assume that it was a lit-
tle after the hour. But why do | say that ‘noon’ won’t work? Any
honest interpreter of Scripture has the obligation to consider all
relevant passages, which in this case include Matthew 27:45,
Mark 15:25 and 33, and Luke 23:44. Mark specifies that Jesus
was crucified at the 3™ hour and all three mention the supernat-
ural darkness from the 6 to the 9™". It is clear that all three use
Jewish time: the darkness could not have been from 6:00 to
9:00 a.m., nor from 6:00 to 9:00 p.m. (using Roman time).
Therefore the supernatural darkness occurred between 12:00
noon and 3:00 p.m. Since Mark uses Jewish time, his 3" hour
has to be 9:00 a.m. (it obviously could not be 9:00 p.m.). To
argue that John used Jewish time here makes him out to be
ridiculous; how could Pilate pass sentence three hours after the
crucifixion?! Please remember that John was physically present,
an eyewitness of the proceedings, which cannot be said of any

1 Ooops! Pilate owed his position to Caesar’s good graces, and simply could
not afford to do something that could be construed (even with a little
twisting) as treason. He is beaten and knows it.

2 This action signaled that he had reached a decision and was about to give
the verdict.

3 If the Jews were still preparing for the Passover, then Jesus and His disciples
observed it a day early—which must have seemed strange to the disciples.
But as the ultimate Passover Lamb, it would be appropriate for Jesus to die
on that preparation day.
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of the commentators or translators (or of any of the non-biblical
sources that they may cite).

To conclude, the evidence is surely adequate: John used Roman
time.! To ascribe errors of fact and stupidities to the Apostle
John, by alleging that he used Jewish time, is to be perverse.

‘Lament’, not ‘weep’—Matthew 5:4

The question before us is to understand what Jesus meant. We
must interpret it from Jesus' point of view, not ours, or anyone
else's. The 'lament' here is not crying because you are hurting;
nor is it crying in mourning because you lost a loved one. It is
lamentation for evil and sin, and the consequences of both. The
'Bible' that Jesus had was the Old Testament, and that is where
we must look for the definition of the word.

We can start with Ezra. In 9:1-4 Ezra learns of the sin of the peo-
ple.? In 9:5-15 we have a prayer with identification. Ezra prays,
confessing the sin of the people, and as the leader he includes
his person in the confession, even though he did not participate
in the sin he was confessing. In 10:1 we have Ezra praying,
making confession and weeping, prostrate before the house of
God. Now note especially 10.6—Ezra isolates himself, does not
eat bread or drink water, "for he mourned because of the guilt
(infidelity) of those from the captivity." Here we have a concrete
case of lamentation for sin and its consequences.

Now consider Daniel. In 9:3 he addressed the Lord God with
prayer and supplications, with fasting, sackcloth and ashes. In
9:4-19 we have another prayer with identification. Daniel prays,

11 fail to see any reasonable basis for an honest student of Scripture to arrive
at the conclusion that John used Jewish time. So where did the 90% of
commentaries and 95% of Bible versions get that idea? In spiritual matters
there is no neutrality (Matthew 12:30, Luke 11:23).

2 Both 9:4 and 10:3 mention the portion of the people who trembled at the
words of the God of Israel — it is the 'humble spirit'.
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confessing the sin of his people, including himself in the confes-
sion, even though the sin was not his personally. In 9:20-27
Daniel receives a visit and a communication from the angel
Gabriel. Perhaps three years later, at 10.2, Daniel affirms that he
himself spent three weeks mourning, fasting all the time. Cer-
tainly he was not bemoaning any of his own problems; it was
because of evil and its consequences.

Now Jeremiah 7:28-29—"This is a nation that does not obey the
voice of Jehovah their God nor receive correction. Truth has
perished and has been cut off from their mouth. Cut off your
hair and cast it away, and take up a lamentation on the desolate
heights; for Jehovah has rejected and forsaken the generation
of His wrath.” The sin of the people went so far as to provoke
the wrath of God, so much so that He turned his back on that
generation. Here we have another case of lamentation for sin
and its consequences.

Now consider two texts that link comfort to lamentation. Isaiah
57:18 says, "l will restore comforts to him and to his mourners".
In Luke 4:18-19 Jesus applied the prophecy in Isaiah 61:1-2 to
Himself, but He did not quote the entire prophecy. | here use
61.2-3; the Messiah was anointed: “to comfort all who mourn,
to console those who mourn in Zion, to give them beauty for
ashes, the oil of joy for mourning, the garment of praise for the
spirit of heaviness.”

But exactly how does comfort and solace work? Before paying
attention to comfort in this life, let us consider the coming one.
When someone laments evil and sin, it is evident that he is on
God's side, seeing how He sees. For such people, ultimate and
total comfort will come in Heaven. In Revelation 21:4 the great
voice from Heaven declares: “God will wipe away every tear
from their eyes; there will be no more death nor sorrow nor
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weeping nor pain—they will exist no more, because the first
things have passed away”.

We may start with Luke 16:25—-“But Abraham said: 'Child,
remember that in your lifetime you received your good things,
while Lazarus had bad things; but now it is he who is being com-
forted, and you tormented.” The account of the rich man and
the beggar Lazarus begins in verse 19 and ends in verse 31. In
verse 25 both had already died and were in Hades, the 'waiting
room' where the spirits of the departed await the final judg-
ment. But since one’s final destination is determined by what
was done in life, the lost are already separated from the saved.
A presumed criminal suffers in prison, even before the case is
judged. On the other hand, the saints already receive benefits in
advance—which is why Lazarus was already receiving comfort.
Now we go to 2 Thessalonians 1:4-8:

“We ourselves boast about you among God’s congrega-
tions, referring to your steadfastness and faith in the midst
of all your persecutions, and the tribulations that you are
enduring 5—the above is evidence that God’s judgment is
right, to the end that you be considered worthy of the King-
dom of God, on behalf of which you are actually suffering;
6 since to God it is right to pay back affliction to those who
are afflicting you 7 and rest (along with us) to you who are
being afflicted, at the revelation of the Lord Jesus from
heaven with His powerful angels in blazing fire, 8 inflicting
vengeance on those who do not know God and on those
who do not obey the Gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ.”

It is at the time of the second coming of the Lord Jesus that
those who have suffered for the sake of the Gospel will enter
into their rest. Then they will have permanent comfort, but they
will also have the 'comfort' of seeing their persecutors pun-
ished. In fact, the certainty that evil will be punished helps us to
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withstand mistreatment while still alive. Asaph's Psalm 73
clearly addresses this.

In the first verse, Asaf gives the final conclusion so that the
reader will not be shaken by what follows. In verses 2-14 he
recounts the struggle he had, seeing the prosperity of the
wicked while he, seeking to be righteous, suffered. In verses
15-16 he thinks of the negative effect on others if he speaks his
mind. Now verse 17: “Until | entered the sanctuary of God; then
| understood their end (the fate of the wicked)”. Verses 18-20
deal with the destruction of the wicked. In verses 21-22 Asaph
confesses his sin, and verses 23-26 speak of his spiritual restora-
tion. Verses 27-28 conclude the Psalm with appropriate conclu-
sions. We can take comfort in the certainty that evil will be pun-
ished, but far more important is the spiritual comfort we receive
when we walk with God. 2 Chronicles 7:14 and 2 Corinthians
1:3-5 also speak of the comfort we receive in this life, when we
lament evil.

Jonah 3:7-9 provides us with a very interesting practical exam-
ple. Remembering the context: God tells Jonah to go to Nineveh
and preach against it. Jonah goes, but very grudgingly. He
delivers the message brutally. Then a miracle happened: the
Ninevites repented, starting with the king. Just look at Jonah
3.7-9:

“By the decree of the king and his nobles: Let neither man
nor beast, herd nor flock, taste anything; do not let them
eat, or drink water. But let man and beast be covered with
sackcloth, and cry mightily to God; yes, let everyone turn
from his evil way and from the violence that is in his hands.
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Who can tell if God will turn and relent, and turn away from
His fierce anger, so that we may not perish?”

Verse 10 says that in fact God relented from destroying them at
that time. There was lamentation over sin, and there was com-
fort. They trembled at the Word of God!

To conclude, consider what the Lord Jesus said in Matthew
11:29—"Take my yoke upon you and learn from me, because |
am meek and lowly in heart, and you will find rest for your
souls." That rest works throughout this lifetime, as well as for
eternity. Oh praise God!

Light for the Blind?—Acts 26:18

Paul was defending himself before King Agrippa. In verses 12-18
he described his encounter with the glorified Jesus.

12 It was on one of those journeys, as | was going to Damas-
cus with authority and a commission from the chief priests,
13 at midday, O king, as | was on the road, | saw a light from
heaven brighter than the sun, blazing around me and those
traveling with me. 14 Well we all fell to the ground and |
heard a voice speaking to me and saying in the Hebrew lan-
guage:! “Saul, Saul, why are you persecuting me? It is hard
for you to kick against the goads.” 15 So | said, “Who are you,
Lord?” And He said: “l am Jesus, whom you are persecuting.
16 Now get up and stand on your feet; because | have ap-
peared to you for this purpose, to appoint you as a servant
and a witness both of the things you have seen and of the
things | will reveal to you, 17 delivering you from ‘the people’
and the ethnic nations, to which | am sending you: 18 to
open their eyes, so as to bring them back from darkness into
light and from the authority of Satan to God, so that they

1 A conversation between two Jews would naturally be in Hebrew.
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may receive forgiveness of sins and an inheritance among
those who are sanctified, by the faith into me.”

| wish to focus attention on the missionary commission that
Paul (he was still Saul) received. Matthew 28:19, Mark 16:15,
John 20:21 and Acts 1:8 took place between the resurrection
and the ascension, but to commission Paul Jesus returned from
Heaven! One other detail deserves special notice—the responsi-
bility that Paul received was primarily concerned with the ethnic
nations ("Gentiles" is a translation of the same word that in
Matthew 28:19 is rendered "nations"). For these reasons it
seems to me that this missionary commission takes on a special
importance for us, and the more so for whoever is going to do
pioneer transcultural work. So let us consider this commission in
more detail.

Paul is sent to the nations (defined ethnically), "to open their
eyes, so as to bring them back from darkness into light and from
the authority of Satan to God, so that they may receive forgive-
ness of sins and an inheritance among those who are sanctified,
by the faith into Me."

| rendered the second verb as ‘bring back’ rather than ‘turn’ or
‘convert’ because | take that to be the correct nuance of the
Text. It gives the impression that someone is in the wrong place
or situation and needs to be brought to the correct one. And
now for the main point: the purpose clause introduced by the
conjunction ‘so that’ is subordinated to the verbal phrase domi-
nated by the verb "bring back". In other words, before someone
can receive forgiveness of sins, even, he must be freed from the
power of Satan! Before a person can be saved someone must do
something about Satan's influence upon him.

But | am getting ahead of myself; we need to start at the begin-
ning, “to open their eyes”. If their eyes are shut, they are blind.
What good is light to a blind person? It should be obvious that
the glorified Jesus was not saying that all Gentiles were physi-
cally blind; He was referring to spiritual blindness. In Matthew
15:14 He referred to blind guides leading blind people, and He

~ 65 ~



was not speaking of physical blindness, except as an illustration
of the spiritual. In Romans 2:19 Paul refers to the spiritually
blind. In 2 Corinthians 3:14 he refers to that blindness as a ‘veil’.
In 2 Corinthians 4:4 Paul spells it out.

In verse 3 he refers to the Gospel being hidden from those who
are perishing, or wasting themselves, and then proceeds:
"among whom the god of this age has blinded the minds of the
unbelieving, so that the light of the Gospel of the glory of Christ,
who is the image of God, should not dawn on them." The Text
clearly states that Satan, ‘the god of this world’, is in the busi-
ness of blinding the minds of unbelievers when they hear the
Gospel, so they will not understand, so they will not be con-
victed, so they will not repent and convert. This is a terrible
truth. The enemy has access to our minds, access in the sense
that he has the power or ability to invade them, whether by
introducing thoughts or by jamming our reasoning. The Lord
Jesus had already declared this truth previously, when He
explained the parable of the sower. "These are the ones by the
wayside where the word is sown; but, as soon as they hear it
Satan comes and takes away the word that was planted in their
hearts" (Mark 4:15). In the parallel passage in Luke 8:12 Jesus
adds the following words: "lest they believe and be saved".
Note that the Word is already in the mind or heart of the per-
son, but then Satan comes, invades the mind and ‘takes away’
that word. | am not sure just how this intrusion by the enemy
works, perhaps he causes a mental block of some sort, but the
practical effect is that the Word becomes ineffective, as if the
person had not even heard it.

It seems obvious to me that whoever does not take this truth
into account will be condemning himself to produce little effect
in the spiritual realm, to work hard and achieve little. So how
can we open people’s eyes? We must deal with the cause of the
blindness, we must free them from the power of Satan, we must
do something about Satan’s influence upon them.
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The Lord Jesus had already said the same thing in different
words during His earthly ministry. We find it in Mark 3:27. "No
one can plunder the strong man's goods, invading his house,
unless he first bind the strong man; then he may plunder his
house." | have used the definite article with the first occurrence
of ‘strong man’ because the Greek text has it, the point being
that this particular strong man has already been introduced in
the immediate context. ‘The strong man’ here is Satan. (The
Jewish leaders tried to explain Jesus' authority over the demons
by saying that He expelled them by the power of Beelzebul,
prince of the demons. In His retort Jesus does not waste time
with that name but uses the enemy's proper name, Satan.)

So then, the Lord Jesus declares that it is impossible to steal
Satan's goods unless we bind him first. (From His use of ‘no one’
it seems clear that the Lord is enunciating a general principle or
truth.) And what might the nature of those ‘goods’ be? In the
context (see Matthew 12:22-24) Jesus had delivered someone
from a demon that caused blindness and dumbness, and in their
comments the scribes and Pharisees include other instances
where Jesus had expelled demons—it seems clear that the
‘goods’ are people who are subject to Satan's power, in one way
or another. Thus we have the same essential truth as that
declared in Acts 26:18—we have to do something about Satan's
power over a person so that he or she can be saved! So just
what can or should we do? Since the point of handcuffs (‘bind’)
is to keep someone from acting, | believe that in so many words,
aloud or in thought, we must forbid Satan (who will usually be
using demons) from interfering in the minds of our hearers,
before we witness, preach or teach. Consider what Sovereign
Jesus said in Luke 10:19.

“Take note, | am giving! you the authority to trample on snakes
and scorpions, and over all the power of the enemy, and

! Instead of ‘am giving’, perhaps 2.5% of the Greek manuscripts, of objec-
tively inferior quality, have ‘have given’ (as in NIV, NASB, LB, TEV, etc.)—a
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nothing at all may harm you.” In Matthew 28:18 Sovereign Jesus
affirms that He holds "all authority in heaven and on earth", so
He is clearly competent to delegate some of that authority to
us. Now then, just how does "authority over all the power of the
enemy" work, in practice? Authority controls power, but since
we have access to God’s limitless power (Ephesians 3:20), we
should not give Satan the satisfaction of our using his (and he
could easily deceive us into doing things we shouldn’t). We
should use our authority to forbid the use of Satan’s power,
with reference to specific situations—in my experience, we
must be specific. (I have tried binding Satan once for all until the
end of the world, but it does not work; presumably because
God’s plan calls for the enemy’s continued activity in this world.
We can limit what the enemy does, but not put him completely
out of business, or so | deem.) But just how should we go about
it?

In the armor described in Ephesians 6 we find “the sword of the
Spirit” (verse 17). A sword is a weapon for offense, although it is
also used for defense. The Text tells us that this sword is “the
pnua of God” —pnua, not Aoyoc. It is God’s Word spoken, or
applied. Really, what good is a sword left in its sheath? However
marvelous our Sword may be (Hebrews 4:12), to produce effect
it must come out of the scabbard. The Word needs to be
spoken, or written—applied in a specific way.

In the Bible we have many examples where people brought the
power of God into action by speaking. Our world began with a
creative word from God—spoken (Genesis, 1:3, 6, 9, 11, 14, 20,
24, 26; and see Hebrews 11:3). Moses did a lot of speaking. Eli-
jah spoke (1 Kings 17:1, 18:36, 2 Kings 1:10). Elisha spoke (2
Kings 2:14, 21, 24; 4:16, 43; 6:19). Jesus did a great deal of
speaking. Ananias spoke (Acts 9:17). Peter spoke (Acts 9:34, 40).

serious error. Jesus said this perhaps five months before His death and res-
urrection, addressing the seventy (not just the twelve). The Lord is talking
about the future, not the past; a future that includes us!
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Paul spoke (Acts 13:11; 14:3, 10; 16:18; 20:10; 28:8). In short,
we need to speak!?

| have been asked why Paul himself is not recorded to have for-
bidden Satan’s activity; and if this is so important, why were not
the other Apostles told as well. | would say that the other Apos-
tles were indeed told, and three of the Gospels mention it (Mat-
thew 12:29, Mark 3:27, Luke 11:21-2). As for Paul, he did not
merely preach and teach, he gave visible demonstrations of
God's power (1 Thessalonians 1:5). The first recorded example
of his procedure is in Acts 13:6-12. Elymas was presumably de-
monized, but in any case was being used by Satan to keep
Sergius Paulus from the truth. Paul discerned what was involved
and took appropriate action, with the result that the proconsul
believed, "when he saw what had been done". That this was not
an isolated case may be seen from Acts 14:3, 16:18, 19:11-20, 2
Corinthians 12:12 and especially Romans 15:18-19. Paul
declares that he made the Gentiles obedient "by word and
deed", "by mighty signs and wonders, by the power of the Spirit
of God", and on that basis he claimed to have "fully preached
the Gospel of Christ". Which leads to the question of how the
other Apostles understood their commission.

Paul did not share with the Twelve the advantage of observing
the three years of Jesus' ministry at close range. Christ's preach-
ing was inextricably mixed with His healing the sick and expel-
ling demons. He knew exactly what was involved (cf. Luke
13:16). When He sent them out two by two His orders were
explicit: "As you go, preach, . .. heal the sick, cleanse lepers,
expel demons" (Matthew 10:7-8; cf. Mark 6:7-13 and Luke
9:1-6). In Mark 16:15-18 healing and expelling are expressly
included in the Great Commission (I am prepared to demon-
strate that verses 9-20 are of necessity the original ending of
Mark, and therefore Scripture), and verse 20 affirms that the
Lord confirmed their preaching "through the accompanying

1 For more on this subject the reader may consult my site: www.prunch.org,
under the heading, “Biblical Spiritual Warfare”.
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signs". Hebrews 2:4 repeats that their ministry was character-
ized by "signs, wonders and various miracles". The Apostles
demonstrated the truth of John 14:12, where Jesus affirmed:
"he who believes into me, the works that | do he will do also".
The Gospel as preached by Jesus and His Apostles was with
word and deed, miraculous deed, supernatural deed. How
about the Gospel we preach??

| now return to an analysis of Paul’s commission. When at-
tempting to evangelize one or more pagans (non-Christians),
there was a sequence of things to be done:

1) Since light is of no use to a blind person, the necessary start-
ing point is to deal with their spiritual blindness, by cancelling
the satanic strongholds and blind-spots in their minds (1 John
3:8).

2) “So as to bring them back from darkness into light and from
the authority of Satan to God” —the prepositional phrases are

parallel and basically synonymous. Having been delivered from
the blindness, the person is now ready for light, the light of

1| wonder sometimes if we evangelicals do not regard the Apostles, espe-
cially Paul, as virtually divine. Scripture makes clear that the OT writers did
not understand the full implications of what they wrote. They were kept
from error while writing, but not when interpreting to themselves what
they had written. | see no reason for supposing that the NT writers were
treated differently. The Sacred Text itself records some of their failures.
Why should we assume that Paul and the others had a full grasp of the
complete range of options for spiritual warfare? Certainly no detailed pro-
cedure or technique is spelled out in the Bible. Why not? | suggest the fol-
lowing. This area of truth is so powerful that if an infallible procedure had
been spelled out in an unmistakable way, Satan and his angels would have
been wiped out long since. But that would have frustrated the purpose of
God in allowing them to continue in operation even though defeated and
with their final destination defined. Also, it seems to be God's purpose that
our walk with Him not be easy or automatic—He is a rewarder of those
who "diligently seek" Him (Hebrews 11:6). Further, to wield the power of
God is a demanding privilege; it requires clean hands and a pure heart
(James 4:8), it demands humility (James 4:6). God does not give up His se-
crets to the lazy and uncommitted (Proverbs 25:2).
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God’s Good News. Once we have repelled the enemy’s interfer-
ence, | believe it is possible to introduce a positive influence,
based on Matthew 18:18. | understand the ‘binding’ to include
the repelling of the enemy’s interference, and in that event the
‘loosing” presumably includes the introduction of a positive
influence. | invoke the Spirit of the Truth (John 15:26) and of
conviction (John 16:8) to guide and encourage the person to
believe into Jesus.

3) “So that they may receive forgiveness of sins and an inher-
itance among those who are sanctified” —this is the desired
result. Strictly speaking, the Text has ‘those who have been
sanctified’, referring to the final result. However, it is well to
remember that sanctification is also a process.

4) To receive that desired result, the person must believe into
Jesus, ‘into’, not ‘in’—the Text always has ‘believe into Jesus’,
the point being that there is a change of position, from being

outside to being inside, and commitment is involved.

Luke 24:46-47

A friend recently phoned me to ask if | had a solution for what
appeared to be a problem in Luke 24:46-47. In the NKJV it reads
like this: Then He said to them, “Thus it is written, and thus it
was necessary for the Christ to suffer and to rise from the dead
the third day, and that repentance and remission of sins should
be preached in His name to all nations, beginning at Jerusalem.”
| believe that most versions (including my own?) have essentially
the same thing. The ‘problem’ is that such a translation places
the content of what Jesus said in the OT, where it is not to be
found. Jesus is made to affirm a falsehood, definitely out of
character, to say the least! On the spur of the moment, | had no
answer for my friend, but | promised to look into it. Here is the
result.

1 S0 it was in the first two editions; now corrected.
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| believe it is generally agreed that a series of nouns linked by
‘and’, each having the definite article, refers to distinct entities.
The baptismal formula in Matthew 28:19 gives a nice example:
“of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit”.? The nor-
mal meaning of the compound phrase is that the three entities
are distinct; each one is distinct from the other two.?

| submit for due consideration that the same holds true for a
series of nouns, or phrases, linked by ‘and’, when the same
preposition is repeated for each one. | suggest that Galatians
6:16 offers a fair example: “peace and mercy be upon them, and
upon the Israel of God”. “Them” and “the Israel of God” refer to
distinct groups of people.?

| submit for further consideration that the same adverb, overtly
repeated, and linked by ‘and’, will function in a similar way;
which brings me back to our ‘problem’. The Text has:

0LTMC YEYPOATTOL KAl 0LTMG £0€l Tabely Tov XploTov.

Lamentably, the eclectic text currently in vogue omits

Kol oLToG £0€l, following 0.5% of the extant Greek manu-
scripts, all of which are of objectively inferior quality.* The
99.5% are certainly correct. In verse 44 Jesus tells the Eleven
that the OT had to be fulfilled. Verse 45 has: “Then He opened
their understanding so as to comprehend the Scriptures,” and
verse 46 continues, “and He said to them: ‘Thus it was written.
And so it was necessary for the Christ to suffer....”” The ‘thus
it was written’ refers back to the content of verses 44-45 and

! Because Greek grammar has case, the preposition here is part of the defi-
nite article, in the Greek Text.

2 |n passing, please note that the compound phrase is subordinate to “the
name of”, ‘the name’ being singular. So here we have a presentation of the
Trinity: three persons representing one ‘name’ or essence. We have it on
the word of the resurrected Christ!

3 In the Greek Text, the preposition ‘upon’ is overtly repeated.

4 What objective basis did the editors have for following 7 manuscripts (of
objectively inferior quality) against 1,600 better ones? None. How could
they perpetrate such an atrocity? The answer may be found in Ephesians
2:2.
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closes the topic. The second ‘thus’ opens a new topic, so the
material that follows is not attributed to the OT. The ‘problem’
that our incorrect translations create is spurious.

That said, however, the eclectic text maintains and imposes the
problem. Versions that follow that text will have something like
this: And He said to them, “Thus it is written, that the Christ
should suffer and rise again from the dead the third day.” Be-
yond question, any such rendering makes Jesus affirm a false-
hood. Is that not perverse?

‘Meek’ is not ‘weak’ — Matthew 5:5

What we need to understand is what Jesus intended to say. We
need to interpret from His point of view, not ours, or anyone
else’s. First: ‘meek’ is not ‘weak’, it is power under control. A lit-
tle kitten is merely weak; a lion can act in a meek way, with its
claws withdrawn (with animals we use ‘tame’). Further, to be
meek is not to remain passive in the presence of evil, nor is it to
remain inert when God is working on you. It could be the lack of
personal ambition, but that does not jive with the second half of
the verse. Second: “inherit the earth” is not a synonym for ‘go
to heaven’ (nor for receiving spiritual blessings); the earth is one
thing and Heaven is another (and spiritual life yet another).
Also, ‘the’ earth (the Text has the definite article) must refer to
this present earth, not to a new or different one. Surely, be-
cause there is only this earth in the context, and the Apocalypse
would not be written for another 60 years.

We may begin with Moses. Numbers 12:3 says: “Now the man
Moses was very meek, above all the men that were upon the
face of the earth”.! Hey, wait a minute! How could he be the
meekest man on the planet? He could, precisely because he was
also the most powerful man on the planet, in his day. Moses

1 Taken from the translation of the Jewish Publication Society.
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was not weak, he was meek. Further, he did not remain passive
in the presence of evil, nor did he remain inert while God was
working on him.

Then there is Sovereign Jesus, while He walked this earth. Mat-
thew 11:29 says: “Take my yoke upon you and learn from me,
because | am meek and lowly in heart, and you will find rest for
your souls”. Jesus declared Himself to be ‘meek’. Can anyone
imagine that Jesus was weak? | think not! Much like Moses,
Jesus was meek precisely because He was the most powerful, in
His day. It is more than clear that He did not remain passive in
the presence of evil, nor did He remain inert about the suffering
determined by the Father.

Very well, meek is power under control, but just how can the
meek ‘inherit the earth’? To begin, they will need power, lots of
power. Then, they will need to know how to make use of that
power. Surely, because in order to inherit the earth they will
have to take it out of Satan’s hand. Has anyone forgotten Luke
4:6? While Satan was testing Jesus he offered Him the world,
saying, “because it was handed over to me, and | give it to
whomever | want to!” Recall that Jesus did not deny Satan’s
right to do so. It is true that Jesus won the victory over Satan by
the cross and the resurrection, but for His own reasons God per-
mits Satan to continue operating in this world as if he were still
the owner. It is up to us to oblige the enemy to acknowledge his
defeat. It is up to us to “undo the works of the devil” (1 John
3:8); yes, because Jesus said, “Just as the Father sent me, | also
send you” (John 20:21). Well then, where is the necessary
power for doing it?

We may begin with Ephesians 3:20—“Now to Him who is able to
do immeasurably more than all we ask or imagine, according to
the power that is working in us, to Him be the glory in the
Church in Christ Jesus, . ..” The range of my imagination repre-
sents my personal limit; obviously | will not ask for something
that | cannot even imagine. But the power that is working in me
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(us) “is able to do immeasurably more”. In other words, on
God’s side the power is unlimited. It is on our side that the busi-
ness fails. We do not know how to ask, or what to ask for, and
even less how to use such power. But that the power is availa-
ble to us, yes it is.

Consider Ephesians 1:19-21. Paul is praying for the Ephesians,

and he asks that they may be able to know three things,

including:
What the exceeding greatness of His power into us who are
believing, according to the demonstration of the extent of
His might which He exercised in the Christ when He raised
Him® from among the dead and seated Him at His!" right,
in the heavenly realms, far above every ruler and authority
and power and dominion'—even every name that can be
named, not only in this age but also in the next.

The Text does actually say “power into us who are believing” —
please note that the power is to be within us, but the verb ‘be-
lieve’ is in the present tense; that you believed yesterday is not
enough, you must be believing today. Note also Christ’s present
position: at the Father’s right, far above any and all ranks and
names, which includes the angelic beings and Satan himself.
Now consider Ephesians 2:5-6—“But God, . . . made us alive to-
gether with Christ . . . and raised us up together and seated us
together in the heavenly realms in Christ Jesus”. This is tremen-
dous! Here we have our position and authority. If we are in

L1tis generally understood that the reference is to the angelic hierarchy. The
two thirds that remained faithful to God were never a problem, so presum-
ably the special point is that Christ defeated Satan, with his one third, and
is now (as the God/man, the second Adam) seated ‘far above’ that enemy.
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Christ we are at the Father’s right, and therefore we too are
above the enemy and all his host.

Now consider Luke 10:19—“Take note, | am giving! you the
authority to trample on snakes and scorpions,? and over all the
power of the enemy, and nothing at all may harm you.” Since
Jesus has been given “all authority in heaven and on earth”
(Matthew 28:18), He is certainly competent to delegate some of
that authority to us. Now then, authority gives orders to power.

! Instead of ‘am giving’, perhaps 2.5% of the Greek manuscripts, of objec-
tively inferior quality, have ‘have given’ (as in NIV, NASB, LB, TEV, etc.)—a
serious error. Jesus said this perhaps five months before His death and res-
urrection, addressing the seventy (not just the twelve). The Lord was talk-
ing about the future, not the past; a future that includes us!

2 The Lord gives us the authority to “trample snakes and scorpions”. Well
now, to smash the literal insect, a scorpion, you do not need power from
on High, just a slipper (if you are fast you can do it barefoot). To trample a
snake | prefer a boot, but we can kill literal snakes without supernatural
help. It becomes obvious that Jesus was referring to something other than
reptiles and insects. | understand Mark 16:18 to be referring to the same
reality—Jesus declares that certain signs will accompany the believers (the
turn of phrase virtually has the effect of commands): they will expel de-
mons, they will speak strange languages, they will remove ‘snakes’, they
will place hands on the sick. (“If they drink . ..” is not a command; it re-
fers to an eventuality.) But what did the Lord Jesus mean by ‘snakes’?

In a list of distinct activities Jesus had already referred to demons, so
the ‘snakes’ must be something else. In Matthew 12:34 Jesus called the
Pharisees a ‘brood of vipers’, and in 23:33, ‘snakes, brood of vipers’. In John
8:44, after they claimed God as their father, Jesus said, “You are of your fa-
ther the devil”. And 1 John 3:10 makes clear that Satan has many other
‘sons’. In Revelation 20:2 we read: “He seized the dragon, the ancient ser-
pent, who is a slanderer, even Satan, who deceives the whole inhabited
earth, and bound him for a thousand years.” If Satan is a snake, then his
children are also snakes. So then, | take it that our ‘snakes’ are human be-
ings who chose to serve Satan, who sold themselves to evil. | conclude that
the ‘snakes’ in Luke 10:19 are the same as those in Mark 16:18, but what of
the ‘scorpions’? Since they also are of the enemy, they may be demons, in
which case the term may well include their offspring, the humanoids [see
my paper, “In the Days of Noah”, available from prunch.org]. | am still
working on the question of just how the removal is done.
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Since Satan’s power is a malignant power, we should not think
of using it to do good; to do good we have the power of Christ,
that is far greater. | believe that we should use our delegated
authority to prohibit the use of Satan’s power, against us and in
other circumstances—based on my own experience, | would say
that it is necessary to be specific. When Jesus said “and nothing
at all may harm you”, | take it that He was presupposing that we
would be using our delegated authority to forbid any initiative
against us. | do this every day. However, the protection is not
absolute; every now and again my Owner allows the enemy to
get to me. And why would God do that? | understand that it is
to keep me humble and dependent.

But just how do we manage to ‘inherit the earth’? How much
space can a solitary person occupy? For example, in order to
transform a neighborhood, | suppose it will require a collective
effort from the ‘meek’ who live there. By definition, the ‘meek’
are people who know how to use God’s power and are disposed
to do so. They should also know how to be guided by the Holy
Spirit. And it will be even better if at least one of them is main-
taining an intimate relationship with God to the point that he
can know what the Father is doing (John 5:19). Still, in general
terms, since “the Son of God was manifested for this purpose:
to undo the devil’s works” (1 John 3:8), | believe that we may
and should take action against anything that is of the enemy.
Since God Himself hates “all workers of iniquity” (Psalm 5:5), |
take it that we also can and should do so.2 And in Psalm 97:10
we have a command to hate evil. So how may we remain pas-
sive in the presence of evil if we are commanded to hate it? And

1 Psalm 32:8-9 also deals with intimacy: “l will instruct you and teach you in
the way you should go; | will guide you with my eye. Do not be like the
horse . . . whose mouth must be held in with bit and bridle.” To guide with
the eye requires intimacy, and to develop intimacy requires time.

2 |In John 6:44 Sovereign Jesus declared: “No one is able to come to me unless
the Father who sent me draws him”. (With objects the verb ‘draw’ means
‘drag’.) So, would the Father ‘draw’ someone that He hates?
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then there is the very nature of agape love: it necessarily
includes the hating of evil, because of the consequences of evil
against the loved ones.

Let us give a little more thought to the idea of remaining passive
in the presence of evil. In Ephesians 6:10-11 we are commanded
to “be strong in the Lord and in His mighty power” and to “put
on the full armor of God”. What for? Consider 2 Corinthians
10:3-5.

Well, we do walk about in flesh, but we do not wage war
that way,! 4 because the weapons of our warfare are not
physical, but are powerful in God for demolishing strong-
holds:2 5 demolishing sophistries® and every arrogance that
sets itself up against the knowledge of God; taking captive
every thought to make it obedient to Christ.”*

If we have weapons for waging war, it is because we are sup-
posed to be doing it! Psalm 78:9-10 is to the point: “The chil-
dren of Ephraim, being armed and carrying bows, turned back in
the day of battle. They did not keep the covenant of God; they

1 Well, at least we shouldn’t!

2 The subject of biblical spiritual warfare is generally not well understood in
Christian circles. Much of what has been written concerns defensive proce-
dures, but this text speaks of demolishing strongholds (presumably the
enemy’s, since no one will want to destroy his own), that has to do with
taking the offensive. For more on this subject the reader may consult my
site: www.prunch.org.

3 A sophistry is a false argument that is presented in such a way as to appear
correct, and impressive, especially if not properly analyzed. Satan has
purveyed a number of sophistries designed to keep people from the
knowledge of God, such as humanism, relativism, materialism, Freudian-
ism, and so on.

4| suppose that the two gerunds—‘demolishing sophistries’ and ‘taking cap-
tive every thought’—are some of our weapons, being grammatically subor-
dinated to ‘demolishing strongholds’. In the context, the thoughts we take
captive are not our own (though that also is a good thing to do), but those
of the enemy’s servants. | do this in so many words, aloud or in thought,
and thereby avoid unnecessary complications.
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refused to walk in His law.” God considered those men to be
traitors; by refusing to fight, albeit well armed, they broke the
covenant. So there it is: if we have weapons for waging war, it is
because we are supposed to be doing it! Of course, because the
enemy of our souls never stops attacking us; never.

But just how does one go about forbidding and undoing the
enemy’s works? As part of the armor described in Ephesians 6
we find “the sword of the Spirit” (verse 17). A sword is a
weapon for offense, although it is also used for defense. Now
the Text declares that this sword is “the pnua of God” —pnua,
not Aoyog. It is God’s Word spoken, or applied in a specific way.
Really, what good is a sword left in its sheath? However marvel-
ous our Sword may be (Hebrews 4:12), to produce effect it must
come out of the scabbard. The Word needs to be spoken, or
written—applied in a specific way.

In the Bible we have many examples where people brought the
power of God into action by speaking. Our world began with a
creative word from God—spoken (Genesis, 1:3, 6, 9, 11, 14, 20,
24, 26; and see Hebrews 11:3). Moses did a lot of speaking.
Elijah spoke (1 Kings 17:1, 18:36, 2 Kings 1:10). Elisha spoke (2
Kings 2:14, 21, 24; 4:16, 43; 6:19). Jesus did a great deal of
speaking. Ananias spoke (Acts 9:17). Peter spoke (Acts 9:34, 40).
Paul spoke (Acts 13:11; 14:3, 10; 16:18; 20:10; 28:8). In short,
we need to speak!

Here in Brazil, there are said to be many millions of ‘believ-
ers’(up to 35), but they evidently are making very little differ-
ence in the national life. Satan controls all the governments—
federal, state, county. Satan controls the education, the instruc-
tion, at all levels (beginning with the nurseries). Satan controls
the health services, the commerce, the media, the culture, the
entertainment, and a fair share of the churches—any church
with a pastor who is a Freemason is in Satan’s hand (in Brazil a
very great many pastors are Freemasons). Well dear me, how
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may it be possible to ‘inherit the earth’ in a country like Brazil?
What can we do in concrete terms so as to change that reality?

I would like to offer a proposal, as follows. Consider the public
schools in a given town, both grade and high. It has been a while
since they were taken over by demons, drugs, sex, crime vio-
lence—the teachers have a hard time to even maintain a sem-
blance of order; to teach something constructive has become
almost impossible. The time has come for a collective effort by
the ‘meek’ who live in that town. With the authority and the
power available to them, they can clean up their schools: they
should send the demons to the Abyss, forbidding any others to
take their place; they should declare the premises to be off
limits to any drug, illicit sex, indecent conduct, crime, violence,
and whatever else the local situation dictates; thereupon the
teachers can get back to teaching, in an ambient of peace and
respect. Now then, in neighboring towns there will be no lack of
distressed parents, seeing their children being damaged at
school. When they hear of the transformation going on in the
schools of the neighboring town, what will they do? They will
run over to find out how it was achieved; and in that way the
transformation will spread. What was done in the schools can
be done in other areas as well; health, commerce, government,
and so on, until the whole country is changed, thereby inherit-
ing the land where they live.!

“The wicked flee when no one pursues, but the righteous are
bold as a lion” (Proverbs 28:1). Really now, how many believers
do you know who conduct themselves like lions? A lion can act
in a tame way, but can also be a fearsome beast. The prophet
Elijah was a lion type, and the third captain fell on his knees be-
fore him (2 Kings 1:13). A lion type believer knows that he can
be bold because “the eyes of Jehovah run to and fro throughout

11 happen to believe that we will participate in the administration of the
Messianic Kingdom, as well as of the new earth, but that is a different
topic.
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the whole earth, to show Himself strong on behalf of those
whose heart is loyal to Him” (2 Chronicles 16:9). “Since God is
for us, who is against us?” (Romans 8:31). So take courage!
Have at it!

Merciful receives mercy—matthew 5:7

It seems clear that the purpose of this 'beatitude' is to encour-
age mercy. We need to understand the difference between
grace and mercy. To receive grace is to be awarded an unde-
served benefit (deserved benefit is salary). On the other hand,
to be contemplated with mercy is to not receive a deserved
punishment, a negative consequence of what was done. Part of
the importance of this 'beatitude' derives from the fact that the
opposite is also true: whoever is not merciful will also not
receive mercy. Consider.

In Psalm 18:25, which is a copy of 2 Samuel 22:26, the correct
translation would be this: "With the merciful you will show
yourself merciful." In Hosea 6:6, which is quoted by Jesus in
Matthew 9:13 and 12:7, we read: “I desire mercy and not sacri-
fice; and the knowledge of God more than burnt offerings”.
Consider also Micah 6:8: “He has shown you, O man, what is
good; and what does Jehovah require of you but to do justly, to
love mercy, and to walk humbly with your God?” But in Luke
6:36 the Lord Jesus sets the standard at the highest possible
level: "So be compassionate, even as your Father is compassion-
ate!" Attention, thinking that a goal or standard is beyond our
reach does not invalidate that standard—any standard set by
God is independent of human capability.

In James 2:12-13 we read: “Speak and act as being those who
are about to be judged by a law of liberty 13 (the judgment will
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be without mercy to the one not showing mercy).! That law ex-
alts mercy? over judgment.” This agrees with the description of
Himself that Jehovah gave Moses on that rarest of occasions:
“Jehovah, God, merciful and gracious, longsuffering, and
abounding in goodness and truth, keeping mercy unto the thou-
sandth generation, forgiving iniquity and transgression and sin,
by no means clearing the guilty, visiting the iniquity of the par-
ents upon the children and the children’s children to the third
and the fourth generation” (Exodus 34:6-7). He keeps mercy to
the 1000™ generation, He punishes to the 4t™"; the proportion is
250:1. Hence the importance of mercy in our behavior.

The statement made in James 2:13 is terrible: "judgment will be
without mercy to the one not showing mercy." | believe this
applies mainly to those who have received mercy. The parable
inserted in Matthew 18:21-35 is relevant. The king forgave a
terribly large sum to the first slave, who in turn did not want to
forgive a paltry sum to a fellow slave. In verse 33 the king
addresses the first one like this: "Were you not obligated to
have mercy on your fellow servant, just as | had mercy on you?"
The fact that God has forgiven me obliges me to forgive others.?

Peter’s mother-in-law—
Matthew 8:14-15 X Mark 1:29-31, Luke 4:38-39

For most of my adult life, | assumed that Jesus healed Peter’s
mother-in-law only once, until one day it occurred to me that
some of the details do not match. Consider: although the details
of the actual healing are slightly different in the three accounts,

! Even though inserted as an aside, this is a very serious bit of information!

2 perhaps 20% of the Greek manuscripts have ‘mercy’ in the nominative case,
making it the subject of the verb (as in most versions), but some 80%,
including the best line of transmission, have ‘mercy’ in the accusative case,
making it the direct object (which to me makes much better sense).

3 In Luke 9:52-56 we find a negative example. The "sons of thunder", James
and John, wanted to destroy the village, but Jesus immediately rebuked
them.
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they could be harmonized to come out with a single episode; it
is the context that differs. Mark and Luke have the same con-
text; the healing they record took place not long after the minis-
try in Samaria (John chapter four), but certainly before the ‘Ser-
mon on the Mount’ recorded by Matthew. The context for the
healing in Matthew is quite different, and happened after that
‘Sermon’. As recorded by Matthew, Mark and Luke, | would say
that the events occurring between the two healings occupy the
following stretches of Text: Matthew 4:23-8:13, Mark 1:32-45
and Luke 4:40-5:15. | see a practical application to this: just
because God heals you one time does not mean that you will
never get sick again (even with the same problem).

Poor in spirit—Matthew 5:3

The question before us is to understand what Jesus meant. We
must interpret it from Jesus' point of view, not ours, or anyone
else's. To be 'poor in spirit' means to have a humble spirit. It is
not about money, it is about attitude. The Bible that Jesus had
was the Old Testament, and that is where we should look for
the definition of the phrase.

Isaiah 66:1-2 — Thus says Jehovah: “Heaven is my throne,
and earth is my footstool. Where is the house that you will
build for me? And where is the place of my rest? For all
these things my hand has made, and all those things exist,”
says Jehovah. "But on this one will | look: on him who is
poor and of a contrite spirit, and who trembles at my
word."

Jehovah identifies himself as the Creator of everything, and
then says what kind of person He wants. The word 'poor' is al-
lied to 'contrite’, but the fundamental requirement is to tremble
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at the Word of God. A person who 'trembles' like this is ac-
knowledging that this Word exercises objective authority over
him.

Psalm 34:18 goes in the same direction: "Jehovah is near to
those who have a broken heart, and saves such as have a con-
trite spirit". Psalm 51:17 also: “The sacrifices of God are a bro-
ken spirit, a broken and contrite heart—these, O God, you will
not despise”. And Isaiah 57:15 also: “Thus says the High and
Lofty One, who inhabits eternity, whose name is Holy: | dwell in
the high and holy place, with him who has a contrite and hum-
ble spirit, to revive the spirit of the humble, and to revive the
heart of the contrite ones”. And this matches 2 Chronicles 16:9:
"The eyes of Jehovah run to and fro throughout the whole earth
to show himself strong on behalf of those whose heart is loyal
to Him". God is looking for whom He can bless. This is what is
also found in James 4:6, 1 Peter 5:5 and Proverbs 3:34: “God
resists the proud, but gives grace to the humble”.

Now then, Jesus said the Kingdom of God belongs to such peo-
ple. If the Kingdom is theirs, they are part of that kingdom. No
one enters the Kingdom without having a humble spirit, but not
everyone who has a humble spirit enters the Kingdom, not nec-
essarily. We must remember that no benefit from the shed
blood of the Lamb of God is automatic—everything is potential.
God's promises need to be appropriated, but on the way the
preconditions have to be met. God's part is guaranteed, but not
ours; there are levels of appropriation. Remember the parable
of the sower, or of the soils; the seeds that fell into the good soil
produced at different levels—100%, 60%, 30%.

Consider Matthew 18:3—"Assuredly | say to you, unless you
change and become like little children, you will not enter the
Kingdom of the heavens." But why would Jesus have used a lit-
tle child as a model? Well, they are literalists, they truly believe,
they are dependent and teachable—we also have to understand
that we are dependent on God, being open to His teachings; we
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must genuinely believe in His Word, taking that word literally
(respecting the norms of language), knowing that this word is to
be obeyed. And as we do so we will find that we are being
blessed.

But how would all this work for an Indian lost in the jungle, who
has never heard of Jesus, a God who loves us, but who sets
standards of conduct—never, nothing. Consider Acts 10:34-35;
this is the case of the centurion Cornelius. After hearing his ex-
planation, Peter declared: "Really, | comprehend that God is not
One to show partiality, but in every ethnic nation whoever fears
Him and works righteousness is acceptable to Him." Cornelius
lived up to the light that he had, and God performed a miracle
to give him more light. The same thing happened to the Ethio-
pian treasurer (Acts 8:26-39) — he lived up to the light that he
had, and God performed a miracle to give him more light.

It is true that both Cornelius and the Ethiopian had some access
to the Bible, which the Indian would not have. But everyone is
born with a conscience, and everyone has the light of creation,
Romans 1:20. There are cases in the annals of modern missions
where God worked a miracle to bring more light to someone
who was living up to the little light that he had. Our God is just.
Jehovah's eyes roam the entire earth, seeing each ethnic group
and the people who make it up, and He reaches out to anyone
who is deserving it.

Poor Pilate—wrong place, wrong time

According to John 18:12, there was a chiliarch among those who
went to the Garden of Gethsemane to arrest Jesus. Well now, a
chiliarch commanded a thousand men (or perhaps a cohort,
about 600). There would scarcely be more than one of them sta-
tioned in Jerusalem, so he was presumably the top commanding
military officer in town. So what was the top military com-
mander doing in Gethsemane at 2:00 a.m.? If he was there, it
was because the governor, Pilate, had sent him. And why would
Pilate do something like that? He had his reasons.
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As governor, Pilate represented the Roman Empire. He was re-
sponsible for keeping the peace, according to Caesar’s interests.
In those days the city of Jerusalem was not very big, and keep-
ing well informed would not have been difficult. Pilate was
doubtless well aware of Jesus, and would have followed His
career with attention. Someone with a large public following
could be a threat. Moreover, since it was the chief priests’ man
who led the expedition, and they kept the prisoner, it is clear
that they had gone to Pilate and convinced him that Jesus repre-
sented enough of a threat that something needed to be done
about it. (Jesus had used violence in cleansing the temple, as
well as totally disregarding their authority. Why would He not
do the same against Rome?) Even so, just why Pilate decided to
send his chiliarch is hard to say; perhaps to be sure that things
were done professionally, as well as to form a professional opin-
ion as to the nature of the threat. Certain it is that Pilate and the
chief priests had agreed on a plan of action, as John makes
clear, a plan that included death by crucifixion.

Both Mark 15:1 and John 18:28 inform us that it was early
morning when Jesus was taken to Pilate, but John 19:14 states
that it was around 6:00 a.m. when Pilate pronounced sentence.
Even allowing that ‘around’ 6:00 was perhaps five or ten
minutes after the hour, it could not have been later than 5:30
when the chief priests pounded on Pilate’s door. Now then, we
all know that one just does not go pounding on a governor’s
door at such an hour, especially a conquered people. Not only
that, Pilate was dressed and waiting. Actually, he had doubtless
been up, waiting for the chiliarch’s report. But at that point he
changed the game-plan. He went out and asked, “What accusa-
tion do you bring against this man?” (John 18:29). Their reply
was petulant, “If he were not an evil-doer we would not have
handed him over to you.” They thought that they had an agree-
ment, but something had made Pilate change his mind.

To understand what happened, we need to go back to Gethsem-
ane, and the chiliarch. The traitor had told them that there
would be eleven men besides Jesus, and that they had two
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swords (Luke 22:38). But they were country bumpkins with no
fighting ability. Even so, the chiliarch probably had over twice as
many men, and all were armed—he doubtless expected some
attempt at resistance. When they arrived and stated their busi-
ness, Jesus calmly identified Himself, but at His word they all fell
to the ground (John 18:6). Later, after the traitor’s kiss, Peter
managed to slice off an ear, but not only did Jesus tell him to
quit it, He healed the ear (Luke 22:51)! Then the disciples aban-
doned Jesus, and He allowed Himself to be bound, without re-
sistance. So what sort of report would the chiliarch give to
Pilate? It was more than obvious that Jesus was no wild-eyed in-
surrectionist. He had supernatural power, and yet submitted
peacefully. And Jesus was impressive! Pilate had to conclude
that the picture that the chief priests had painted was wrong,
and so the agreement could not stand.

Now a chiliarch was a hardened and seasoned warrior, not
easily impressed. He probably told Pilate that if it were up to
him, he would leave Jesus alone! But Pilate had to deal with the
chief priests, and he knew it would not be easy. In Acts 3:13
Peter affirms that Pilate was determined to let Jesus go, but the
chief priests got what they wanted in the end. Close attention to
the Record makes clear that Peter’s affirmation is correct. Pilate
wanted no part of killing Jesus! He made repeated attempts to
‘get off the hook’. Consider:

1) Pilate answered their petulant response with, “You take him
and judge him according to your law”. To this they responded,
“We are not permitted to execute anyone”. This exchange indi-
cates that execution had been in the agreement, but Pilate also
rubbed salt in their wound, making them recognize that they
were a subjugated people. Even so, he told them to do the
judging, which would make them responsible.

2) Luke 23:2 probably gives the first concrete accusation: “We
found this fellow perverting the nation and forbidding to pay
taxes to Caesar, declaring himself to be Christ, a king.” The part
about taxes was a plain lie, but the part about the Christ was
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true. In any case, Pilate could not safely ignore such accusations,
so he interrogated Jesus.

3) Matthew 27:11, Mark 15:2, Luke 23:3 and John 18:33-38 all
refer to this first interrogation. It revolved around the kingship
of Jesus, which could be a crime against Caesar. Jesus affirms
that He is a king, but His kingdom “is not of this world” (John
18:36). A kingdom that was not of this world would not repre-
sent a threat to Rome. So Pilate went out and said to the crowd,
“l find no crime in him at all”. If there was no crime, there
should be no punishment.

4) This led to a barrage of further accusations, to which Jesus
did not answer, which surprised Pilate (Matthew 27:12-14, Mark
15:3-5 and Luke 23:5). But among the accusations they men-
tioned Galilee, which allowed Pilate to learn that Jesus was a
Galilean, thereby belonging to Herod'’s jurisdiction. As ‘luck’
would have it, Herod was in town and nearby. (He had doubt-
less been informed about what was afoot, since he also was up
and dressed at that early hour.)

5) So Pilate sent Jesus to Herod, probably hoping that Herod
would take responsibility. Luke is the only one who records this
side-trip (23:7-12). But Jesus refused to speak; and what can
you do with someone who won’t talk? From the Lord’s point of
view, Herod was irrelevant; it was Pilate who had the authority
to crucify. So, frustrated, Herod sent Him back, only now
arrayed in a gorgeous robe. The whole side-trip probably took
no more than fifteen minutes.

6) Poor Pilate, what was he to do? Next he tried the ‘releasing a
prisoner at Passover’ gambit, hoping to release Jesus, but the
crowd demanded Barabbas. (Both Matthew and Mark record
that Pilate knew that the chief priests had acted out of envy.) In
the middle of this proceeding, Pilate received a message from
his wife, about her dream (Matthew 27:19) [she had probably
been told why he didn’t go to bed that night]. When Pilate
asked what he should do with Jesus, they demanded that he be
crucified. When Pilate asked what evil Jesus had done, they just
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yelled all the louder. Luke gives us a little further information.
Pilate affirmed that neither he nor Herod had found guilt in
Jesus, but because of their fury he offered to flog Jesus, hoping
that would appease them.

7) Matthew, Mark and John give some account of the treatment
Jesus received from the soldiers. They made a crown of thorns,
probably poisonous, and then drove the thorns into His scalp by
beating on the crown with a rod. The poison would cause the
scalp to swell, and blood would ooze from the wounds. They
covered His face with spittle. Although none of the Evangelists
mentions it, Isaiah 50:6 was presumably fulfilled as well—a sol-
dier grabbing a fistful of beard and giving a violent yank would
tear away the skin holding the hair, which would leave a painful
and ugly wound. The total effect must have been horrible, leav-
ing Jesus unrecognizable—Isaiah 52:14 was literally fulfilled.
Then Pilate had Him brought out and said, “Look at the man!”
(He had repeated that he found no crime in Him.) Pilate was
hoping that when the crowd saw how much Jesus had already
suffered, they would be satisfied, but it only made them worse!

8) To their “Crucify! Crucify him!” Pilate answered, “You take
and crucify him, because | find no crime in him”. The Jews an-
swered him, “We have a law, and according to our law he ought
to die, because he made himself ‘Son of God’!” That statement
made Pilate more afraid than ever (John 19:6-8). So he took
Jesus inside for a second interview. Although Pilate represented
the greatest temporal power at that time, Jesus calmly affirmed
that there was a higher power, and that He, Jesus, represented
that higher power. It appears to me that Pilate at least half be-
lieved Him, because John 19:12 says, “From that moment Pilate
really tried to release Him”. But the Jews did an ‘end run’.

9) They kept shouting: “If you release this fellow you are no
friend of Caesar’s! Whoever makes himself a king is opposing
Caesar!” Ooops! Pilate owed his position to Caesar’s good
graces, and simply could not afford to do something that could
be construed (even with a little twisting) as treason. He was
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beaten and knew it. But he still managed to get them to declare
that their only king was Caesar.

10) Sitting on the judgment seat, Pilate called for water, washed
his hands in front of the crowd, and said: “l am innocent of the
blood of this righteous man. It’s your problem!” So in answer all
the people said, “His blood be upon us and upon our children!”
(Matthew 27:24-25). Terrible, terrible, terrible! This may well be
the worst curse that any parents ever placed upon their de-
scendants. Since Pilate declared Jesus to be righteous, and since
the Jews took full responsibility, | suspect that God will not hold
Pilate responsible. After all, he was fulfilling the Plan: Jesus had
to die by crucifixion.

Before bringing this article to a close, | would like to call atten-
tion to several further items that bear on Pilate’s attitude.

1) Pilate had Jesus’ ‘crime’ posted in three languages; he evi-
dently wanted as wide an audience as possible. All four Gospels
mention this, and from them we may understand that the full
Accusation was: This is Jesus the Natsorean, the King of the
Jews. That Pilate put “the Natsorean” (not Natsarene [Naza-
rene]) indicates that he had researched Jesus. The reference is
to Isaiah 11:1; Jesus was David’s Branch, the Messiah. Pilate was
making a statement. When the chief priests complained, he an-
swered, “What | have written, | have written!” (John 19:21-22).

2) All four Gospels mention the burial, but only Mark registers
that when Joseph of Arimathea asked Pilate for permission to
remove Jesus’ body, Pilate was surprised that Jesus was already
dead. So he summoned the centurion to confirm the fact
(15:44-45). As soon as Jesus died, the centurion most probably
had left the scene, going back to headquarters, leaving the four
soldiers to guard the two malefactors. Of course Pilate had ex-
perienced the three hours of darkness, and had felt the earth-
guake, but he was not on the scene. He knew that a person on a
cross dies from asphyxiation. The weight of the body pushes the
diaphragm against the lungs and he can’t breathe. Nailing the
feet was a sadistic procedure that prolonged the agony—rather
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than die they would push against the nail to get a breath.
Finally, when too weak to do that they would die for lack of air.
(That is why they broke the legs of the two thieves; they then
died within a few minutes.) Jesus had been on the cross for six
hours, but victims could last several times that long. Whether
just then or later, Pilate doubtless got a full report from the cen-
turion. Jesus had given a great shout and then died. Obviously, if
you are dying without air, you can’t shout! The centurion knew
that the cross had not killed Jesus. But what mere human can
just tell his spirit to leave? 2 + 2 = 4. Jesus had to be the Son of
God.

3) Only Matthew mentions the sealing and guarding of the tomb
(27:62-66). The chief priests went to Pilate requesting that the
tomb be made secure until the third day. To this Pilate replied,
“You have a guard; go make it as secure as you can!” His turn of
phrase is interesting, “make it as secure as you can”. In other
words, he was hinting that it would not make any difference. |
rather suspect that Pilate believed that Jesus would do what He
said.

We learn from Tertullian that Pilate wrote a letter to the em-
peror suggesting that Jesus be added to the roster of Roman de-
ities. Now to make a suggestion like that involved an element of
risk. But evidently Pilate was sufficiently convinced that he took
the risk. If | someday meet Pilate in Heaven, | will not be sur-
prised. If his experience with Jesus resulted in his salvation,
Pilate would likely suggest a different title for this study: Blessed
Pilate—right place, right time!

“Projection” —Romans 6:5

| invite attention to Romans 6:5, that | would now translate like
this: “Now since we have become united with Him through the
projection of His death, we will certainly be so through that of
His resurrection as well.” Instead of “through the projection”,
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most versions have ‘in the likeness’. Although the word ‘like-
ness’ is certainly in the Greek Text, | regret to have to say that
my translation (on the market since 2013) omits the word alto-
gether, reading simply ‘in His death’. | do not remember why |
did that; perhaps it was because | could not make sense of ‘like-
ness’. Just what might ‘the likeness of His death’ mean, and how
does that ‘unite’ me with Him?

While translating Romans into Portuguese | bumped my nose on
this verse again. In order to translate something, you need to
decide what it means. ‘Likeness’ doesn’t make any better sense
in Portuguese than it does in English. What to do? | decided to
analyze the semantic area covered by the term—the semantic
area of a word is determined by the sum of the contexts in
which it may appropriately be used. When | am working with
the Text, | always ask the Holy Spirit to illumine me as to the in-
tended meaning. In this case, | believe He gave me the word
‘projection’ —it remains for others to evaluate whether | was
illumined, or not.

Let us analyze the term. The sun projects heat and light, this
projecting being a result of something that happens within the
sun, its internal combustion. When we are impacted by that
heat and light, we share in the result of what happened within
the sun. A firearm projects a bullet, so much so that it may be
called a projectile. The projection of the bullet is the result of
something that happens within the firearm—if you are hit by
the bullet, you share in the result. Images that are projected are
caused by something that happens within the projector; and so
on.

It is only when someone is appropriately impacted by the pro-
jection of the results of Christ’s victory on the cross that he
becomes united with Him. Now then, being impacted by a pro-
jection is one thing; taking advantage of the results that are pro-
jected is something else. Although all who live on this planet are
impacted by the heat and light that the sun projects, obviously
not all make equal use of that heat and light. It is equally
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obvious that Christians take advantage of the results of Christ’s
victory at very different levels.

Consider 2 Peter 1:2-4.

“May grace and peace be multiplied to you through a real
knowledge of God and of our Lord Jesus, 3 in that His divine
power has granted to us all things pertaining to life and
godliness, through the real knowledge of the One! who
called us by glory and excellence, 4 through which? He has
granted to us such precious and extraordinary promises, so
that through these3 you may become partakers of a divine
nature,* having escaped the depravity that is in the world
because of lust.”

Please note verse 3: “His divine power has granted to us all
things pertaining to life and godliness”. These are things that
Christ’s victory projects toward us; it is up to us to take ad-
vantage of that bounty. | suppose that few of us would deny
that we need help in that direction. That is where the Holy Spirit
comes in.

Allow me to give my understanding of the sequence of events
involved in receiving new life in Christ:

1) | believe into Jesus. The Text always has ‘believe into’ (g1g)
Jesus or His name, never ‘believe in’ (¢v). A change of location is
involved, from being outside of Christ to being in Him. That
change involves commitment.

1 Again, we only appropriate the complete provision for “life and godliness”
to the degree that we grow in our genuine knowledge of God. As Creator
He made everything upon which life depends, including life itself, but our
understanding of and appreciation for His provision is measured by our
relationship with Him.

2 “Which” is plural and presumably refers back to “glory and excellence”.

3 The promises—but of course we have to appropriate them.

4 There is no definite article with “divine nature”; “become” indicates a pro-
cess—the more like Christ we become, the more divine will our nature be.
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2) He baptizes me with Holy Spirit. Matthew 3:11, Mark 1:8 and
Luke 3:16 all have the Baptizer saying that Jesus will baptize
people with Holy Spirit. But in John 1:33 it is God Himself who
says it. So when and how does Jesus do it? | take it that after
Pentecost He does so from His position at the Father’s right
hand (1 Peter 3:21-22), and He does it as soon as a person
believes into Him. Cornelius offers a concrete example.! (Please
see “Baptisms in the Bible” in Chapter V.)

3) Holy Spirit regenerates me, giving me a new nature.

4) Probably at the same time, He baptizes me into Christ’s body.
1 Corinthians 12:12-13 explains that it is the Holy Spirit who
baptizes us into Christ: “. .. so also is Christ. For by one Spirit we
were all baptized into one body.” The primary reference here is
probably to the Church as being Christ’s body.?

5) Then Holy Spirit takes up residence within me, and my body
becomes His temple (1 Corinthians 6:19). It is the Holy Spirit
within me who helps and enables me to appropriate the bene-
fits that Christ’s victory on the cross projects towards me.

“Now since we have become united with Him through the pro-
jection of His death, we will certainly be so through that of His
resurrection as well.” | suspect that “united with Him” is sup-
posed to mean more than people tend to think. Just for starters,

! “To Him all the prophets bear witness that through His name everyone who
believes into Him will receive forgiveness of sins.” While Peter was still
speaking these words, the Holy Spirit fell on all who were hearing the mes-
sage (Acts 10:43-44). This was the crucial bit of information they were wait-
ing for, what they had to do to be saved. The minute Peter said, “believe
into Jesus”, they did! And the Holy Spirit came upon them!

2 A secondary reference could be to Jesus’ physical body. If we become part
of Jesus’ body, then whatever happened to that body happened to us. If
that body died, we did. If it was buried, so were we. If it was raised from
the dead, we will be too. Correction—we already have new life in Christ,
and are to live on that basis.
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consider John 14:12: “Most assuredly | say to you, the one be-
lieving into me, he too will do the works that | do;* in fact he will
do greater works than these,? because | am going to my Father.”
And then there is Luke 10:19, Ephesians 1:19, Ephesians 3:20,
and on, and on.

1 This is a tremendous statement, and not a little disconcerting. Notice that
the Lord said, “will do”; not ‘maybe’, ‘perhaps’, ‘if you feel like it’; and cer-
tainly not ‘if the doctrine of your church permits it’! If you believe you will
do! The verb ‘believe’ is in the present tense, 2" person singular; if you (sg)
are believing you will do; it follows that if you are not doing it is because
you are not believing. 2 + 2 = 4. Doing what? “The works that | do.” Well,
Jesus preached the Gospel, He taught, He cast out demons, He healed all
sorts and sizes of sickness and disease, He raised an occasional dead per-
son, and He performed a variety of miracles (water to wine, walk on water,
stop a storm instantaneously, transport a boat several miles instantane-
ously, multiply food, shrivel a tree—and He implied that the disciples
should have stopped the storm and multiplied the food, and He stated that
they could shrivel a tree [Peter actually took a few steps on water]). So how
about us? The preaching and teaching we can handle, but what about the
rest? | once heard the president of a certain Christian college affirm that
this verse obviously could not mean what it says because it isn’t happening!
Well, in his own experience and in that of his associates | guess it isn’t. But
many people today cast out demons and heal. Miracles are also happening.
So how about me? And you?

Well now, if we cast out demons, heal and perform miracles, isn’t that
enough? Jesus wants more, He wants “greater things” than those just men-
tioned. Notice again that He said “will do”, not maybe, perhaps, or if your
church permits. But what could be ‘greater’ than miracles? This cannot re-
fer to modern technology because in that event such ‘greater things’ would
not have been available to the believers during the first 1900 years. Note
that the key is in the Lord’s final statement (in verse 12), “because | am go-
ing to my Father”. Only if He won could He return to the Father, so He is
here declaring His victory before the fact. It is on the basis of that victory
that the ‘greater things’ can be performed. Just what are those ‘greater’
things? For my answer, see my outline, “Biblical Spiritual Warfare”,
available from my site: www.prunch.org.

2
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Pure in Heart—Matthew 5:8

A pure substance, like honey, is unmixed, it is 100% honey. A
pure person is without contamination. A pure heart unites both
of these qualities. In 2 Chronicles 16:9 Jehovah looks for people
“whose heart is loyal to Him”; it is the pure heart, uncontami-
nated with other gods.

Consider Psalm 24:3-4 — “Who may ascend into the hill of
Jehovah, or who may stand in His holy place? He who has clean
hands and a pure heart.” The cleanliness of hands spoken of
here does not refer to physical dirt, but to moral dirt. Whoever
has clean hands is not practicing sin. “Stand in His holy place”
refers to being in the presence of God. Hebrews 12:14 declares
that without holiness "no one shall see the Lord". James 4:8
states the matter as an order: “Sinners, cleanse your hands!
Double-minded, purify your hearts!” These are the prerequisites
for God to draw near to us.

Now then, to actually see God is a devastating experience, but it
leads to a higher spiritual level. Consider the case of Job: “l have
heard of you by the hearing of the ear, but now my eye see you.
Therefore | abhor myself, and repent in dust and ashes” (Job
42:5-6). Hearing about it is one thing, seeing it is another! And
also that of Isaiah: “Woe is me, for | am undone! Because | am a
man of unclean lips, and | dwell in the midst of a people of un-
clean lips; for my eyes have seen the King, Jehovah of Hosts!”
(Isaiah 6:5). Both men, Job and Isaiah, improved spiritually as a
result.

Now consider the exhortation in 1 John 3:2-3-“We know that
when He is revealed we will be like Him, because we will see
Him just as He is—everyone who has this hope upon him purifies
himself, even as He is pure." | take it that 'purifying oneself’'
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means being careful about one's own holiness, to lessen the
shock when we meet the Owner face to face.

Is the zeal for purity something we should develop on our own?
2 Timothy 2:22 implies that it is not: “pursue righteousness,
faith, love, peace, along with those who call on the Lord out of a
pure heart”. We should look for others who have the same spir-
itual purpose, to give and receive help and encouragement. He-
brews 3:13 is to the point—"Exhort yourselves every day, while
it is called 'today', so that none of you be hardened through
sin’s deceitfulness."

‘Saved in childbearing’—1 Timothy 2:15

In the NKJV, 1 Timothy 2:14-15 reads like this: “And Adam was
not deceived, but the woman being deceived, fell into trans-
gression. Nevertheless she will be saved in childbearing if they
continue in faith, love, and holiness, with self-control.” We
begin with “she will be saved”; ‘she’ is a pronoun, that stands
for a noun, and in the context the reference is clearly to Eve. So
how is Eve to be saved? (To render ‘preserved’ is basically
meaningless.) Neither Eve nor any other woman is saved by
bearing a child. In the Greek Text we find ‘childbirth’, a noun,
not a verb. Further, there is a definite article with the noun, so it
is ‘the childbirth’. There is only one childbirth that could result
in salvation for Eve, and the rest of us, the birth of the Messiah.

Here is my translation of verses 14-15: “Also, Adam was not
deceived; rather, the woman, being deceived, became a trans-
gressor. However, she will be saved through the Childbirth—if
they continue in faith, love and holiness, with self-control.” Of
course Eve bore Seth, thus beginning the line that culminated in
the Messiah (Genesis 3:15).

In the middle of verse 15, and of the sentence, Paul breaks the
rules of grammar and switches from ‘she’ to ‘they’—what is true
of Eve is applied to all women. Well, strictly speaking, since
‘they’ has no antecedent | suppose it could include men as well,
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everybody (unless someone wants to argue that women are
saved on a different basis than men [which | think would run
afoul of other passages]). Still, the paragraph is about women.
Any sisters in Christ who have been troubled by this verse,
thinking that they must bear a child, may relax on that score.

‘Size’ of faith?—Luke 17:6, Matthew 17:20

In the NKJV, Luke 17:6 reads like this: “If you have faith as a
mustard seed, you can say to this mulberry tree, ‘Be pulled up
by the roots and be planted in the sea,’” and it would obey you.”
Perhaps because of the parables just discussed, | do not remem-
ber ever hearing any other interpretation for this than the size
of the faith. (The same holds for Matthew 17:20.) But that usu-
ally left me disgruntled: surely my faith was bigger than a seed,
but | was never able to make a tree or hill obey me! But looking
at the Text again, might the intended meaning of ‘as a mustard
seed’ be different? Is not the phrase ambiguous? Could the verb
‘has’ be implied? Well then, what kind of 'faith' might a mustard
seed have? Albeit so small, it reacts without question to the cli-
mactic circumstances, and grows to remarkable proportions. If
we reacted similarly, without question, to the Holy Spirit’s
promptings, our spiritual ‘climactic circumstances’, we should
indeed move mountains, literally. Or to put it another way, a
seed has the faith to die, like the Lord Jesus said in John 12:24:
"unless a grain of wheat falls into the ground and dies, it
remains alone". In 1 Corinthians 15:31 Paul said that he died
daily. How so? Obviously he did not die physically; he died to
himself, his own ideas and ambitions, so as to embrace God's
will. Dying to self is a prerequisite for moving mountains,
because then we will only attempt to do what we see the Father
doing (John 5:19).

~ 98 ~



The cursed fig tree
Matthew 21.18-20, Mark 11.12-14, 20-21

First, | will transcribe the texts:

Matthew 21:18 Now in the early morning, as He returned
to the city, He was hungry. 19 And seeing a lone fig tree by
the road, He went up to it and found nothing on it, just
leaves. And He says to it, “May you never again produce
fruit!” And forthwith the fig tree started to wither. 20 And
seeing it the disciples marveled saying, “How quickly the fig
tree became withered!”

Mark 11:12 Now the next day, as they were leaving Beth-
any, He was hungry. 13 And seeing from a distance a fig
tree having leaves, He went to see if perhaps He would find
something on it. When He came to it He found nothing but
leaves, because it was not fig season. 14 So Jesus reacted
by saying to it, “Let no one ever eat fruit from you again!”
And His disciples were listening. . ... 20 Now in the morn-
ing, as they passed by, they saw the fig tree dried up from
the roots. 21 And Peter, remembering, said to Him: “Rabbi,
look! The fig tree that you cursed has dried up!”

As Mark points out (Mark 11:13), it was not fig season, but a
tree with leaves might have some dried figs. Since dried figs are
very good eating, any visible figs would have been eaten long
since (the tree was near the road). In fact, Jesus was certainly
not the first person to come up with this idea, so there was little
chance of Him finding any figs. Before commenting on Jesus'
reaction, let us clarify what happened to the fig tree.

If we only had Matthew's account, we could understand that
everything happened immediately, right there. That is, that the
tree dried up immediately before their eyes, causing the disci-
ples to react. But Mark 11:20 makes it clear that the disciples'
reaction did not take place until the next morning, 24 hours
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later. Matthew 21:19 says that after Jesus spoke the fig tree
began to wither. Strictly speaking, the Text says that the sap
was cut off; the result would not be visible right away. But as
the sap comes from the roots, the tree dried up from the roots,
just as Mark 11.20 says! If Peter was the first to speak, the oth-
ers certainly did too.

Matthew and Mark record what Jesus said differently, but | un-
derstand that Jesus actually said both things, one after the
other. But how may we understand Jesus' attitude? It was out
of season—it was not the tree’s fault that it had no figs! Was Je-
sus unfair for cursing it? Well, to begin, being the Creator, Jesus
had the right to do as He pleased with His creation. But it seems
to me more likely that it was a prophetic act, the fig tree repre-
senting Israel — indeed, the parable of the fig tree in Luke 13:6-9
seems to me to tend in that direction; the owner looked for fruit
for three years, without finding any, and since the tree
continued without bearing, it was cut down. Third, Jesus took
the opportunity to give the disciples a lesson in faith.

The Mercy Seat

The Ark of the Testimony was a box made of acacia wood, over-
laid with pure gold, in and out. It was about 45 inches long, 27
inches wide and 27 inches high. That box had a lid, of the same
length and width, made of pure gold. That lid is generally called
the mercy seat;! at each end there was a cherub looking in, also
of pure gold, of one piece with the lid.2 That lid was the place
where propitiation was effected, the place where God’s holi-
ness, justice, love and mercy met together to deal with man’s
sin. But at first God said to Moses, “there | will meet with you,

1 The KJV called the lid the ‘mercy seat’, and that designation continues in
general use. The term ‘propitiatory’, used as a noun, would perhaps be
more precise.

2 See Exodus 25:10-21.
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and | will speak with you from above the mercy seat, from be-
tween the two cherubim which are on the ark of the testimony”
(Exodus 25:22). Apparently this was a privilege that only Moses
had, because after that only the high priest could go into the
Most Holy Place, and even so, only once a year. The entire chap-
ter 16 of Leviticus spells out the required procedure, whose pur-
pose was to make atonement for all the sins of the people. The
detailed procedure emphasized the difficulty surrounding a pro-
pitiating of God’s outraged character, outraged by man’s sin.
Access to the mercy seat was protected by several barriers, the
final one being the heavy curtain that separated the Holy Place
from the Most Holy Place. Anyone who attempted to enterin an
unauthorized manner died on the spot.

Those rules were not changed until the Lamb of God achieved
the ultimate propitiation—it took an infinite Being to pay an
infinite price. God Himself tore that curtain in two , top to bot-
tom, symbolizing in a dramatic way that access to God was now
potentially available to all. But there is more to the story than
that, as Hebrews makes clear. “Without shedding of blood there
is no remission” (Hebrews 9:22). This statement points back to
Leviticus 17:11, “For the life of the flesh is in the blood, and |
have given it to you upon the altar to make atonement for your
souls; for it is the blood that makes atonement for the soul”.
Note that for blood to be on the altar it has to be shed—some-
one, or something, has to die. Recall that “the wages of sin is
death” (Romans 6:23). In the beginning, the blood of animals
was used, but that was only a temporary, stopgap, measure,
“because it is impossible for the blood of bulls and goats to take
away sins” (Hebrews 10:4). So where does that leave us?

For an Eternal Being, time is irrelevant, because He knows the
end from the beginning.! For God Himself to set up and decree a

1 As the glorified Jesus said in Revelation 22:13, “l am the Alpha and the
Omega, beginning and end, the First and the Last”. How could He know
that He was the ‘end’ and the ‘last’, if He had not been there? | suspect
that time and space may be limited to our solar system, being especially
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stopgap procedure, He must have had a permanent solution
waiting for the appointed time. Indeed, this is expressly stated
in 1 Peter 1:18-21: “you were redeemed . . . with the precious
blood of Christ, as of a faultless and pure lamb; 20 who was
foreknown indeed before the foundation of the world,* but was
revealed in these last times for your sake.” The Lamb of God
was the permanent solution. But that permanent solution was
not tied to the Ark of the Testimony, with its mercy seat, that
was prepared by Moses.? God told Moses repeatedly to be sure
to make everything “according to the pattern” that he had
received on the mountain (Exodus 25:40). And why was God so
insistent? Because that tabernacle with its furnishings was a
“copy and shadow of the heavenly things” (Hebrews 8:5).3 This
would appear to mean that there is a ‘mercy seat’ in Heaven! Is
this not clearly implied by Hebrews 9:11-12? “Christ entered
once for all into the real Holy Places, having obtained eternal
redemption—He had come as High Priest of the good things
that are about to be, with the greater and more perfect taber-
nacle not made with hands, that is to say, not of this creation,

relevant to our planet, as the home of the human race. Without time and
space it is impossible to measure the universe.

! This sort of ‘blows my mind’—the Text is saying that the Lamb, with blood
shed, was so known before the creation of our race and planet; which
means that the Creator knew, before creating, what would happen and the
terrible redemption price He Himself would have to pay, yet He went
ahead anyway. Wow!

2 |n passing, remember that the ‘box’ contained three items: 1) the stone

tablets, 2) the gold pot full of manna and 3) Aaron’s rod that budded—all

were covered by the ‘lid’, the mercy seat. Have you ever considered the
significance of those three items? Allow me to suggest the following possi-
bility: 1) the stone tablets represent God’s written Revelation to mankind,
and its purpose is to orient our conduct; 2) the manna represents God’s
provision for our physical needs; 3) Aaron’s rod represents God’s authenti-
cation of His plan of salvation, or redemption—His provision for our spir-
itual need. All three ultimately depend upon the definitive propitiation pro-
vided by God’s Lamb.

Revelation 15:5 refers to “the sanctuary of the Tabernacle of the testimony

in the heaven”.

3
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12 and with His own blood, not that of goats and calves.” ‘Holy
Places’ being plural, the phrase must include the Most Holy
Place, which contains but one piece of furniture, whose princi-
pal component is the mercy seat. Christ entered the heavenly
Most Holy Place, as eternal high priest, carrying His own blood.
And what did He do with that blood? He applied it to the heav-
enly mercy seat, “having obtained eternal redemption”, “so that
those who have been called may receive the promised eternal
inheritance” (Hebrews 9:15).

But even that is not the whole story. The shed blood of God’s
Lamb also served for something else; it served to purify the
heavenly things (Hebrews 9:23)! But how could anything in
Heaven need purifying? Well, is Satan not a contamination,
everywhere he goes? Job 1:6 and 2:1 state plainly that Satan
presented himself before the LORD in Heaven, along with other
high-ranking angels. If | understand Revelation 12:7-12
correctly, Satan still has access to God’s throne:

War was declared in heaven; Michael and his angels were
to wage war with the dragon; so the dragon and his angels
made war,! 8 but he was not strong enough; neither was
there any place found for him in heaven any more. 9 So
the great dragon was expelled, that ancient serpent, who
is called Slanderer and Satan, who deceives the whole
inhabited world; he was thrown into the earth,? and his
angels were expelled with him. 10 And | heard a loud voice
in the heaven saying: “Now the salvation and the power

! The dragon knew that Michael had received the order, so he decided to get
in the first blow.

2 “Into the earth”, including its atmosphere. The idea seems to be that at this
point Satan is confined to this planet. From the content of the following
verses, | take it that Satan’s expulsion occurs in the middle of the seven-
year period. So he is still in heaven accusing us (accusing us of what? There
would be no point in bringing false accusations, so we must be providing
Satan with ‘ammunition’—not a nice thought!).
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have come,! even the Kingdom of our God and the author-
ity of His Christ, because the accuser of our brothers? has
been thrown down, who accused them before our God
day and night. 11 And they conquered? him by the blood
of the Lamb and by the word of their testimony, and they
did not cherish their lives, even up to death. 12 Therefore
rejoice, O heavens, yes, you who are dwelling in them!*
Woe to the earth and the sea! Because the devil has come
down to you, having great wrath, knowing that he has
little time.”

Once Satan is expelled from Heaven, the final cleansing will take
place. According to our timeframe, the Lamb’s propitiation has
already occurred, while the expelling of Satan is still in the fu-
ture. But to an Eternal Being our timeframe is irrelevant. The
heavenly things have been cleansed.

The eternal mercy seat, with the infinite propitiation, resides in
the heavenly Tabernacle. It is there that God’s holiness, justice,
love and mercy met together® and formulated the definitive so-
lution to man’s sin, and all other consequences of Lucifer’s
rebellion. It is that mercy seat that guarantees the Plan of
Redemption, with all its ramifications. Oh praise our God! Surely
a doxology is in order.

Praise God from whom all blessings flow,
Praise Him all creatures here below,

1 Wait a minute! If it is only “Now”, where have the Kingdom and Authority
been in the meantime? As long as a government is being challenged, its
rule is not complete or tranquil. | find it instructive that Satan still has suffi-
cient power to wage war, in Heaven!

2 “Our brothers”—| wonder who is speaking, since the ‘brothers’ are saved
by the blood of the lamb.

3 That is what the Text says. Comparing 6:11 and 7:13 (Revelation), perhaps it
is necessary for a certain number of God’s servants to be willing to die for
the Cause to bring about the accuser’s expulsion.

4 It is the inhabitants that do the rejoicing, not the place.

5 God'’s holiness alone could not resolve the problem, nor His justice alone,
nor His love alone, nor His mercy alone—it took all four, working together.
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Praise Him above ye heavenly host,
Praise Father, Son and Holy Ghost!

How many sermons have you heard, or preached, on the sub-
ject of the heavenly mercy seat, or even the earthly one? |
would suggest for your consideration that this has been a seri-
ous omission. The mercy seat should be at the center of any and
every exposition of God’s Plan of Redemption. Perhaps then
people would not be so careless about their relationship with
the Sovereign Creator!

The Natsorean

Every version that | remember seeing misleads the reader by
obliterating one of the Lord'’s titles, a title that the glorified
Jesus Himself used when dealing with Saul of Tarsus on the
Damascus road. When Saul asked, “Who are you, Lord?”, He an-
swered, “l am Jesus the Natsorean, whom you are persecuting”
(Acts 22:8). Most versions at this place render ‘Jesus of Naza-
reth’, while some have ‘Jesus the Nazarene’. For an explanation
of why | use ‘ts’ instead of ‘z’, please see “‘Prophets’ in Matthew
2:23”, in Chapter II.

The familiar ‘Nazarene’ [NaCapnvog] occurs four times: Mark
1:24, 14:67, 16:6 and Luke 4:34. ‘Jesus the Nazarene’ would ap-
pear to be another way of saying ‘Jesus of/from Nazareth’, and
some versions so translate the phrase. Unfortunately, the ver-
sions do the same with ‘Natsorean’ [Na.Cwpatoc], which | con-
sider to be a serious error. Just looking at the two Greek words,
they are obviously different. The Hebrew root is netser,
‘branch’, a reference to Isaiah 11.1 (‘Nazareth’ is a translitera-
tion of the Hebrew name). Going back to Acts 22:8, why would
Jesus waste time with the name of a town? He was dealing with
a highly instructed Pharisee; He introduced Himself as David’s
Branch, the Messiah—a reference that Saul would immediately
understand.

‘Natsorean’ occurs fifteen times: Matthew 2:23, 26:71; Mark
10:47; Luke 18:37, 24:19; John 18:5,7, 19:19; Acts 2:22, 3:6,
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4:10, 6:14, 22:8, 24:5 and 26:9. All have the definite article,
except the first one—the Natsorean; except that in Acts 24:5
Felix speaks of ‘the sect of the Natsoreans’. Speaking of Felix, his
use of the term ‘sect’ is instructive. Aside from Acts 22:8, that |
have already discussed, | consider that John 19:19 deserves spe-
cial comment. The title above the cross read: This is Jesus the
Natsorean, the King of the Jews. Pilate had evidently researched
Jesus quite well (anyone with a large following is a potential
problem); | believe that he knew precisely what he was doing
when he used ‘Natsorean’, just as he knew precisely what he
was doing when he put ‘the King of the Jews’. For more on the
subject of Pilate, please see “Poor Pilate—wrong place, wrong
time”, above.

Whatever version of the Bible you are using, | would urge you to
correct it at the references mentioned above, so you know
when a title is being used. ‘The Natsorean’ needs to be added to
any list of the Lord’s titles.

The wedding in Cana—John:1-11

In John 1:43 Jesus decided to leave for Galilee, since He was in
Judea, on the east side of the Jordan River, more or less oppo-
site Jericho, probably. In 2:13 Jesus returned to Judea, but to Je-
rusalem, because of the Passover. The interval would have been
two or three weeks. Well, each 'leg' of the trip must have been
at least 130 km, on foot, which allows us to deduce that the rea-
son for the trip was of some importance.

“On the third day a wedding took place in Cana of Galilee” (2:1).
The third day counting from when? 1:19-28 happened on one
day; 1:29-34 happened the next day (2nd); 1:35-42 happened
the following day (3rd); 1:43-51 happened the day after that
(4th). So the third day here should be counted from the last day
mentioned (1:43-51), although it may be included (which is
likely, in Jewish thought). The wedding feast began that day, but
such feasts often lasted for several days. Jesus and His disciples
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(four?) had a walk of about 130 km (probably): 90 up the Jordan
Valley (relatively flat and straight) and 40 through more rugged
terrain. Since everyone made their journeys on foot, and there-
fore were used to it, they could easily complete the journey in
two days. Therefore, they would have arrived there by the end
of the first day of the party (if not earlier).

Jesus' family lived in Natsareth, which was perhaps 30 km from
Cana, in a straight line, but the terrain was rugged. The entire
family was at the wedding (2:12), but the lack of any mention of
Joseph permits us to understand that he was already dead.
Therefore, as the eldest son, Jesus was the head of the family.
Mary was in a position to give orders to the employees (2:5).
Adding it all up, | come to the conclusion that the bride was one
of Jesus' half-sisters,! which would give the mother, Mary, the
authority to give instructions; it would also explain her concern
about the lack of wine. It would also explain what prompted Je-
sus to undertake such a journey, only to return with little delay.
A wedding feast would usually last several days. The supply of
food and drink would not run out until near the end, in the
event. If Mary was the bride's mother, we can understand her
concern about the lack of wine, since it would be a disgrace to
the family. But why appeal to Jesus, even though He was the
head of the family? What could He do? It seems to me that she
was asking for a miracle, at least judging by the order she gave
to the employees; in fact, it would be the only possible solution.
Jesus' answer, that it was not yet time, goes in the same
direction.

But why, then, did He choose to act anyway? | do not know, the
Text does not say; but | offer the following suggestion: Jesus

1 In Matthew 13:54-56 the inhabitants of Natsareth name Mary as the
mother of Jesus; James, Joseph, Simon and Judas as His brothers (half-
brothers); and they spoke of “all their sisters” (half-sisters). The use of 'all'
suggests more than two, and the married woman in Cana would no longer
be there. After Jesus was born, Joseph and Mary had a normal family.
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well knew that the function of being His mother brought humili-
ation to Mary, because the gossips would not forgive the fact
that she had married already pregnant (and even though Joseph
had assumed him as a son, the physical aspect of Jesus didn't
match)’=Jesus understood that he owed her a special considera-
tion. Besides, Jesus owed the family a great deal, and it would
be up to Him to avoid embarrassing her, if possible.

The fact is that Jesus acted and produced around 600 liters of
wine—600 liters of wine! Well, if there were 100 people at the
feast, that would make six liters per person! Who would drink
six liters (near the end of the feast)? And the wine was of out-
standing quality. My conclusion is that Jesus gave the new
couple a nice gift — most of the wine would be left over, and
could be sold later. Because it was very good, the wine would
bring a good price. | find it curious that the first miraculous sign
was not a healing one, but a domestic one. He 'saved the feast’,
saving the family from a disgrace, and He made a significant
contribution to the new couple's happiness—to them, at least,
Jesus would always be remembered as a benefactor.

Two desperate women

A twelve-year hemorrhage

The relevant texts are: Matthew 9:20-22, Mark 5:24-34 and
Luke 8:42°-48.

Matthew 9:—20 And then, a woman who had been hemor-
rhaging for twelve years came from behind and touched the
hem of His garment. 21 For she kept saying to herself, “If

only | may touch His garment | will be healed”. 22 But Jesus,

1 John 8:41 is inserted in the midst of a heated argument between Jesus and
the Pharisees. They had researched everything about Jesus thoroughly.
They knew that Jesus was born six months after Joseph and Mary's mar-
riage, and was born normal size. Two plus two equals four.
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turning around and seeing her, said, “Take courage, daugh-
ter; your faith has made you well”. And the woman was
healed from that very hour.

Mark 5:—24 A large crowd was also following Him, and they
were pressing around Him. 25 Now a certain woman—who
had been bleeding for twelve years, 26 and had suffered
many things under many doctors, and had spent all that she
had, yet instead of getting better she grew worse—27 when
she heard about Jesus, she came from behind in the crowd
and touched His garment. 28 (She had kept saying, “If | can
just touch His clothes, | will be healed”.) 29 Immediately the
flow of her blood was dried up, and she knew in her body
that she was healed from the affliction. 30 And instantly
Jesus perceived within Himself that some power had gone
out of Him, and turning around in the crowd He said, “Who
touched my clothes?” 31 So His disciples said to Him, “You
see the crowd pressing around you, yet you say, ‘Who
touched me?’?” 32 But He kept looking around to see who
had done it. 33 So the woman, fearing and trembling, know-
ing what had happened to her, came and fell down before
Him and told Him the whole truth. 34 And He said to her:
“Daughter, your faith has saved you. Go into peace and be
healed from your affliction.”

Luke 8:—Now as He was going, the crowds were pressing
against Him. 43 And a woman—suffering with a flow of blood
for twelve years, who had spent her whole livelihood on phy-
sicians, but could not be healed by any—44 approaching
from behind touched the border of His garment; and imme-
diately the flow of her blood stopped! 45 So Jesus said, “Who
touched me?” When all denied it, Peter and those with him
said: “Master, the people are pressing against you and
crowding in, and you say, ‘Who touched me?’?”* 46 But Jesus
said, “Someone did touch me, because | noticed power going

! Perhaps 1.5% of the Greek manuscripts, of objectively inferior quality, omit
“and you say, ‘Who touched me?’?” (as in NIV, NASB, LB, TEV, etc.).
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out from me”. 47 Now when the woman saw that she could
not hide, she came trembling, and falling down before Him
she told Him in the presence of all the people the reason why
she had touched Him, and how she was healed immediately.
48 So He said: “Courage, daughter, your faith has healed you.
Go into peace.”

Here we have a moving account of faith, determination and per-
severance; perhaps it will have some practical lessons for us. My
discussion will attempt to follow the actual sequence of events.
Matthew’s account is abbreviated, so | will depend mainly on
the other two.

1) The street was presumably not very wide, and both Mark and
Luke inform us that it was filled with a crowd that was pressing
around and against Jesus. Indeed, Mark 5:31 and Luke 8:45 rein-
force the observation. Obviously this represented a problem for
the woman; how could she get to Jesus through that crowd, the
more especially if it was made up mostly, if not entirely, of
men? For any woman to push through a crowd of men would be
unacceptable, but she had an added problem.

2) From Matthew 9:1 and the context we may conclude that this
episode transpired in Capernaum, which really was not all that
big a town. The point is, that woman would be a known person.
The available space was packed with people, the crowd was on
both sides of Jesus, as well as behind, so she would have to
force her way through. However, this represented a difficulty
beyond just being rude. According to Leviticus 15:19-27, any dis-
charge of blood made a woman ‘unclean’, and verse 25 deals
with prolonged hemorrhage—anyone who touched her, or even
her clothes, became ‘unclean’ as well. So everyone she touched
on her way through the crowd became ‘unclean’! Now she and
her problem were well known, so the people she touched were
NOT happy. She no doubt got plenty of dirty looks, and maybe a
few elbows, as well as some choice expressions. It would have
been easy to give up, but she kept repeating her expectation to
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herself (Matthew 9:21) to keep up her courage, and she was
desperate.

3) So why was she desperate? She “had been bleeding for
twelve years, and had suffered many things under many doc-
tors, and had spent all that she had, yet instead of getting better
she grew worse” (Mark 5:25-26). In other words, she was at the
end of her financial resources and of any medical hope. Mark
almost seems to be accusing the doctors of malpractice. Luke,
himself a doctor, is more cautious: “a woman suffering with a
flow of blood for twelve years, who had spent her whole liveli-
hood on physicians, but could not be healed by any” (Luke
8:43). No wonder the woman was desperate, but then “she
heard about Jesus” (Mark 5:27), and all of a sudden she had
hope!

4) Well, she managed it. She wormed through the crowd and
“touched the hem of His garment” (Matthew 9:20). “Immedi-
ately the flow of her blood was dried up, and she knew in her
body that she was healed from the affliction” (Mark 5:29). Note
that all she had to do was touch; this sort of thing, people get-
ting healed just by touching His clothes, happened repeatedly
during the Lord’s earthly ministry. Jesus could have let the inci-
dent pass, but He chose not to. He stopped and turned around.

5) “Instantly Jesus perceived within Himself that some power
had gone out of Him, and turning around in the crowd He said:
Who touched my clothes?” (Mark 5:30). When Luke writes that
“all denied it” (8:45), we may understand that it was by their
silence; no one spoke up. But Jesus insisted, “He kept looking
around to see who had done it” (Mark 5:32). When the disciples
protested that He was being ‘touched’ all the time by the jos-
tling crowd, Jesus said, “Someone did touch me, because |
noticed power going out from me” (Luke 8:46). He was referring
to a purposeful touch. The woman had evidently withdrawn into
the crowd, and may even have been hidden behind others. But
Jesus did not let her get away with it.
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6) “Now when the woman saw that she could not hide, she
came trembling, and falling down before Him she told Him in
the presence of all the people the reason why she had touched
Him, and how she was healed immediately” (Luke 8:47). That
was not easy, in front of the crowd, but Jesus gave her no
choice. Was He just being mean? No, He was doing her a big
favor. The people knew who she was, and about her physical
problem; Jesus was declaring her healing, and therefore her
cleansing, to the assembled multitude, and by implication those
who had been ‘contaminated’ by the woman could relax on that
score.

7) Then Jesus said to her: “Courage, daughter, your faith has
saved you. Go into peace and be healed from your affliction”
(Mark 5:34, Luke 8:48). That is what the Text says, ‘into peace’
not ‘in’. To go ‘in peace’ is to leave on good terms, no hard feel-
ings. But what might going into peace be? | would say that you
take the peace with you; you live within an atmosphere of
peace. Now that is a proper ‘blessing’! Sovereign Jesus never
said ‘go in peace’; He always said “go into peace” —He was
giving the person a new life. How about a doxology!

A crumb for a ‘puppy’
The relevant texts are: Matthew 15:21-28 and Mark 7:24-31°.

Matthew 15:—21 Going out from there Jesus withdrew into
the region of Tyre and Sidon. 22 And then, a Canaanite
woman coming from those parts cried out to Him saying:
“Have mercy on me, Lord, Son of David! My daughter is se-
verely demonized.” 23 But He answered her not a word. So
His disciples came and urged Him saying, “Send her away, be-
cause she is crying out after us”. 24 But in answer He said, “I
was not sent except to the lost sheep of the house of Israel”.?
25 So she came and worshipped Him saying, “Lord, help me!”

1 Although His ultimate mission included the whole world (see the Great
Commission in Matthew 28:19-20), His earthly ministry was directed to the
“house of Israel”.
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26 But in answer He said, “It is not good to take the chil-
dren’s bread and throw it to the little dogs”. 27 So she said,
“Yes, Lord, yet even the little dogs eat the crumbs that fall
from their masters’ table”. 28 Then Jesus answered and said
to her: “O woman, great is your faith! Let it be to you as you
desire.” And her daughter was healed from that very hour.

Mark 7:—24 Then He got ready and went from there into the
region of Tyre and Sidon. He went into a house and did not
want anyone to know it, but He could not escape notice.

25 In fact, as soon as she heard about Him, a woman whose
little daughter had an unclean spirit came and fell at His feet.
26 Now the woman was a Greek, a Syro-Phoenecian by birth,
and she kept asking Him to cast the demon out of her daugh-
ter. 27 But Jesus said to her, “Let the children be filled first; it
is not good to take the children’s bread and throw it to the
little dogs”. 28 So she answered and said to Him, “Yes, Lord,
yet even the little dogs under the table eat from the chil-
dren’s crumbs”. 29 So He said to her, “Because of this saying
you may go; the demon has gone out of your daughter”.

30 She went away to her house and found that the demon
was gone and the daughter had been placed on the bed.

31 Again, departing from the region of Tyre and Sidon, Jesus
came to the Sea of Galilee by way of the Decapolis region.

Here we have a moving account of faith, determination and hu-
mility; perhaps it will have some practical lessons for us. My dis-
cussion will attempt to follow the actual sequence of events.

1) To begin, we observe that Jesus left the Jewish Galilee and
went to the Gentile Tyre and Sidon. Now why do you suppose
He did that, since He would presently say, “l was not sent ex-
cept to the lost sheep of the house of Israel” (Matthew 15:24)?
In that case, what was He doing in Tyre? Well, maybe He just
wanted to get away and rest a bit; upon arriving “He went into a
house and did not want anyone to know it, but He could not es-
cape notice” (Mark 7:24). A group of thirteen foreigners would
tend to attract some attention, even if they tried to keep a low
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profile. Still, the Text plainly says that Jesus tried to avoid being
noticed. How then did the ‘puppy’ know that Jesus was coming
before He even arrived?!

2) From Mark’s account one could assume that the woman
appeared after Jesus was in the house, but Matthew’s account
tells us something else. Notice verse 23: His disciples came and
urged Him saying, “Send her away, because she is crying out
after us” (Mark does say that she kept asking, verse 26). They
were still on the road, and the woman was following them. Fur-
ther, she addressed Him as the Jewish Messiah: a Canaanite
woman coming from those parts cried out to Him saying, “Have
mercy on me, Lord, Son of David! My daughter is severely
demonized” (Mathew 15:22). “Son of David” —as a Canaanite
she appealed to the Jewish Messiah, upon whom she had no
claim. But how did she know that? | suspect there is more to
this story than meets the eye. The only explanation that | can
see is that the woman received divine orientation; she was told
where to go and what to say. In that event, helping that woman
may have been the purpose for the trip.

3) The woman began with, “Lord, Son of David”, to which Jesus
returned no answer, since she had no claim upon Him in those
terms. However, since she would not stop, and did not keep her
voice down, she was ‘blowing their cover’. So the disciples
appealed to Jesus for relief, to which He replied, “I was not sent
except to the lost sheep of the house of Israel” (Matthew
15:24). The Lord spoke loudly enough for her to hear, since His
answer was as much, if not more so, for her as it was for the dis-
ciples. So she came and worshipped Him saying, “Lord, help
me!” (Matthew 15:25). She got the message, because she now
dropped the appeal to the Messiah. Mark 7:25 tells us that she
“fell at His feet”, so either Jesus had stopped or she had run
ahead so she could stop Him.

4) Now we come to an unusual conversation. Our Lord’s choice
of terms would probably strike most readers as being unexpect-
edly harsh. “It is not good to take the children’s bread and
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throw it to the little dogs” (Matthew 15:26, Mark 7:27). Dear
me, Jesus called her a dog (and a ‘little’ one at that)! To be sure,
at that time Jews commonly referred to Gentiles as ‘dogs’, but
why would Jesus follow suit? | imagine that He was testing her
humility, since she had already, as | believe, received a special
dispensation of grace. (One is reminded of Cornelius.) And she
passed the test! So she said, “Yes, Lord, yet even the little dogs
eat the crumbs that fall from their masters’ table” (Matthew
15:27). Big dogs would not be in the house, so these would be
little house pets, or perhaps puppies. Then Jesus answered and
said to her: “O woman, great is your faith! Let it be to you as
you desire. Because of this saying you may go; the demon has
gone out of your daughter” (Matthew 15:28, Mark 7:29).

5) “She went away to her house and found that the demon was
gone and the daughter had been placed on the bed” (Mark
7:30). The verb ‘place’ is perfect passive; evidently the child was
too small, or too weak, to have gotten there by herself.

6) “Departing from the region of Tyre and Sidon, Jesus came to
the Sea of Galilee” (Mark 7:31). We are not told whether Jesus
did anything else while in that region. If not, He apparently went
there just to help that woman. But why would He do something
like that?—it involved time and inconvenience. Well, consider 2
Chronicles 16:9. “For the eyes of the LORD run to and fro
throughout the whole earth, to show Himself strong on behalf
of those whose heart is loyal to Him” (NKJV). God’s ‘search’ co-
vers the whole earth, so is not limited to nation or place, and
not to time either. Cornelius is a biblical example, but there
have doubtless been many others down through history. So if
you are needing some ‘strong’ help, here is the key—the lan-
guage of the Text indicates that God is just waiting to give that
help. How about another doxology!

This episode always moves me. In effect, Jesus called the
woman a ‘dog’ (that is what Jews called Gentiles), and she
accepted the classification. She was determined to get her
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‘crumb’, and she did! And she left us a great example of humil-
ity, determination and faith!

‘Valley’, or ‘ravine’?—Luke 3:5

In the NKJV, Luke 3:4-5 reads like this: “The voice of one crying
in the wilderness: ‘Prepare the way of the Lord; make His paths
straight. Every valley shall be filled and every mountain and hill
brought low; the crooked places shall be made straight and the
rough ways smooth; . ..”” Does this mean that the surface of the
earth will be flattened out? My translation reads like this: “A
voice calling out: ‘Prepare the way of the Lord in the wilderness,
make His paths straight. 5 Every ravine will be filled up, and
every mountain and hill will be leveled; the crooked parts of the
roads will be straightened out, and the rough parts will be
smoothed out; . .."”” The reference is to Isaiah 40:3. Hebrew
poetry, and prose, makes heavy use of parallel or synonymous
statements. From the context in Isaiah it seems clear that “in
the wilderness” goes with the verb “make straight”, not “call
out”. But why a straight road in the wilderness? Any road facili-
tates the movement of people and goods, but a straight road
through accidented terrain is a major asset, and Jerusalem is
surrounded by accidented terrain. | render ‘ravine’ according to
the normal meaning of the Greek word here; ‘ravine’ is also one
of the normal meanings of the corresponding Hebrew word in
Isaiah. Actually, Isaiah 40:3-4 describes the construction of a
modern super highway. Luke 3:5 describes what happens where
the highway passes, not all over the place.

When did Jesus leave Annas?—John 18:24

After Jesus was taken prisoner in the Garden, only John men-
tions that He was taken first to Annas; all the others only men-
tion His being taken to Caiaphas, where the recorded proceed-
ings took place, although of the three only Matthew actually
names him (Matthew 26:57, Mark 14:53, Luke 22:54).
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So far, so good, but the difficulty begins with John 18:15, that
takes up Peter’s denials without further ado; but Peter’s denials
took place at Caiaphas’ house, not Annas’. Then verses 19-23
have the high priest questioning Jesus, still at Caiaphas’. Then
comes verse 24: NKJV reads, “Then Annas sent Him bound to
Caiaphas the high priest”; NIV reads, “Then Annas sent him, still
bound, to Caiaphas the high priest” (but a footnote offers, “Now
Annas had sent him”); TEV reads, “So Annas sent him, still
bound, to Caiaphas the High Priest”; while NASB reads, “Annas
therefore sent Him bound to Caiaphas the high priest”. All four
of these versions have John 18:15-23 occurring in Annas’ house,
rather than that of Caiaphas—the NIV footnote points to the
correct rendering.

It would appear that all four of the versions follow the so-called
‘critical’ (read ‘eclectic’) text, that follows some 9% of the Greek
manuscripts in adding a conjunction, ‘then’ or ‘therefore’ (ovv),
after the initial verb, thereby creating the ‘problem’. Following
the 90%, including the best line of transmission, | render,
“(Annas had sent Him bound to Caiaphas the high priest.)”. The
use of parenthetical comments, or historical/cultural asides, is
standard procedure for John; for a partial list see: 1:44, 2:6,
4:2,9,44, 6:4,64, 7:50, 9:14, 11:2,18-19,30-31, 12:1,6,16,
13:2,11,28-29 (there are at least a dozen more). | take it that
verse 24 here is just one more instance; it is as if at this point
John realizes that the reader could think that the proceedings
were still going on at Annas’ house. 8:25 resumes with Peter’s
denials. Following the correct Text, and the correct understand-
ing thereof, John’s record is not at variance with that of the
other three Gospels.

Where is Mt. Sinai?

| invite attention to Galatians 4:25, that declares that Mt. Sinai is
in Arabia: | do not know Paul’s definition of ‘Arabia’, but what
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the maps call ‘Mt. Sinai’ probably is not the real one;* consider:
When Moses fled from Pharaoh he stopped in Midian (Exodus
2:15). Midian lies on the east side of the eastern ‘rabbit-ear’ of
the Red Sea (the Gulf of Agaba), in present day Saudi Arabia. It
has never been part of the so-called ‘Sinai Peninsula’. It was at
“Horeb, the mountain of God” that Moses saw the ‘burning
bush’ (Exodus 3:1), and in verse 12 God tells Moses: “when you
have brought the people out of Egypt, you shall serve God on
this mountain”. Mt. Horeb has always been in Midian. (Present
day Saudi Arabia calls it ‘el LowZ’, and has it fenced off.) As God
continues with Moses’ commission, He specifies “three days’
journey into the wilderness” (verse 18). According to Exodus
4:27 Aaron met Moses at “the mountain of God” (Horeb, in
Midian), and they went together to Egypt.

When the people left Egypt, God led them on a forced march;
notice the “so as to go by day and night” (Exodus 13:21). Three
days of forced march (Exodus 3:18) would have gotten them
close to Ezion Geber (present day Elath), and just another two
days would have put them well into Midian. But then God told
them to “turn back” and “encamp by the sea, directly opposite
Baal Zephon” (Exodus 14:2). To do this they had to leave the es-
tablished route from Egypt to Arabia, and head south into the
wilderness, and this led Pharaoh to conclude that they had lost
their way (obviously he would have spies following them,
mounted on good horses, to keep him informed). It would have
been simply impossible for them to lose their way between
Goshen and the western arm of the Red Sea (the Gulf of Suez),
but this is what those who place Mt. Sinai in today’s ‘Sinai Pen-
insula’ are obliged to say—an evident stupidity. The Israelites

1 The difficulty here is not in the Text itself, but in the circumstance that
almost all modern maps, whether in Bibles or elsewhere, place Mt. Sinai in
the peninsula between the two gulfs, Suez and Agaba; so much so that the
peninsula itself is even so named. But such a location for the mount makes
the Biblical account out to be ridiculous, as | explain below, and an inspired
Text should not be ridiculous.
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would have hunted and explored all over that area, down
through the years. (And why the chariots? Pharaoh could have
surrounded them with foot soldiers.)

God led them down a ravine called ‘Wadi Watir’ which comes
out on a surprisingly large beach called ‘Nuweiba’ (it is the only
beach on that gulf large enough to accommodate that crowd of
people and animals). Most of the Gulf of Agaba is many hun-
dreds of feet deep, with sheer sides, but precisely at Nuweiba
there is a land bridge not far below the surface that goes from
shore to shore, the width of the gulf at that point being close to
10 miles—the width of the land bridge is several hundred yards,
so there was an ample ‘causeway’ for the crossing. The ravine
that opens out on Nuweiba is narrow, with steep sides, so when
God moved the pillar of cloud to the mouth of the ravine, Phar-
aoh and his chariots were blocked. They could not pass the pil-
lar, they could not climb the sides of the ravine with chariots,
and with over six hundred chariots in a narrow ravine they
would have a proper ‘gridlock’ (lots of unhappy horses!). | sup-
pose that God removed the pillar of cloud while part of the
crowd was still on the land bridge, which encouraged Pharaoh
to chase after them; and we know the rest of the story. If God
let them get out to the middle, they would be five miles from
either shore, too far for most people to swim.! | take it that
God'’s purpose was to destroy the Egyptian army so it could not
be a threat to Israel in the early years.

Why would God kill Moses?

In Exodus 4:24-26 we have a drastically abbreviated account of
an episode that occurred when Moses started back to Egypt to
rescue the Israelites. It is so abbreviated that readers down
through the centuries have been puzzled by it. It is necessary to
analyze the larger context, all relevant considerations.

Y In our day chariot pieces have been discovered along that land bridge.
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We must go back to Genesis 17:9-14, where God imposed
circumcision as the ‘sign of the covenant’ between Himself and
Abraham, and his descendants. Especially to the point is verse
14; the uncircumcised male “shall be cut off from his people; he
has broken My covenant”. In ordinary English, he was to be
executed; the penalty was death.

Moses had certainly been circumcised by his parents on the
eighth day, but at three months he was adopted by Pharaoh’s
daughter and was brought up as an Egyptian. Well, not quite;
the baby was returned to his mother to be nursed, and we are
not told his exact age when he was taken back to Pharaoh’s
daughter. So we don’t know how much his parents may have
taught him. In any case, all his schooling was Egyptian. However,
he obviously knew where he came from and had made it his
business to learn about the Israelites. “When he was forty years
old, it came into his heart to visit his brothers, the sons of Israel”
(Acts 7:23).

Moses was forty years old when he fled to Midian and married
one of Jethro’s! daughters, Zipporah, and had two sons by her.
After another forty years (Moses is now eighty), God appears to
him at the burning bush and commissions him to return to
Egypt and deliver the Israelites. So Moses sets out, taking ‘his
wife and his sons’ (Exodus 4:20). However, Moses’ sons had not
been circumcised!

Well now, Moses certainly knew about circumcision, and may
even have tried to circumcise his sons, but Zipporah, not an
Israelite, evidently stamped her foot and said “No way!” From
her reaction (Exodus 4:25), it seems clear that at least part of
the fault was hers, and she knew it. And Moses did not insist.
But now Moses has been commissioned to lead the people of
the covenant, but he himself had not kept the covenant!
According to Genesis 17:14, it was the sons who should have
been killed, but Moses, the father, was the one at fault for not

1 He is also called Reuel.
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having circumcised them when they were eight days old. By
now they were doubtless grown men (when the procedure is far
more painful).

God evidently determined that the situation had to be cor-
rected, and the means He chose was dramatic! The Text does
not tell us what form God used to make His presence known, or
just what He did to Moses, but the man evidently was immobi-
lized, because the woman had to perform the operation. Obvi-
ously there was a conversation, which is why Zipporah knew
what she had to do. She was not happy, but she obeyed. The
grown sons had to cooperate as well. Verse 25 has ‘son’ (singu-
lar), but presumably both had to be circumcised. Verse 26
begins by saying that then God let Moses go, which He presum-
ably would not have done until the condition was met. Note
that she used a stone (flint), and Joshua 5:2 speaks of ‘flint
knives’. Iron rusts and can carry tetanus, so a stone knife was
definitely safer.

As a side benefit of this episode, Moses evidently sent his wife
and sons back to Jethro. Then he met Aaron at Mt. Horeb and
the two went on to Egypt. | say ‘benefit’ because the following
days and weeks would be very intense, and Moses was free
from domestic concerns. Exodus 18:2 states plainly that Moses
had sent his wife back, and verse 5 says that Jethro took
Zipporah and the two sons to Moses at Horeb. So at that point
the family was finally together again. (This is the last mention of
the sons, except in Chronicles—their main claim to fame was a
negative one.)
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Chapter II: DIFFICULTIES?

The purpose of this section is to take up passages in the Sacred
Text that appear to present us with a genuine difficulty, a diffi-
culty that arises from the language of the Text itself. Again, the
context has not received the careful attention it requires, except
that here the historical and geographic contexts may also enter
in.

1 Samuel 13:1 and the Preservation of the
Hebrew Text

When | was a new student in my ThM program, one of the
prime movers in the Majority Text vineyard was in his last year,
and we worked together in the Seminary kitchen. Our tongues
wagged about as fast as our hands moved; we did a lot of talk-
ing, mostly about things text-critical and theological. In those
pristine years, he was a firm believer in the divine preservation
of both the Hebrew and Greek Testaments, to the letter. In due
time | came to Brazil as a missionary, and he continued in his
teaching career. Every furlough (back then field terms were usu-
ally five years) | would touch base with him and compare notes.
On one of those occasions (I forget which one), when the sub-
ject of divine preservation came up, he opened a Bible to 1 Sam-
uel 13:1 and affirmed that the original wording of that verse had
been irretrievably lost—bye-bye preservation.

Well now, what he did to me, someone else had done to him,
and so on into the night. | rather imagine that this verse has
come to represent a difficulty in the thinking of not a few peo-
ple who would like to believe in the divine preservation of the
Text, but . . .. Since | still believed in preservation at that time
(and continue to do so), his gesture gave me pause—could he
possibly be correct? So | sat down and studied the situation
(including an inquiry to the local synagogue). Here is my
conclusion.
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The NKJV renders 1 Samuel 13:1-2 like this: “Saul reigned one
year; and when he had reigned two years over Israel, Saul chose
for himself three thousand men of Israel. Two thousand were
with Saul in Michmash and in the mountains of Bethel, and a
thousand were with Jonathan in Gibeah of Benjamin. The rest of
the people he sent away, every man to his tent.” In the NIV the
first verse is quite different: “Saul was tthirty s years old when
he became king, and he reigned over Israel . forty-. two years.”
A footnote informs the reader that the bracketed words are not
in the Hebrew Text. An uninitiated layperson who compares the
two could easily conclude that they are translating completely
different texts, but such is not the case. The Hebrew text is one,
without variants—the problem lies in the interpretation.

An interlinear, morpheme by morpheme, rendering of the first
verse looks like this: “Son-of-a-year Saul in-his-reigning and-two
years he-reigned over-Israel” (except, of course, that Hebrew is
read from right to left). The confusion arises in that this became
a formula used in the summary statement about a king’s reign:
a son of X years was Y in his reigning (= when he began to reign),
and he reigned Z years . . . The formula usually occurs at the end
of a king’s history, but sometimes at the beginning. Of course,
any attempt to apply the formula in 1 Samuel 13:1 is ridiculous.
Obviously Saul could not have been one year old when he began
to reign, and just as obviously he reigned more than two years.
Unfortunately, NIV and others have insisted on imposing the
formula on this verse, inventing the ‘thirty’ and ‘forty-‘ so as not
to have complete nonsense. (This also has the unfortunate
effect of contradicting Acts 13:21, that affirms that Saul reigned
40 years, not 42.) | suppose they have convinced themselves
that the original numbers have disappeared from the Text, hav-
ing been irretrievably lost during the process of transmission.

But let us look carefully at the context of 13:1. To begin, Saul
being the very first king of Israel, such a formula would not yet
be in use—there had been no occasion to write of the beginning
and length of reigns. Then, in the context this is not the place
for a summary statement; it is neither the beginning nor the end
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of the history of Saul’s reign. In 1 Samuel 10:24 he was publicly
installed as king—since he was the first, there was no prece-
dent, no established procedure. In Chapter 11 Saul defeats the
Ammonites and is confirmed in the kingship (verse 15). In chap-
ter 12 Samuel defends his ministry and gives a lesson in history.
Chapter 13 resumes Saul’s story and starts by saying when he
established a standing army—in the second year of his reign. |
invite special attention to the concluding statement of verse
two, “The rest of the people he sent away, every man to his
tent.” To be ‘sent away’ they had to be there. Be where? In Gil-
gal (11:15), where Samuel’s discourse (chapter 12) also took
place, as part of the occasion. According to 11:9, Saul had mobi-
lized 330,000 men against the Ammonites, and | imagine that
most of them had accompanied Samuel and Saul to Gilgal. So
13:1-2 is a continuation of what happened at Gilgal, and verse
one CANNOT be a summary statement about Saul’s total reign.
Of the 330,000 that had been mobilized against Ammon, Saul
chose 3,000 to be a standing army and sent the rest home. Per-
haps the lack of a standing army had encouraged the Ammo-
nites to get frisky; the news that Israel now had one would
serve as a deterrent.

| take the point of 13:1 to be that Saul had a full year behind
him, so these events at Gilgal took place during his second year.
Hebrew is not my forte, but | would paraphrase our verse some-
thing like this, “Saul had reigned for a full year over Israel, and it
was during his second year that he chose for himself three thou-
sand men....”

| reject as unfounded the allegation that some of the original
wording of 1 Samuel 13:1 has been lost. The NIV does a consid-
erable disservice to the Kingdom of God here.

Before, or after?—2 Thessalonians 2:2 X 2:7-8

In Matthew 24:44 we read, “Therefore you also be ready, be-
cause the Son of the Man is coming at an hour that you do not
suppose.” | take it that for there to be the element of surprise
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the Rapture of the Church must occur before the “abomination
of desolation”. When the Antichrist takes his place in the Holy of
Holies and declares himself to be god there will be precisely
1,290 days until the return of Christ to the earth. “An hour that
you do not suppose” presumably requires a pre-‘abomination’
rapture—if the rapture is pre-wrath but post-abomination, only
a fool will be taken by surprise, unless the Rapture happens
immediately after the ‘abomination’ (2 Thessalonians 2:3-4).

We may begin with 2 Thessalonians 2:2. Some 15% of the Greek
manuscripts have ‘day of the Lord’ (as in NIV, NASB, LB, TEV,
etc.); the 85% that have ‘day of Christ’ (including the best line of
transmission) are doubtless correct. | remember one day in a
Greek exegesis class, the professor stated that one reason he
preferred the ‘critical’ text (that reads ‘Lord’ here) is that it fit
better with his view of eschatology—the ‘Day of Christ’ is
usually associated with the Rapture and blessing of the saints,
while the ‘Day of the Lord’ is usually associated with heavy judg-
ment upon the world and unrepentant Israel, including the out-
pouring of wrath just before and after the Second Coming of
Christ, when He returns in glory to establish His Millennial
Reign, His Messianic Kingdom. The perceived difficulty here
would appear to be that while verses 1, 6 and 7 evidently relate
to the Rapture, verses 3-4 and 8-10 evidently relate to the Great
Tribulation and the Second Coming.

What to do? Look carefully at the Text. In verse 2, why would
the Thessalonian believers be “disturbed”? Someone was teach-
ing that the Rapture had already happened and they had been
left behind—1 would be disturbed too! So ‘day of Christ’ is pre-
cisely correct with reference to the content of verses 1 and 2.
The trouble comes in verse 3 because a clause is elided; as an
aid to the reader translations usually supply a clause, preferably
in italics, to show that it is an addition, as in NKIV—“that Day
will not come”. But that would put the Rapture after the revela-
tion of the man of sin and the ‘abomination of desolation’—def-
initely not congenial to certain eschatological systems. An easy
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‘solution” would be to change ‘Christ’ to ‘Lord’ in verse 2, but
that would put the Rapture within the ‘day of the Lord’—also
not congenial. | submit that fine-tuning our view of eschatology
is preferable to tampering with the Text.

If the 'Restrainer' in verses 6-8 is the Holy Spirit, then the
Rapture happens before the 'abomination’, and may be viewed
as its 'trigger'. | translate verse 7 as follows: “For the mystery of
the lawlessness is already at work; only He who now restrains
will do so until He removes Himself.” Perhaps more literally,
‘gets Himself out of the middle’ (the verb ywvopaut is inherently
middle in voice). | would say that the Holy Spirit is the only one
who satisfies the description. But if the 'Day of Christ' includes
the Rapture, then verse 3 would appear to place the Rapture
after the 'abomination'. So where does that leave us? Although
my own training was strongly 'pre-trib’, | have moved to a
'meso-trib' position. If the Rapture follows immediately upon
the 'abomination’, then the 'surprise' factor remains untouched.
If the 'abomination' and the Rapture happen within minutes of
each other, then from God's point of view they form a single
'package’, and the actual sequence is not important—for all
practical purposes they happen at the same time.

Bethsaida, or Tiberias?—Luke X John

The question is: just where did the feeding of the 5,000 men
take place? Matthew 14:13 and Mark 6:32 merely say that it
was in a deserted spot, without identification. But Luke 9:10
says it was in "a deserted place belonging to a town named
Bethsaida",! while John 6:23 informs us that the spot was near

1 Lamentably, the eclectic Greek text currently in vogue, following a mere
half of one percent of the Greek manuscripts (and that half made up of ob-
jectively inferior ones), says that they went "to a town named Bethsaida".
This is an obvious perversity because two verses later the same text has
them in a deserted place. So the editors of that text make Luke contradict
himself, as well as contradicting the other three Gospels, since all agree
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the town of Tiberias. Well now, Tiberias was located on the
west side of the Sea, a mile or two above the place where the
Jordan River leaves the Sea. But Bethsaida was at the top of the
Sea, a little to the east of where the Jordan enters the Sea.
What to do?

We may deduce from Mark 6:31 and John 6:17 and 24 that
Jesus and His disciples started out from Capernaum, where
Jesus had His base of operations. It happens that Capernaum,
like Bethsaida, was situated at the top of the Sea, but a little to
the west of the entrance of the Jordan. To go from Capernaum
to Bethsaida by boat one would not get far from the shore. But
John 6:1 says that Jesus "went over the Sea of Galilee", and that
agrees better with Tiberias, since there is a large bay between
Capernaum and Tiberias, although they are both on the west
side of the Sea—they crossed close to ten miles of water. Fur-
ther, after the feast, Matthew 14:22 says they went by boat "to
the other side", and verse 24 has them "in the middle of the
Sea"; while Mark 6:45 says that they went by boat "to the other
side, to Bethsaida", and verse 47 has them "in the middle of the
Sea"; and John 6:17 says that they "started to cross the Sea
toward Capernaum", and verse 19 that "they had rowed some
three or four miles".

Well now, to stay close to the shore is one thing, to go over the
Sea is another. Further, if they were already in or near Beth-
saida, how could they cross the Sea in order to get there (Mark
6:45)? It becomes clear that the miracle in fact took place near
Tiberias, as John affirms. But that raises another difficulty: how
could a property near Tiberias 'belong' to Bethsaida (Luke 9:10)?
Either it had been deeded to the town somehow, or, more
likely, it belonged to a family that lived in Bethsaida. My reason
for saying this is based on the Text.

that the place was deserted. Unfortunately, this perversity is duly
reproduced by NIV, NASB, TEV, etc.
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John 6:17 says that they "started toward Capernaum", while
Mark 6:45 says that they went "to Bethsaida". Since the two
towns were a short distance apart, at the beginning of the cross-
ing the direction would be virtually the same. | understand that
they did indeed go to Bethsaida, but spent very little time there,
going from there directly to Genesaret. Indeed, the day after
the miracle Jesus was already back in Capernaum (John 6:24-
25). But just why did they make that side trip to Bethsaida
(Gene-saret lies just south of Capernaum)? | imagine the follow-
ing: a property near Tiberias, but belonging to someone in Beth-
saida, would likely be deserted, a great place for a picnic. | sup-
pose that Jesus had permission to use the place, when He
wanted to get away, but no one had foreseen a crowd of per-
haps 15,000 (5,000 men plus women and children). Please par-
don the unpleasant consideration, but what effect would a
crowd that size have on the hygiene and appearance of the
place? | conclude that Jesus felt obligated to give a report to
the owner, in Bethsaida.

While we are here, allow me to call attention to another miracle
Jesus performed, that you will not find in the usual lists. As
already noted, Matthew 14:24 and Mark 6:46 say that they
were in the middle of the Sea, but John 6:19 is more precise,
saying that they had gone perhaps four miles. It happens that a
crossing from Tiberias to Bethsaida would involve about eight
miles. And now, attention please to John 6:21, "Then they
wanted to receive Him into the boat, and immediately the boat
was at the land to which they were going". If the total distance
was eight miles, and they had only managed half of it, then
Jesus transported the boat four miles instantly. Now that was a
fair sized miracle, to transport a boat four miles in an instant!
You will not find this miracle in most lists, because few people
take the time to give a detailed examination to the Sacred Text.
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‘Cainan’ #2—Luke 3:36 X Genesis 11:12

Luke 3: "35 of Serug, of Reu, of Peleg, of Eber, of Shela, 36 of
Cainan, of Arphaxad, of Shem, of Noah, of Lamech,"

There are several spelling variations that together are attested
by almost 1% of the MSS; 99% have Kaivav. Apparently only
two omit, P”>Y and D, but no printed text follows their lead. So
there is no reasonable doubt that Luke in fact wrote that Shelah
was fathered by Cainan, not Arphaxad. This Cainan has been
widely used to justify treating the genealogies in Genesis like
accordions—if one name was demonstrably left out in the
Genesis account, then who knows how many others were also
left out. This Cainan is also used to deny the validity of con-
structing a strict chronology based on the time spans given in
the genealogies.

But where did Luke get this information? The LXX contains
Cainan in Genesis 11:12, but is so different from the Massoretic
text here that it looks like fiction. Recall that the LXX we know is
based on codices Vaticanus, Sinaiticus and Alexandrinus, pro-
duced centuries after Luke. It is more likely that our LXX is based
on Luke than vice versa. Where then did Luke get it? | under-
stand that Luke obtained the information about this Cainan
from records existing in his day, and being correct information
was led by the Holy Spirit to include it in his Gospel. Just like
Jude, who quoted Enoch—Enoch’s prophecy must have been in
existence in Jude’s day, but we have no copy in Hebrew today
(though Jews are reported to have used one so recently as the
13 century A.D.); similarly we have no copy of Luke’s source.*

1 Let us recall Luke’s stated purpose in writing: “It seemed good to me also,
most excellent Theophilus, having taken careful note of everything from
Above, to write to you with precision and in sequence, so that you may
know the certainty of the things in which you were instructed” (Luke 1:3-4).
Given his stated purpose in writing, Luke’s account needs to be historically
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This brief note was inspired by the discussion of the subject
given by Dr. Floyd N. Jones in Chronology of the Old Testament*
(which book comes close to solving all the alleged numerical dis-
crepancies in the OT, at least as | see it). However, the explana-
tion that follows is original with me (if anyone else has proposed
it, | am unaware). Let us recall the exact wording of Genesis
11:12-13. “Arphaxad lived thirty-five years and begot Salah;
after he begot Salah, Arphaxad lived four hundred and three
years, and begot sons and daughters.”

The verb ‘begot’ requires that Salah be a blood descendent of
Arphaxad, not adopted. He could be a grandson, the son of a
son of Arphaxad, or even a great-grandson, etc., except that in
this case the time frame only has room for one intervening gen-
eration. The plain meaning of the formula in the Text, ‘W lived X
years and begot Y; after W begot Y he lived Z years,’ is that W
was X years old when Y was born, is it not?? | take the clear
meaning of the Hebrew Text to be that Arphaxad was 35 years

accurate (cf. 2:2 and 3:1). So then, | take it that the Holy Spirit guided Luke
to include Cainan #2; | will argue the same for Joram below. While | am on
this tack, my solution to the ‘Jeremiah’ problem in Matthew 27:9-10 is simi-
lar. Daniel (9:2) refers to “the books” (plural) in connection with Jeremiah
the prophet. So | assume that Matthew had access to other writings of Jer-
emiah, of which no copy survives.
Chronology of the Old Testament: A Return to the Basics (Floyd Nolen Jones,
The Woodlands, TX: Kings Word Press, 1999, pp. 29-36). (This is the 14t
edition, revised and enlarged—the 15 came out in 1993.) | imagine that
many readers may feel uncomfortable with the author’s very dogmatic way
of expressing himself, but | would urge them to filter out the rhetorical
style and concentrate on the substantial arguments, that are of extraordi-
nary value. For example, his solution to the conundrum of the reigns of the
kings on the two sides of the divided monarchy is simply brilliant, and to
my mind obviously correct, leaving no loose ends. (In this connection, he
debunks the claims of Edwin R. Thiele and William F. Albright.)
2 |t follows that this formula destroys the ‘accordion’ gambit. There were pre-
cisely 130 years between Adam and Seth, 105 between Seth and Enosh, 90
between Enosh and Cainan #1, etc., etc.

1
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old when Salah was born, whatever we may decide to do about
‘Cainan’.

Let us try to imagine the situation in the years immediately fol-
lowing the Flood. After the Flood the ‘name of the game’ was to
replenish the earth. Indeed, the divine command was: “Be fruit-
ful and multiply” (Gen. 9:1). So, whom could Noah’s grandsons
marry? Obviously their cousins, Noah’s granddaughters. There
would be an urgency to reproduce—thus, the girls would be
married off at puberty, and the boys would not be wasting
around either. The women would be giving birth as often as
they possibly could. Really, the absolute top priority would be to
increase the number of people.

Arphaxad was born two years after the flood, but his wife could
have been born a year or two earlier. (The Sacred Text is clear to
the effect that only eight souls entered the ark, but some of the
women could have conceived during the Flood.) Thus, Arphaxad
could have fathered “Cainan” when he was 17/18. Similarly,
Cainan could have fathered Salah when he was 17/18. In this
way Arphaxad could be said to have “begotten” Salah when he
was 35. Cainan could have died early or been passed over in
Genesis because the time span did not constitute a ‘generation’,
or both. Or, as things got back to normal, culturally speaking,
the haste with which Arphaxad and Cainan procreated might
have been viewed as unseemly. The expedient of omitting
Cainan would make the account more ‘normal’ while preserving
precision as to the elapsed time.

But Luke would be correct in saying that Salah was “of” Cainan
who was “of” Arphaxad. Salah was Arphaxad’s grandson. In any
case, the Messianic line was passed on by Salah. Without Luke’s
record |, for one, would never have stopped to consider what
must have happened immediately following the Flood—the
absolute priority must have been to increase the number of
people.
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Did the centurion leave his house?—
Luke 7:1-10 X Matthew 8:5-13

It has often been supposed that these are parallel accounts of
the same incident. To be sure, both involve a centurion, in
Capernaum, a sick servant, and the statement of the centurion
along with the Lord’s reaction are very similar. But other details
simply do not match. Evidently the Romans had an army base in
Capernaum, with a centurion as commanding officer, who could
be rotated. [Where do you suppose Peter sold most of his fish?
And what language did he use?] Looking at the sequence of
events in both Matthew and Luke, | would say that the incident
recorded by Matthew happened first, and a number of months
before the one recorded by Luke. Of course an incident like that
would become part of the ‘folklore’ of the base. | assume that
the centurions were different, but they certainly knew each
other, so the second one knew every detail of the first incident.
When his turn came, he used a different strategy to make his
appeal (he was asking for a second favor), but then repeated
the statement that had impressed Jesus so favorably. So, the
first centurion left his house, but the second did not.

Did they hear the Voice, or not?—
Acts 9:7 X Acts 22:9

In the NKJV, Acts 9:7 reads like this: “And the men who jour-
neyed with him stood speechless, hearing a voice but seeing no
one.” And Acts 22:9 reads like this: “And those who were with
me indeed saw the light and were afraid, but they did not hear
the voice of him who spoke to me.” Comparing the two ac-
counts, we seem to have a discrepancy: did they hear the Voice,
or didn’t they? Comparing the verses in the Greek Text, we dis-
cover that the verb, ‘hear’, and the noun, ‘voice’, are the same
in both. Looking more closely, however, we notice that in 9:7
the noun is in the Genitive case, while in 22:9 it is in the Accusa-
tive. We have here a subtlety of Greek grammar: in the Genitive
case ‘voice’ refers to sound, while in the Accusative case it
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refers to meaning, to the words. Saul’s companions heard the
Voice, but were not allowed to understand the words—only
Saul understood the words. A similar thing happened in John
12:28-29; the people heard the sound (sufficiently impressive
that they called it thunder), but only Jesus understood the
words.

Four hundred years—Acts 7:6

Almost all of chapter 7 is occupied with Stephen’s trial and
defense, although it closes with his death. The high priest knows
it is all a farce, but he pretends astonishment. Stephen knows
he is in a kangaroo court, so he wastes no time with the ridicu-
lous charge; he delivers a prophetic, and condemnatory, ser-
mon. His history lesson begins with Abraham’s incomplete
obedience, but what concerns us here is verse 6.

7:1 Then the high priest said, “Can these things be so?”

2 So he said: “Men, brothers and fathers, listen: The God of
glory appeared to our father Abraham when he was in Mes-
opotamia, before he resided in Haran, 3 and said to him,
‘Leave your country and your relatives, and come into a
land that | will show you’. 4 Then he left the land of the
Chaldeans and resided in Haran.! From there, after his
father died,> God moved him to this land in which you now
live; 5 yet He did not give him an inheritance in it, not even
a footstep. He promised to give it to him for a possession,
that is, to his seed after him, though he had no child.?

! But he took his father and a nephew along, and Haran was not that land.
‘Our father Abraham’—the Jews began their history with Abraham, who
started out with incomplete obedience.

2 There went fifteen years of his life. And he took his nephew Lot along, who
would be a big headache (he fathered the Moabites and the Ammonites—
not good news—under circumstances that would not have happened had
he been left in Haran).

3 Abraham was 100 when he begot Isaac, who was 60 when he begot Jacob
and Esau. Abraham died at 175, so lived to see his two grandsons. But be-
fore Isaac there was Ishmael . . ..
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6 Further, God spoke like this: that his offspring would be
aliens in a foreign land—and that they would be enslaved
and oppressed—four hundred years.

To begin, it will be observed that my rendering of verse 6 differs
from every version that | remember seeing. For example, the
NKJV has: “But God spoke in this way: that his descendants
would dwell in a foreign land, and that they would bring them
into bondage and oppress them four hundred years.” The NIV
has: “God spoke to him in this way: ‘Your descendants will be
strangers in a country not their own, and they will be enslaved
and mistreated four hundred years’.” And so on—the impres-
sion that all these versions give is that the descendants would
spend 400 years in a single country, namely Egypt. But such an
impression lands us in a quandary: 400 years in Egypt does not
fit with the clear chronological statements found elsewhere in
the biblical Text.

Stephen cites Genesis 15:13, which should be understood as a
chiasmus, a frequent structure in the Bible:

a. his offspring would be aliens in a foreign land
b. and they would be enslaved
b. and oppressed

a. four hundred years.

A careful comparison of the relevant texts shows that the 400
years includes from the weaning of Isaac to the Exodus (1891 to
1491 BC). Since Jacob moved to Egypt in 1706, Abraham’s de-
scendants were aliens in Canaan for 185 years; then they were
aliens in Egypt, where they came to be enslaved, for 215 years.
(The Exodus was 144 years after Joseph’s death, so the period
of slave labor was presumably somewhat less, perhaps around
100 years.)

For a detailed discussion and defense of the dates and time
frames given above the interested reader is referred to a book
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that | consider to be one of a kind: Chronology of the Old Testa-
ment: A Return to the Basics, by Floyd Nolen Jones, ThD, PhD.
The first edition appeared in 1993; | have in hand the 14" edi-
tion, published in 1999 by KingsWord Press, The Woodlands,
Texas. The relevant discussion is on pages 58-61, but | venture
to suggest that anyone who reads the whole book will consider
that it was time well spent.

Harmonizing the accounts of the ‘temptation’

The ‘temptation of Jesus’ is mentioned by three of the Gospels.
Mark is very brief (1:12-13); he has the Holy Spirit ‘driving” Jesus
into the wilderness, rather than the ‘leading’ of the other two;
also, he is the only one who mentions the animals. Mathew and
Luke give more detailed accounts, with some discrepancies,
which give rise to this note.

Matthew has, “into the wilderness to be tempted by the devil”.
Luke has, “into the wilderness, being tempted for forty days by
the devil”. We have no record of what Satan did during the forty
days. That which is recorded happened at the end. Both Mat-
thew and Luke agree that Jesus ate nothing during the 40 days,
that at the end He was hungry, and that at that point Satan pre-
sented himself. They both record the same three tests, but in a
different order, and it is this difference that requires special
comment. The descriptions of the tests are not identical, but
can easily be harmonized. At the end, Matthew has, “then the
devil left Him, and angels came and ministered to Him”. (Mark
also mentions the angels.) Luke has: “When the devil had ended
every temptation, he departed from Him until an opportune
time.” The two statements complement each other.

| will now consider the three tests. Both begin with ‘bread’, but
Matthew has “these stones”, while Luke has ‘this stone’. |
assume that both are correct. Satan started with ‘these stones’
and then singled out one that looked just like a loaf and said
‘this one’. Both have Jesus responding with Deuteronomy 8:3.
(Unfortunately, in Luke 4:4, less than half a percent of the
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extant Greek manuscripts, of objectively inferior quality, omit
“but by every word of God”, to be followed by most modern
versions.)

For the second test, Matthew has the temple, while Luke has
the high mountain, the third test being the reverse. So who has
the correct sequence? Luke introduces both his second and
third tests with the conjunction ‘and’, as if they were like sepa-
rate blocks in a row. Matthew introduces his second test with a
temporal adverb of sequence, ‘then’; he introduces the third
with another adverb, ‘again’, one of whose uses is sequence.
Since Matthew overtly states the sequence, | conclude that his
order is the correct one—Luke was not concerned to give the
sequence; he handles the ‘temple’ almost like an afterthought
(the introductory conjunction could be rendered ‘also’). Mat-
thew’s order is also the logical sequence; there is a progression
in the severity or importance of the tests.

The actual description of the temple test given by both is almost
identical. Matthew says “holy city” while Luke says “Jerusalem”.
Satan cites Psalm 91:11-12, and Jesus responds with Deuteron-
omy 6:16. As for the high mountain test, Luke has a fuller de-
scription than does Matthew, but they are in harmony. In Mat-
thew 4:10 some 12% of the Greek manuscripts omit “behind
me”, as in most versions; in Luke 4:8 the whole “Get behind me,
Satan!” is omitted by perhaps 3.5% of the Greek manuscripts (of
inferior quality), to be followed by most modern versions.
(Strange to relate, in Luke 4:5 just three known Greek manu-
scripts, of objectively inferior quality [against over 1,700, almost
all of which are better than the three], omit “up on a high
mountain the devil”, to be followed by most modern versions,
except that some keep ‘the devil’.)

To conclude, each of the three accounts supplies some infor-
mation not found in the others, but they harmonize, being com-
plementary. The one apparent discrepancy, the order of tests
two and three, has a reasonable solution.
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How did Judas die?—
Matthew 27:5-8 X Acts 1:18-19

In the NKJV, according to Matthew, he “went and hanged him-
self”, while according to Acts, “falling headlong he burst open in
the middle and all his entrails gushed out”. From the context it
is clear that this happened at the field that he purchased, post-
humously. For a successful hanging, there must be enough alti-
tude so that when the end of the rope is reached the victim is
still in the air. But to fall headlong there has to be a cliff, and
you would have to dive off. Putting the two accounts together
we may understand that there must have been a tree near the
edge of the cliff, with a branch reaching out beyond the edge;
Judas tied a cord around that branch and his neck and jumped
—either the cord or the branch broke, and the impact was suffi-
cient to split him open. Matthew states that it was actually the
chief priests who bought the field, using the money that Judas
had thrown on the temple floor; so Judas made the purchase
posthumously.

How long was Jesus’ body in the tomb?

Many books and articles have been written about this question.
The principal difficulty derives from Jesus’ own use of several
different expressions to describe that time. Referring to the
time period between His death and resurrection He Himself
said—“the third day”, “after three days” and “three days and
three nights”. A careful look at all the relevant passages makes
clear that the three phrases are not equal candidates. Consider:

There is only one instance of ‘three days and three nights’, to be
found in Matthew 12:40. Jesus cites the experience of Jonah
(Jonah 1:17) and says that He will have a similar experience.
That we are in the presence of a Hebrew idiom will become
apparent from what follows.
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There are just two instances of ‘after three days’, to be found in
Mark 8:31 and Matthew 27:63. In Mark Jesus is cited in an indi-
rect quote, as Jesus tells the disciples what is going to happen to
Him. In Matthew Jesus is quoted by the Jewish leaders as they
ask Pilate to guard the tomb; but notice that in verse 64 they go
on to say, “until the third day”, so the two phrases would
appear to be synonymous.

As for ‘the third day’, there are eleven direct instances, plus
three related ones. Proper hermeneutic procedure requires that
we interpret the few in terms of the many, and not the reverse.
In Matthew 16:21, 17:23, 20:19; Mark 9:31, 10:34;* Luke 9:22,
18:33, Jesus is telling the disciples what is going to happen to
Him. In Luke 24:7 the angel quotes Jesus to the women at the
empty tomb. In Luke 24:46 the resurrected Jesus is speaking
with the disciples. In Acts 10:40 Peter is preaching to Cornelius.
In 1 Corinthians 15:4 Paul makes a statement. Those are the
eleven direct instances. In Luke 24:21 Cleopas says to Jesus,
“today is the third day since these things happened” —the
‘these things’ refers to the crucifixion, and the ‘today’ includes
the resurrection, since he cites the women. In John 2:19 Jesus
says, “destroy this temple, and in three days | will raise it”. In
Luke 13:32 Jesus sends a message to Herod, “the third day | will
be perfected”. Those are the three related instances, for a total
of fourteen. Well, the last one is marginal, so make it thirteen.

| suppose that all human cultures have the tendency to think
that their way of seeing things is right, and all others wrong. But
what to do when conflicts arise? When attempting to under-
stand a given event, it is the culture within which it happened
that must be respected. Jews and Brazilians handle time differ-
ently than do ‘Westerners’ in general. Here in Brazil, after
church, we often say, “I'll see you in eight days”, which means
the next Sunday. The day in which you are is included in the

1 In Mark 10:34 the eclectic text currently in vogue reads ‘after three days’,
following a mere 0.7% of the extant Greek manuscripts, which manuscripts
are of objectively inferior quality, demonstrably so.
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number. We have biblical basis; consider John 20:26. “Well,
after eight days His disciples were inside again, and Thomas
with them.” ‘Eight days’ from when? “Then at evening on that
first day of the week, the doors being locked where the disciples
were assembled, for fear of the Jews, Jesus came and stood in
the middle” (John 20:19). The ‘first day of the week’ is Sunday;
the use of “that” indicates that it was Resurrection Sunday.
With few exceptions, the Church Universal has always under-
stood that Jesus arose on a Sunday, as the Text plainly indicates.
In John 20:26 “after eight days” means the next Sunday. To the
‘western’ mind, the use of ‘after’ is misleading; ‘after eight days’
would place one in the ninth day. But we are in the presence of
a Hebrew idiom, wherein ‘after eight days’ = ‘the eighth day’.
This is plainly indicated in Matthew 27:63-64, where ‘after three
days’ = ‘until the third day’. But as already noted, the beginning
day is included in the number; so ‘after eight days’ = ‘the eighth
day’ = seven consecutive solar days of elapsed time (although
the first and last solar day may not be a full 24 hours).

Now consider Luke 23:53-24:1. “Then he took it down, wrapped
itin linen, and placed it in a tomb cut out of rock, where no one
had ever been laid. 54 It was a Preparation day; the Sabbath
was drawing near. 55 The women who had come with Him from
Galilee followed along, and they saw the tomb and how His
body was placed there. 56 Then they returned and prepared
spices and perfumes. But they rested on the Sabbath according
to the commandment. 1 Then on the first day of the week, at
early dawn, they went to the tomb carrying the spices that they
had prepared, along with some others.” After the women ob-
served the burial, they rested for one day—Sabbath is singular.
They took their spices to the tomb on Sunday. It follows that
Jesus was buried on Friday. Jesus was in the tomb for part of
Friday, all of Saturday, and part of Sunday—He rose ‘the third

7

day’.

Mark 14:1 may also be of interest. “It was two days before the
Passover and the Unleavened Bread.” According to a careful
analysis of the sequence of events that made up the last week,
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at this point it was late Tuesday afternoon, probably after 6:00
p.m.—adding two days takes us to 6:00 p.m. on Thursday, but
the proceedings in the upper room began after 6:00 p.m. on
that Thursday, which to the Jews was already Friday. Therefore
Jesus died on a Friday. We take it that “3 days and 3 nights” was
an idiomatic expression that could refer to three solar days rep-
resented by some part of each, but in sequence—in this case:
Friday, Saturday and Sunday.

Jeremiah?—Matthew 27:9-10

In the NKJV, Matthew 27:9-10 reads like this: “Then was fulfilled
what was spoken by Jeremiah the prophet, saying, And they
took the thirty pieces of silver, the value of Him who was priced,
whom they of the children of Israel priced, and gave them for
the potter’s field, as the LORD directed me.” The difficulty comes
when we try to find this material in our canonical Jeremiah.
Cross-references send us to Jeremiah 32:6-9, or 18:1-4, or
19:1-3, but upon inspection they just do not match. In Zechariah
11:12-13 we find a general approximation, but it is not precise—
and of course Zechariah is not Jeremiah. Evidently there are He-
brew manuscripts that begin the scroll containing the prophets
(major and minor) with Jeremiah, and it has been argued that
Matthew used ‘Jeremiah’ to refer to the contents of the entire
scroll. | suppose that could be a possibility, but | prefer to ap-
peal to Daniel 9:2. “In the first year of his reign [Darius] |, Daniel,
understood by the books the number of the years specified by
the word of the LORD through Jeremiah the prophet, . ..” Note
that ‘books’ is plural. Why should any of us assume that men
like Jeremiah, or Isaiah, wrote only what is in our canon? (I my-
self have written a great deal that has never been published.)
Daniel clearly wrote ‘books’, presumably referring to Jeremiah. |
conclude that such extra-canonical books were still known in
Matthew’s day, and that he refers to one of them. | am aware
that the distinction cannot be insisted upon, but Matthew did
use ‘spoken’ rather than ‘written’.
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'Prophets' in Matthew 2:23

"And upon arriving he settled in a town called Natsareth
[Branch-town], so that what was spoken through the prophets
should be fulfilled, that He would be called a Natsorean
[Branch-man]."

We know from Luke that Natsareth was Joseph’s home—his
house and business were waiting for him (although he had been
gone for quite a while). The name of the town in Hebrew is
based on the consonants X1 (resh, tsadde, nun), but since He-
brew is read from right to left, for us the order is reversed = n,
ts, r. This word root means ‘branch’. Greek has the equivalent
for ‘ps’ and ‘ks’, but not for ‘ts’, so the transliteration used a 'dz’
(zeta), which is the voiced counterpart of ‘ts’. But when the
Greek was transliterated into English it came out as ‘Z’! But He-
brew has a ‘Z’, T (zayin), so in transliterating back into Hebrew
people assumed the consonants 12, replacing the correct
tsadde with zayin. This technical information is necessary as
background for what follows.

Neither ‘Nazareth’ nor ‘Nazarene’, spelled with a zayin, is to be
found in the Old Testament, but there is a prophetic reference
to Messiah as the Branch, netser—Isaiah 11:1—and several to
the related word, tsemach—lsaiah 4:2, Jeremiah 23:5, 33:15;
Zechariah 3:8, 6:12. So Matthew is quite right—the prophets
(plural, being at least three) referred to Christ as the Branch.
Since Jesus was a man, He would be the ‘Branch-man’, from
‘Branch-town’. Which brings us to the word ‘natsorean’. The
familiar ‘Nazarene’ (NaCapnvog) [Natsarene] occurs in Mark
1:24, 14:67, 16:6 and Luke 4:34, but here in Matthew 2:23 and
in fourteen other places, including Acts 22:8 where the glorified
Jesus calls Himself that, the word is ‘Natsorean’ (Nalwpaog),
which is quite different. (Actually, in Acts 22:8 Jesus introduced
Himself to Saul as 'the Natsorean', which strict Pharisee Saul
would understand as a reference to the Messiah.) | have been
given to understand that the Natsareth of Jesus’ day had been
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founded some 100 years before by a Branch family who called it
Branch town; they were very much aware of the prophecies
about the Branch and fully expected the Messiah to be born
from among them—they called themselves Branch-people
(Natsoreans). Of course everyone else thought it was a big joke
and tended to look down on them. “Can anything good . . . ?”

The difficulty in this case is caused by differing phonologies; the
sounds of Hebrew do not match those of Greek, or of English.
Since proper names are often just transliterated, as in this case,
and a translator will normally follow the phonology of the target
language, what happened here was straightforward, without
malice. We would have felt no inconvenience had Matthew not
appealed to "the prophets". It is the false transliteration going
back to Hebrew, from either Greek or English, that creates the
seeming difficulty.

‘Staff’, or ‘bed’?—Hebrews 11:21 X Genesis 47:31

In the NKJV, Hebrews 11:21 reads like this: “By faith Jacob,
when he was dying, blessed each of the sons of Joseph, and
worshipped, leaning on the top of his staff.” It has been alleged
that this statement disagrees with Genesis 47:31, that has Jacob
leaning on the head of the bed (following the Massoretic Text),
rather than the top of his staff. However, close attention to the
contexts indicates that Hebrews 11:21 and Genesis 47:31 refer
to different occasions, so there is no need to imagine a discrep-
ancy. That said, it may be of interest to note the following. The
Hebrew words for ‘bed’ and ‘staff’ are spelled with the same
three consonants, the difference being in the vowels, that were
not written. Thus the Original Hebrew Text was ambiguous
here. When the Massoretes added vowel pointing to the He-
brew Text, many centuries after Christ, they chose ‘bed’. Long
before, the Septuagint had chosen ‘staff’.
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The ‘smallest’ seed?—
Mark 4:31-32,Matthew 13:32

In the NKJV, Mark 4:31-32 reads like this: “It is like a mustard
seed which, when it is sown on the ground, is smaller than all
the seeds on earth; but when it is sown, it grows up and
becomes greater than all herbs, and shoots out large branches,
so that the birds of the air may nest under its shade.”

The rendering ‘the smallest seed in the world/earth’ is unfortu-
nate and misleading. The Text has ‘of those on the ground’,
repeating the phrase above it, only eliding the verb. The Lord
was not making a global botanical statement, as the next verse
makes clear—He was referring to vegetables planted in a gar-
den in His day and in that area, and of such herbs mustard had
the smallest seed. To object that tobacco and orchid seeds are
smaller is beside the point. My translation reads like this: “It is
like a mustard seed, that when it is sown on the ground is the
smallest of all such seeds, yet when it is sown, it grows up and
becomes larger than all the garden herbs and produces big
branches, so that the birds of the air are able to rest in its
shade.” The verb | have rendered ‘to rest’ is a compound form.
The noun root refers to a temporary shelter, like a tent or a hut.
The verbal form means to make use of such a shelter. Here the
preposition kata is prefixed to the verb, emphasizing, as | sup-
pose, the temporariness. The Text says that the birds can use
the shade, not the branches. But shade moves with the sun, and
with the wind—how can you build a nest in something that
keeps moving around (the Text actually says ‘under its shade’)?
My comments also serve for Matthew 13:32, except that there
the birds are resting in the ‘branches’, rather than the shade.
The verb is the same, and | handle it the same way, ‘rest’ rather
than ‘nest’, although ‘nest’ is possible.
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‘This is’, or ‘You are’?—
Matthew 3:17 X Mark 1:11, Luke 3:22

In the NKJV, Matthew 3:17 reads like this: “And suddenly a voice
came from heaven, saying, ‘This is My beloved Son, in whom |
am well pleased’.” And Mark 1:11 reads like this: “Then a voice
came from heaven, ‘You are My beloved Son, in whom | am well
pleased’.” Luke also has “You are”. So what did the Voice
actually say? In a manner similar to what happened on the Day
of Pentecost, | conclude that each hearer received his own
interpretation, or message. Matthew records the event from
John’s perspective: he heard, “This is . . .” Mark and Luke record
the event from Jesus’ perspective: He heard, “Youare ...” At
Pentecost, with over a dozen languages being spoken at once,
even if one of them was yours, it would require a personal
miracle in your ear to enable you to extract your message from
the welter of sound.

Who said what?—Matthew 27:48-49 X Mark 15:36
X John 19:29-30 (Luke 23:36)

| take it that the action in John 19:29, as well as Luke 23:36, was
carried out by soldiers, and should not be confused with that
recorded in Matthew and Mark, although all four refer to offer-
ing Jesus sour wine to drink (since Jesus was on the cross for
some six hours, there was time for several drinks). The seeming
discrepancy | wish to address is in Matthew and Mark. In the
NKJV, Matthew 27:48-49 reads like this: “Immediately one of
them ran and took a sponge, filled it with sour wine and put it
on a reed, and offered it to Him to drink. The rest said, ‘Let Him
alone; let us see if Elijah will come to save Him’.” A single man
offers the drink, but the rest say, “Let Him alone, .. .” And Mark
15:36 reads like this: “Then someone ran and filled a sponge full
of sour wine, put it on a reed, and offered it to Him to drink,
saying, ‘Let Him alone; .. .”” A single man offers the drink, and
he says, “Let Him alone, . ..” | would not be surprised if the man
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involved here was John Mark himself. But whoever he was, if he
knew Hebrew he knew perfectly well that Jesus was not calling
Elijah, so he sarcastically repeats their statement, in disgust. |
deny any discrepancy.
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Chapter Ill: DISCREPANCIES?

The purpose of this section is to take up passages in the Sacred
Text that have been alleged to present us with actual discrepan-
cies, discrepancies that arise from the language of the Text
itself. Again, the context has not received the careful attention
it requires, except that here the historical and geographic
contexts may also enter in.

Abiathar is not Ahimelech—
Mark 2:26 X 1 Samuel 21:1

Some of my readers may be aware that this verse has destroyed
the faith of at least one scholar in our day, although he was
reared in an evangelical home. He understood Jesus to be say-
ing that Abiathar was the priest with whom David dealt, when in
fact it was his father, Ahimelech. If Jesus stated an historical
error as fact, then he could not be God. So he turned his back
on Jesus. | consider that his decision was lamentable and unnec-
essary, and in the interest of helping others who may be trou-
bled by this verse, | offer the following explanation:

"How he entered the house of God (making Abiathar high
priest) and ate the consecrated bread, which only priests are
permitted to eat, and shared it with those who were with
him.”

My rendering is rather different than the ‘in the days of Abi-
athar the high priest’ of the AV, NKJV and NIV. We are translat-
ing three Greek words that very literally would be ‘upon Abi-
athar high-priest’ (but the preposition here, emt, is the most ver-
satile of the Greek prepositions, and one of its many mean-
ings/uses is 'toward'—the standard lexicon, BDAG, lists fully
eighteen areas of meaning, quite apart from sub-divisions).

When we go back to the Old Testament account, we discover
that David actually conversed with Ahimelech, Abiathar’s father,
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who was the high priest at that moment (1 Samuel 21:1-9).
Within a few days Saul massacred Ahimelech and 84 other
priests (1 Samuel 22:16-18), but his son Abiathar escaped and
went to David, taking the ephod with him (1 Samuel 22:20-23;
23:6). That David could use it to inquire of the LORD rather sug-
gests that it had to be the ephod that only the high priest wore,
since only that ephod had the Urim and Thummim (1 Samuel
23:9-12; cf. Numbers 27:21, Ezra 2:63).

That ephod was to a high priest like the crown was to a king; so
how could Abiathar have it? The Text states that David’s visit
filled Ahimelech with fear, presumably because he too saw
Doeg the Edomite and figured what would happen. Now why
was Abiathar not taken with the others? | suggest that Ahime-
lech foresaw what would happen (Doeg probably took off im-
mediately, and Ahimelech figured he would not have much
time), so he deliberately consecrated Abiathar, gave him the
ephod, and told him to hide—he probably did it that very day
(once the soldiers arrived to arrest Ahimelech and the other 84,
it would be too late). Abiathar escaped, but carried the news of
the massacre with him; only now he was the high priest.

Putting it all together, it was David'’s visit that resulted in Abi-
athar’s becoming high priest prematurely, as David himself rec-
ognized, and to which Jesus alluded in passing (which is why |
used parentheses). But why would Jesus allude to that? | sup-
pose because the Bible is straightforward about the conse-
quences of sin, and David lied to Ahimelech. Although Jesus was
using David's eating that bread as an example, He did not wish
to gloss over the sin, and its consequences.

Recall that Jesus was addressing Pharisees, who were steeped in
the OT Scriptures. A notorious case like Saul's massacre of 85
priests would be very well known. And of course, none of the
NT had yet been written, so any understanding of what Jesus
said had to be based on 1 Samuel ("Have you never read ... ?").
If we today wish to understand this passage, we need to place
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ourselves in the context recorded in Mark 2:23-28. The Phari-
sees would understand that if Abiathar was in possession of the
ephod with the Urim and Thummim, then he was the high
priest. And how did he get that way? He got that way because
of David's visit. It was an immediate consequence of that visit.

Some may object that 'making' is a verb, not a preposition. Well,
the 'in the days of' of the AV, etc., though not a verb, is a
phrase. Both a pronoun and an adverb may stand for a phrase,
and a preposition may as well. TEV and Phillips actually use a

verb: 'when . .. was'; NLT has 'during the days when . . . was'.
Where the others used from two to five words, | used only one.

Entering, or leaving Jericho?—Luke 18:35, 19:1 X
Mark 10:46 X Matthew 20:29-30

In the NKJV, Luke 18:35 and 19:1 read like this: “Then it hap-
pened, as He was coming near Jericho, that a certain blind man
sat by the road begging. . .. Then Jesus entered and passed
through Jericho.” Luke plainly states that Jesus healed a blind
man before entering Jericho (he mentions only one, but does
not say that there was only one). And Mark 10:46 reads like this:
“Now they came to Jericho. As He went out of Jericho with his
disciples and a great multitude, blind Bartimaeus, the son of
Timaeus, sat by the road begging.” Mark plainly states that Je-
sus healed a blind man upon leaving Jericho (he names the blind
man, referring only to him, but does not say that there was only
one). And Matthew 20:29-30 reads like this: “Now as they went
out of Jericho, a great multitude followed Him. And behold, two
blind men sitting by the road, . . .” Matthew plainly states that
Jesus healed two blind men upon leaving Jericho.

Well now, entering is one thing, and leaving is another, so which
was it? Strange to relate, it was both! The Jericho that Joshua
destroyed had been rebuilt (at least partially), and was inhab-
ited. But in Jesus’ day Herod had built a new Jericho, perhaps a
kilometer away from the old one, also inhabited. So where

~ 148 ~



would an intelligent beggar place himself? Presumably between
the two towns. | take it that all three of the accounts before us
transpired between the two Jerichos, so Jesus was leaving one
and entering the other. There is no discrepancy. Luke and Mark
probably give us the same incident, but what about Mathew?
Besides stating that the men were two, he says that Jesus
“touched their eyes”, whereas according to Luke and Mark He
only spoke. It is entirely probable that there was more than one
beggar along that stretch of road, and any shouting could be
heard for quite a ways. | take it that Matthew records a differ-
ent incident. | suppose that Bartimaeus was healed first, and he
shouted so loud that the two heard it all and knew what to do
when their turn came.

‘Gall’, or ‘myrrh’?—Matthew 27:34 X Mark 15:23

In the NKJV, Matthew 27:342 reads like this: “they gave Him
sour wine mingled with gall to drink.” And Mark 15:232 reads
like this: “Then they gave Him wine mingled with myrrh to
drink.” That Mark used a generic term, ‘wine’, for the more pre-
cise ‘sour wine’ (or ‘wine vinegar’), need not detain us. But what
was the mixture? ‘Gall’ is one thing, an animal substance, and
‘myrrh’ is another, a vegetable substance; it was either one or
the other, but which? Was Matthew influenced by Psalm 69:21?
“They also gave me gall for my food, and for my thirst they gave
me vinegar to drink.” (Matthew wrote for a Jewish audience,
and seems to have mentioned fulfilled prophecy whenever he
could.) More to the point, perhaps, is Acts 8:23, where Peter
says to Simon (the ex-sorcerer), “for | see that you are in a gall
of bitterness” (so the Greek Text). Evidently ‘gall’ was used as a
generic term for any bitter substance. | take it that Matthew,
perhaps influenced by Psalm 69:21, used the generic term. |
conclude that the precise substance used was myrrh, as Mark
indicates.
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Harmonizing the accounts of the Resurrection

A rough sequence within the parallel accounts

Matthew 27:62-28:1;
Mark 16:1-3 // Luke 24:1;
Matthew 28:2-4;
John 20:1-10;
Matthew 28:5-8 // Mark 16:4-8 // Luke 24:2-8;
Mark 16:9 // John 20:11-18;
Matthew 28:9-15;
Luke 24:13-35;
Luke 24:36-43 // John 20:19-31.

The presumed sequence of events

Opponents of a Bible with objective authority have long affirm-
ed that there are insuperable discrepancies between / among
the four Gospel accounts. My purpose here is to demonstrate
that there are no discrepancies.

0. [Saturday—guards seal the stone and set up a watch (Mat-
thew 27:62-66).] This gives a necessary piece of background.

1. Jesus rises from the dead. None of the Evangelists mentions
the moment of the resurrection, probably because that infor-
mation was never revealed. The fact is taken for granted (the
“firstborn from the dead” —Col. 1:18, Rev. 1:5; the “firstfruits” —
1 Cor. 15:20, 23).

2. Early Sunday morning the women set out for the tomb—Mag-
dalene (John.20:1); Magdalene and Mary (Matthew 28:1); Mag-
dalene, Mary and Salome (Mark 16:1-2); Magdalene, Mary,
Joanna and others (Luke 23:55- 24:1, 10). The several accounts
say it was very early, as the day began to dawn, while it was still
dark, but by the time they got to the tomb the sun had risen.
There is no discrepancy: recall that the garden is on the west
side of a mountain, so even after the sun had risen the tomb
would be in shadow, besides the shade of the trees. It was still
darkish when they started out, but away from the mountain it
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was already day by the time they arrived—the tomb area would
still be gloomy.

3. On the way they worry about the stone, “Who will roll away
the stone from the door of the tomb for us?”, because it was
very large (Mark 16:3).

4. Before they arrive an angel rolls back the stone, complete
with earthquake, etc. (Matthew 28:2-4). The removal of the
stone was not to let Jesus out; it was to let witnesses in! If we
only had Matthew’s record, we could assume that the women
saw the shining angel outside the sepulcher, but a comparison
of the other accounts leads to a different understanding. So
how do we know those details? Matthew 28:11 says that
“some” of the guard reported to the priests and accepted big
money to spread a false report, but what happened to the other
guards? | have no doubt that some of those guards were
soundly converted and gave an eyewitness account to the
Christian community.

5. They arrive and see that the stone has been rolled back, but
the angel was no longer visible outside (Mark 16:4, Luke 24:2,
John 20:1). If the angel had been visible, Magdalene would not
have taken off, because she would not have thought that the
body had been stolen. The hypothesis that she came once
alone, before the others, is highly improbable (see the next
point).

6. Magdalene takes off immediately to tell Peter—Peter and
John run to the tomb to see (John 20:2-3). Her use of the plural
“we”, verse 2, indicates that she was not alone at the tomb.

7. Before Peter and John get there the other women enter the
tomb, and see and hear the angels (Luke 24:3-8, Mark 16:5-7,
Matthew 28:5-7). | take Matthew and Mark to be parallel, de-
scribing the same event: the angel who rolled away the stone is
now inside the sepulcher, sitting on the right side; he has turned
off his neon and appears to be a young man clothed in white;
each account furnishes a few distinct details in the angel’s
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speech. | here offer a harmonization of the two (Matthew and
Mark).

Upon entering the tomb they saw a young man dressed in a
white robe sitting on the right side, and they were alarmed.
Then the angel spoke up and said to the women: “Do not be
afraid! | know that you are looking for Jesus the Natsarene,
who was crucified. 6 He is not here, because He is risen, just
like He said! Come, see the place where they laid Him. Now
go quickly and tell His disciples, also Peter: ‘He is risen from
the dead; and get this, He is going before you into Galilee;
there you will see Him, as He said to you’. There, | have told
you!” [It almost sounds like he was glad to get it off his
chest. | wonder why.]

However, the women were not sure they were happy with the
situation; they were having trouble assimilating the missing
body (they were loaded with spices to put on that body—was
their effort to be wasted?); they didn’t know who that ‘young
man’ was; everything was very strange [don’t forget the ‘dead’
soldiers outside]. | take it that Luke records a second inning: so
the angel calls in a colleague and they both turn on their neon—
a little shock treatment; then they appeal to Jesus’ own words,
which the women remember, and with that they are convinced
and go their way.

8. They leave the tomb in fear, saying nothing to the guards or
anyone they chance to meet (Mark 16:8, Matthew 28:8a).

9. Probably right after the women leave, and before Peter and
John arrive, the guards take off (Matthew 28:11-15).

10. Peter and John come and go [to their own homes] (John
20:4-10; cf. Luke 24:12 that is an historical aside). Verse 8 says
that John (the author) “saw and believed”. What did John ‘see’
that made him ‘believe’? He saw the linen strips ‘lying’, that is,
in the form of the body, only there was no body inside them! If
someone had stolen the body, as Magdalene supposed, they
would have taken the wrapped package (much easier to carry)
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and there would have been no linen strips. If someone had un-
wrapped the body, for whatever reason, there would have been
a sizable mound of linen strips and spices piled up (how much
cloth would it take to wrap up a hundred pounds of spices?).
No, Jesus simply passed through the cloth, as He would later
pass through the wall of the upper room, leaving the package
like a mummy case or empty cocoon. When John saw that, he
understood that the only possible explanation was resurrection.

11. Magdalene returns to the sepulcher but does not get there
until everyone is gone (that is why she thought Jesus was the
gardener); Jesus appears to her first (Mark 19:9, John 20:11-17).
When the disciples took off running, of course Magdalene fol-
lowed them back to the tomb. But she was winded, and could
not keep up with them (actually, in that culture women proba-
bly seldom ran, so she would really be out of breath, but she
was not about to be left out of the action, either). She may have
arrived as they were leaving; if not, they would pass her on the
road. In verse 12, John says that she saw two ‘angels’. How did
John know they were angels? He had just been there and knew
there were no human beings around (the guards were presuma-
bly gone before the two got there). The angels were in white,
but probably not shining, or Magdalene would have been
shaken out of her despair. She was so locked in to her sorrow
that not even seeing the wrappings collapsed without the body
sankin.

12. Then Jesus appears to the other women and they go on
their way to tell the disciples (Matthew 28:9-10, Luke 24:9-11).
The question may reasonably be asked: How could Magdalene
have time to go and come and Jesus appear to her first and still
have time to appear to the women before they got to the disci-
ples, the more so since Matthew 28:8 says the women “hurried
and ran”? | offer the following considerations in relief of the
perceived difficulty: 1) The Jerusalem of that day was small and
distances were short (“nearby”, John 19:42)—it was probably
less than a mile, or even half a mile, between the tomb and Pe-
ter’s house, as well as where the other disciples were staying; 2)
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the women were probably slow in entering the tomb—the
guards making like dead men, dark, spooky (it’s a cemetery), all
very strange, Magdalene the impulsive one wasn’t there; they
would be leery—Magdalene may have been almost to Peter’s
house before they worked up the courage to enter the tomb; 3)
Magdalene, Peter and John were excited and had extra adrena-
lin—it didn’t take that long; 4) The women ran out of the tomb
and the garden, but not necessarily all the way to the disciples—
once they got away from the garden and on ‘safe’ ground they
may well have slowed down, or even stopped, to get a grip on
themselves and discuss what had happened (Mary, the mother
of James, was no longer young, and none of the women was
used to running, not to mention the type of clothing they wore).
Putting it all together, | see no reason to doubt that it all hap-
pened just like the Text says.

13. Magdalene goes and tells the disciples (Mark 16:10-11, John
20:18).

14. Later in the day Jesus appears to Peter (cf. Luke 24:34). | see
no way of determining the correct sequence of items 14 and 15,
it could have been the other way around. Also, during resurrec-
tion Sunday (we don’t know just when) many resurrected saints
“went into the holy city and appeared to many” (Matthew
27:53), which would have been dramatic confirmatory evidence
to those who were visited.

15. The Emmaus road episode (Luke 24:13-35, Mark 16:12-13).
Some have alleged a discrepancy between the two accounts—
their mistake is to tie both accounts to the eleven, which was
not the case. There were other people in the upper room, be-
sides the eleven. The eleven (ten) were reclining at a table, the
‘others' would be nearer the door. The two from Emmaus come
bursting in, all excited and probably feeling just a little impor-
tant; it is the 'others', probably to 'prick their balloon', who say,
"Oh, we already know that; He has appeared to Simon." (Human
nature hasn't changed, and they didn't have the Holy Spirit yet.)
While the two from Emmaus are talking with the 'others’, not
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the eleven, Jesus Himself appears and interacts with the eleven
(and they think He's a ghost!). Mark, writing for a Roman audi-
ence, is emphasizing that the disciples were not gullible, did not
'believe' because they wanted to—in verse 11 they didn't be-
lieve Magdalene, in verse 13 nor the two, in verse 14 Jesus
rebukes their unbelief. There is nothing here to impugn the gen-
uineness of these verses—they were certainly written by Mark
at the same time that he wrote the rest. According to Matthew
28:17 many days later some were still doubting. In any group of
people there are always differing levels of belief and unbelief.
People's heads work differently, and at different speeds.

16. Jesus appears to the eleven, Thomas being absent (Luke
24:36-48, Mark 16:14-18, John 20:19-23).

17. After Jesus leaves, Thomas comes in and they tell him (John
20:24-25).

Conclusion

Putting it all together, | see no reason to doubt that it all hap-
pened just like the Text says. There are no discrepancies, in
spite of the variety of details furnished by various eyewitnesses
(including converted guards) and recorded by four different
Evangelists. It is just what we should expect from an inspired
Text—inspired and preserved, to this day.

How many animals? —Matthew 21:1-7 X
Mark 11:1-10, Luke 19:29-36, John 12:12-15

Mark, Luke and John are agreed in mentioning a single animal, a
donkey colt. It was loosed, brought to Jesus, garments placed
upon it, and then Jesus rode on it. Matthew insists on telling us
that there were really two animals, the colt and its mother. The
AV (KJV) has a most unfortunate translation of both Matthew
21:5 and Zechariah 9:9 (that has been corrected in the NKJV,
fortunately). In Zechariah the AV has, “riding upon an ass, and
upon a colt the foal of an ass.” In Matthew the AV has, “sitting
upon an ass, and a colt the foal of an ass.” The obvious difficulty
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is that the AV makes Jesus ride two animals, when in fact He
only rode one. For the correct rendering of both Zechariah and
Matthew, at this point, please see the NKJV. That said, however,
the fact remains that Matthew clearly has the disciples fetching
two animals and placing garments on both.

Why do you suppose the Holy Spirit had Matthew supply the
added information? | was not there, of course, but | offer my
understanding of the event. Mark and Luke specify that no one
had ever sat on the colt; they say that the colt was tied, but
Matthew says it was really the mother that was tied. Evidently
the colt was so young that it was still staying close to ‘mother’,
so if she was tied, he was too, in effect (they were out in the
street, and that may have been a new experience for the colt).
Jesus was going to subject the colt to a strange and even fright-
ening situation. From the peace and quiet of his little village, he
would be surrounded by a shouting crowd. Strange things would
be put on his back, and then someone who was probably bigger
and heavier than he was would sit on him! | believe that Jesus
had the mother brought along as moral support for her son.
Clothes were put on her too (and of course she was surrounded
by the shouting crowd as well), and seeing that she was calm
would encourage the colt. Just by the way, Jesus probably had
to lift His feet to keep them from dragging; it must have been a
comical sight. It gives me a warm feeling to see that the Lord
Jesus was concerned for the well-being of the colt.

How many people?—Acts 7:14 X
Genesis 46:26 X Genesis 46:27

Again, we need only pay close attention to each context, and
the precise wording of the text. The three verses give us three
different numbers: 75, 66 and 70, respectively. | will begin with
the smallest number, which is in Genesis 46:26: “All the persons
who went with Jacob to Egypt, who came from his body, besides
Jacob’s sons’ wives, were sixty-six persons in all.” The crucial
datum is ‘from his body’, so who were they? Reuben + four sons
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=5, Simeon + six sons = 7, Levi + three sons = 4, Judah + five
sons = 6, Issachar + four sons = 5, Zebulun + three sons = 4, that
add up to 31, but we must include Dinah to get the total of 32
from Leah. Gad + seven sons = 8, Asher + six sons = 7, but we
must add a daughter (mentioned in the record) to get the total
of 16 from Zilpah. Joseph + two sons = 3, Benjamin + ten sons =
11, that add up to 14 from Rachel. Dan + one son = 2, Naphtali +
four sons = 5, that add up to 7 from Bilhah. The grand total
‘from his body’ is 69. But of course Joseph and his two sons
were already in Egypt, so that leaves 66 who ‘went with Jacob
to Egypt’.

Genesis 46:27 says, “All the persons of the house of Jacob who
went to Egypt were seventy.” This includes Joseph and Jacob
himself, so there is no discrepancy. But what about Acts 7:14?
“Then Joseph sent and called his father Jacob and all his rela-
tives to him, seventy-five people.” The 75 presumably refers to
‘all his relatives’, which excludes Jacob and of course Joseph. |
take it that nine wives came to Egypt (the wives are mentioned
in Genesis 46:26), the other two having died before the migra-
tion. (If we include Jacob, there would be eight wives.)

How many thousand?—
1 Corinthians 10:8 X Numbers 25:9

"And let us not fornicate, just as some of them did—and in one
day twenty-three thousand died!" Numbers 25:9 says, "And
those who died of the plague were twenty-four thousand." So
was it 23, or 24? As always, we must pay careful attention to the
context. The key is in the phrase, “in one day”. After the first
day, another thousand died, making a total of 24,000 dead.

How Often Did Jesus Say Peter Would Deny
Him?

The question can be understood in two different senses, and |
wish to explore them both. How often was Peter to deny the
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Lord, and how often did the Lord warn him? | will consider the
second question first. Each Gospel records a warning—the rele-
vant passages are Matthew 26:30-35, Mark 14:26-31, Luke
22:31-34, 39 and John 13:36-38, 18:1. For reasons that will pres-
ently become apparent | will start to discuss the passages in
reverse order.

How Many Warnings?
First, John 13:36-38:

36 Simon Peter says to Him, “Lord, where are you
going?” Jesus answered him, “Where | am going you can-
not follow me now, but later you will follow me”. 37 Pe-
ter says to Him: “Lord, why can’t | follow you now? | will
lay down my life for your sake!” 38 Jesus answered him:
“You will lay down your life for my sake? Most assuredly
| say to you, no rooster can crow until you have denied
me three times!”?

Notice the distinctive context that leads into our Lord’s warning.
Notice also the emphatic nature of His declaration—by employ-
ing a double negative (in the Greek text) He leaves no question
but that three denials will take place before the first rooster
crows from that moment on. Notice finally where and when this
exchange took place. They were in the upper room where they

! The emphasis here is on the obligatory absence of any cockcrow until Peter
has denied [at least] three times. There is no definite article with ‘rooster’,
so it is “a rooster”; the negative is double, therefore emphatic, “absolutely
not”. If you have lived where there were a number of roosters, you know
that one or another can sound off at any time, and some one of them will
crow almost on the hour throughout the night, while at dawn they put on a
chorus. It was probably somewhere around 9 p.m. when Jesus issued this
warning, and Peter’s first denial probably happened at least five hours
later. For not a single rooster to crow anywhere within earshot during that
time required supernatural intervention—which is why | render “no rooster
can crow” (if an angel can close lions’ mouths [Dan. 6:22], closing roosters’
beaks would be a cakewalk).
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had gathered to observe the Passover. Evidently this conversa-
tion between the Lord and Peter came comparatively early in
the proceedings, because it was followed by the contents of
chapters 14, 15, 16 and 17 before they left the room and went
to the garden on the Mount of Olives (18:1).

Second, Luke 22:31-34:

31 Then the Lord said, “Simon, Simon, indeed Satan has
asked for you (pl) that he may sift you as wheat, 32 but |
have prayed for you (sg) that your faith should not fail,
and when you have returned to me strengthen your
brothers.” 33 But he said to Him, “Lord, | am ready to go
with you both to prison and to death!” 34 So He said, “I
tell you, Peter, no rooster can crow this day before you
will deny three times that you know me!”

Notice again the distinctive context that leads into our Lord’s
warning. It is clearly different from that given in John 13. Notice
also that there seems to be an increase in the intensity of their
exchange. There is a note of reproach in Peter’s speech, and the
use of Peter’s name gives a stern note to the Lord’s response.
The addition of “today” (compared to John 13) and the shifting
of “thrice” to an emphatic position (in the Greek text—again as
compared to John) contribute to the feeling of heightened in-
tensity. Also, now Peter will deny that he even knows Him. Note
finally where and when this exchange took place. They were still
in the upper room, but this conversation evidently came near
the end of the proceedings, because only the contents of verses
35-38 intervened before they left the room and went to the
Mount of Olives (22:39). Of course, more may have actually
happened than is recorded in 22:35-38, but it seems clear that
the warning recorded in Luke is not the same as the one rec-
orded in John, and that the one in John happened first.

| find a comparison of the two warnings in Greek to be impres-
sive and convincing:
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John 13:38: “Tnv yuynv cov vrep gpov Onocelc? Auny,
OLUNV AEY® GO1, OL U1 AAEKTOP POVNOT EOG
0L ALTOLPVN O UE TPLS.”

Luke 22:34: “Agym cot, Iletpe, ov un dwvnomn onuepov
QAEKTMOP TPLV 1 TPLG OLTOP VO LN EOEVAL

”

Ve

Really, there is no comparison; they are obviously different
(even taking into account that they probably spoke Hebrew, so
we are looking at a translation). As in John, here again we have
a plain affirmation that three denials [at least] will take place
before the first rooster crows.

Third, Matthew 26:30-35:

30 And after hymn-singing they went out to the Mount of
Olives. 31 Then Jesus says to them, “All of you will be
caused to stumble because of me this night, for it is writ-
ten: ‘1 will strike the Shepherd and the sheep of the flock
will be scattered’. 32 But after | am raised | will go before
you to Galilee.” 33 Peter answered and said to Him,
“Even if everyone else is caused to stumble because of
you, I will never be caused to stumble!” 34 Jesus said to
him, “Assuredly | say to you that this night, before any
rooster crows, you will deny me three times!” 35 Peter
says to Him, “Even if | have to die with you, | will not
deny you!” All the other disciples said the same.

Notice that this exchange took place after they had left the up-
per room and were on their way to the Garden of Gethsemane.
Again the context is distinct from that in Luke or John—here the
Lord begins by warning all the disciples. Peter counters by con-
tradicting Him. The Lord’s reiterated specific warning to Peter
contains no new elements except that now it is “this very night”.
Peter contradicts again, using a double negative for emphasis—
he ‘has his back up’ and is starting to get impertinent. It seems
clear that Matthew records a third warning to Peter,

subsequent to those in Luke and John.
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Fourth, Mark 14:26-31:

26 And after hymn-singing they went out to the Mount of
Olives. 27 And Jesus says to them, “All of you will be
caused to stumble because of me this night, for it is writ-
ten: ‘I will strike the Shepherd and the sheep will be scat-
tered’. 28 But after | am raised | will go before you to
Galilee.” 29 But Peter said to Him, “Even if all are caused
to stumble, yet | will not be!” 30 And Jesus says to him,
“Assuredly | say to you that you, today, even this night,
before a rooster crows twice, you will deny me three
times!” 31 But he spoke the more vehemently, “If | have
to die with you, | will certainly not deny you!” And they
all said the same.

The first four verses are virtually identical with the parallel pas-
sage in Matthew, so we evidently have the same time and place
in both. But now we come to verse 30, the despair of those who
defend scriptural inerrancy and the delight of their opponents.
Our Lord’s statement here differs in several ways from that in
Matthew 26:34 but the main problem is the word “twice”. What
are we to say: Are Matthew 26:34 and Mark 14:30 contradictory
accounts of the same warning?

Before settling for that explanation, the precise turn of phrase
in Mark 14:30 invites our attention. | believe it will help to see a
word for word rendering of what Jesus said. “Assuredly | say to
you that you, today, this very night, before twice a rooster
crows, thrice you will deny me.” The Lord’s declaration here
seems quite sharp. There is extraordinary emphasis on the sec-
ond “you”. “Twice” is also heavily emphasized. How are we to
account for such severity? Peter’s effort in verse 29 scarcely
seems to merit such a reaction—the reaction recorded in Mat-
thew 26:34 seems much more appropriate. And what shall we
say to Mark 14:31? Peter’s words here are virtually identical to
those in Matthew 26:35 but they are introduced by “but he
spoke the more vehemently”. Why the vehement reiteration?
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| suggest that the solution is to read the following sequence.
Matthew 26:30-35° then Mark 14:30-31:

Jesus: “All of you will be caused to stumble because of
me this night . ..”

Peter: “Though all are caused to stumble because of you,
| will never be caused to stumble.”

Jesus: “Assuredly | say to you that this night, before any
rooster crows, you will deny me three times.”

Peter: “Even if | have to die with you | will certainly not
deny you!”

Jesus: “Assuredly | say to you that you, today, this very
night, before a rooster crows twice, you will deny
me three times.”

Peter, more vehemently: “If | have to die with you, | will
certainly not deny you!”

In other words, Mark omitted the exchange recorded in Mat-
thew 26:34-352 while Matthew omitted the exchange recorded
in Mark 14:30-312. (The editorial comment “and they all said the
same” comes at the end of the whole episode.)

On three separate occasions Jesus warned Peter that he would
deny Him [at least] three times before a rooster crowed during
that night. Peter’s responses became increasingly belligerent
until after the third warning he even contradicted the Lord with
an emphatic double negative (Mat. 26:35). Finally the Lord lost
His patience, as it were, and said in effect, “Listen, not only will
you deny me three times before a rooster crows once, you will
deny me another three times before a rooster crows twice!” For
answer Peter repeats his prior statement even more
vehemently.

The reader will perceive that in answering the second question |
have anticipated the answer to the first one. The Lord warned
Peter four times, each Gospel recording a separate instance,
and there would be [at least] six denials, three before the first
crowing of a rooster (John, Luke, Matthew) and another three
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before the second (Mark). It remains to enquire whether the
several accounts of Peter’s denials will countenance this pro-
posal. The relevant passages are Matthew 26:57-75, Mark
14:53-72, Luke 22:54-62 and John 18:15-27.

How Many Denials?

A cursory reading of these passages suggests that Peter’s deni-
als were provoked by eight different challenges—the maid at
the outside entrance (John), a maid in the courtyard (Matthew,
Mark, Luke), the same maid a second time (Mark), a different
maid in the gateway (Matthew), two different men (Luke, John),
and the bystanders on two occasions (John and Matthew,
Mark). Although it may be possible to combine one pair or
another, there is no reasonable way to get the number down to
three. But what if there were at least six denials?

To really get the complete picture we need to plot the relevant
information on a chart. We need to know who issued the chal-
lenge, where, when, just how was it done, what was Peter’s re-
action, and if a rooster crowed. Because of constraints of space
and paper size, | will do a Gospel at a time, beginning with
John.!

John 18:15-27:

1st denial 2nd denial 3rd denial
Who? the gatekeeper (f) servants and a relative of
operatives Malchus
Where? outside gate by the fire by the fire (?)
When? at the beginning of a little while after a little while after
the proceedings the first one the second one (?)

How was it she asks: “You aren’t  they ask: “You aren’t he asks: “Didn’t | see
done? one of this man’s one of his disciples you with him in the

1 A comparison of the contents of the four Gospels reveals that in the main
John supplies information not recorded in the other three; he wrote last,
with the purpose of supplementing their accounts. Here again, the three
denials he describes are all new information, not to be found in the other
three.
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disciples too, are you?"

too, are you?"

garden?"

What was the

he says: “l am not!”

he said: “l am not!”

(Peter denied again)

reaction?
Rooster? (no) (no) immediately a
rooster crowed

Luke 22:54-62:

1st denial 2nd denial 3rd denial
Who? a servant girl aman another man
Where? by the fire by the fire (?) by the fire (?)
When? fairly early on (?) a little later about an hour later
How was it she looked intently he said: “You also he confidently
done? and said: “This man are of them.” affirmed: “Surely this

was also with him.”

fellow also was with
him, for heis a
Galilean.”

What was the

he said: “Woman, | do

he said: “Man, | am

he said: “Man, | do

reaction? not know him!” not!” not know what you
are saying!”

Rooster? (no) (no) immediately, while
he was yet speaking,
a rooster crowed.

Matthew 26:57-75:

1st denial 2nd denial 3rd denial

Who? a servant girl another girl bystanders

Where? by the fire in the gateway by the fire (?)

When? fairly early on (?) a little later a little later

How was it approached him says to the others: come up to Peter and

done? saying: “You too “This fellow also was say: “Really, you too

were with Jesus the
Galilean.”

with Jesus the
Natsorean.”

are one of them, be-
cause your very ac-
cent gives you away!”

What was the

denied before them

denied with an oath:

began to curse and to

reaction? all: “ don’t know “l do not know the swear: “l do not
what you are saying.” man!” know the man!”
Rooster? (no) (no) immediately a roster
crowed
Mark 14:53-72:
1st denial 2nd denial 3rd denial
Who? a servant girl the same girl bystanders
Where? by the fire in the fore-court (?) by the fire (?)
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When? fairly early on (?) a little later a little later

How was it looked at him and says to the say to Peter again:
done? said: “You also were  bystanders: “Thisis  “Surely you are one of
with Jesus the one of them.” them; for you are a
Nazarene.” Galilean and your
speech shows it!”
What was the denied, saying: “I (he denied again) he began to curse
reaction? neither know nor and to swear: “l do
understand what you not know this man of
are saying!" whom you speak!”
Rooster? he went out to the (no) a rooster crowed a
fore-court and a second time.

rooster crowed

If you compare all the parameters—who, where, when, how,
what—there really is no way to come out with only three deni-
als; even to come out with only six requires some gymnastics
(something | attempted to do in an early draft). Let us try to
arrange the events in chronological sequence and see what
happens.

John 18:17 gives us what is clearly the first challenge—as the
maid who kept the outside door let Peter in, at John's request,
she asked, “You aren’t one of this man’s disciples too, are
you?”! Even though John was evidently standing right there,
Peter denied, “ am not”. He then went in to stand near the fire
in the courtyard. The other Gospels have Peter sitting, while
John has him standing. Evidently there were quite a few people
about—they could not all sit close to the fire. Presumably they
would take turns standing near the fire to warm up and then
move away a bit to sit down. Thus they, including Peter, would
be alternately sitting and standing.

! Everyone there, including the girl, knows that John belongs to Jesus, so her
question is perfectly natural, without malice—since John is vouching for
Peter, she assumes that Peter must also belong to Jesus. John had heard all
the warnings, so when Peter denied at the gate, in his presence, John
doubtless kept a close eye on him the whole rest of the night. So we have
an eyewitness account. Of course Peter himself would also be an eyewit-
ness, but since he was undergoing satanic interference in his mind, his
powers of recollection might be impaired.
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All four Gospels have Peter in the courtyard near the fire (Mat.
26:58 and 69, Mark 14:54 and 66, Luke 22:55, and John 18:18
and 25) and three of them (Matthew, Mark, John) give some
account of the council’s dealings with Jesus before going on
with Peter’s denials.! We know from Luke 22:61 that Jesus was
at a window that looked out on the courtyard, only with His
back to it. John is the only one who records that the high priest
asked Jesus about His disciples (v. 19)—he is facing Jesus and
therefore the open window, and would be speaking loudly
enough for everyone in the room to hear clearly, so the people
in the courtyard also heard everything he said—then in verse 25
we read, “Therefore they said to him, ‘You aren’t one of his dis-
ciples too, are you?’” | suggest that verse 25 gives us the second
challenge and denial. The guards around the fire, presumably
prompted by the high priest’s questioning Jesus about His disci-
ples, put their question to Peter. He answers them as he did the
girl at the gate, “I am not”. So far the challengers have only
guestioned, rather than affirm, but now the tempo quickens.

| take it that the first denials recorded in Matthew (26:69-70),
Mark (14:66-68) and Luke (22:56-57) form a single episode. Col-
lating them we may understand the following. A certain serving
girl of the high priest came by and saw Peter sitting near the
fire. She looked closely at him and said to the others, “This man
also was with him” (Luke). She then addressed Peter directly,
“You also were with Jesus the Nazarene, of Galilee” (Matthew,
Mark). But he denied before them all, saying, “Girl, | don’t know
him; | neither know nor understand what you’re talking about!”
He then went out to the forecourt, and a rooster crowed (Mark
14:68). Thus, there were [at least] three denials before the first
cockcrow.

L1t is after midnight and chilly in the courtyard, hence the fire; but there
must have been over fifty people in the room where the questioning was
going on, and all windows would be open.
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| say ‘at least’ because the third denial in John probably belongs
here as well. In 18:26 the verb “to say” is in the present tense,
which seems to suggest a brief interval rather than nearly an
hour (Luke 22:59); also the challenge is still framed as a ques-
tion, “Didn’t | see you with him in the garden?”, rather than a
direct accusation, which would fit better toward the beginning
than at the end. | see no problem with suggesting that all three
of the denials in John were part of the first set and thus he rec-
ords the first rooster crow. In that event | would understand
that there were actually four denials before the first crowing,
the three in John plus the first one in the others. Because the
rooster crowed “immediately” | imagine that the order would
be as follows: the first two in John, in that order, then the first
one in the others, and then, as Peter was moving toward the
fore-court, the relative of Peter’s victim comes alongside and
puts his question, so that Peter is at the fore-court when the
first rooster crows (Mark 14:68). Actually, | am inclined to sus-
pect that indeed there were four denials before the first cock-
crow, which is recorded by both Mark and John (recall that Je-
sus neither said nor implied that there would be ‘only’ three).?

Now for the next round. In Mark (14:69) the same girl sees Peter
again and starts telling the bystanders, “This fellow is one of
them”. In Matthew (26:71) a different girl sees him and tells the
bystanders, “This fellow was with Jesus the Natsorean”. In Luke
(22:58) a man saw him and said, “You also are one of them”. In
order to come out with only three denials in the second set, two
of these would have to be combined, but as already stated, | am
not aware of anything in the Text that rules out the possibility
that there could be more than three. It seems to me that there
is a progression in Peter’s desperation which culminates in his
cursing and swearing. On that basis | would consider the in-
stances in Mark and Luke as forming a single episode (if | had
to)—the girl speaks, Peter denies, a man backs the girl up and

1 The satanic interference in Peter’s mind was so effective that not even the
rooster’s crowing woke him up.
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Peter answers, “Man, | am not!” Then the instance in Matthew
would be the sixth denial—notice that now Peter adds an oath!
Because of the oath | consider that this denial comes after the
other two just mentioned; also, Peter has moved out to the
gateway. Actually, | am inclined to suspect that there were also
four denials before the second cockcrow, so | will start again on
that basis.

The girl that provoked the third denial is not about to let Peter
get away with that denial. Whether she followed him out to the
forecourt, or he moved back toward the fire, | imagine that
Mark 14:69 records the fifth denial. If so, Luke 22:58 records the
sixth denial, perhaps near the fire. Peter is definitely uncomfort-
able; he is getting altogether too much unwelcome attention.
He moves out to the gateway (perhaps thinking of abandoning
the premises)! where he is challenged by a different girl (Mat-
thew 26:71); Peter denies with an oath (number seven). Luke
(22:59) puts ‘about an hour’ between denials six and eight, so
perhaps Peter was left alone for a bit. However, the ‘trial’ is
over but the bosses are waiting for dawn so they can take Jesus
to Pilate. Since the bosses are not going home, the guards and
employees cannot either—they are obliged to wait out in the
cold, bored stiff—so Peter is now the only show in town.

For the eighth denial three Gospels offer a candidate (Matthew
26:73-74, Mark 14:70-72, Luke 22:59-60). The accounts in Mat-
thew and Mark are very similar and evidently parallel. Since
Matthew has the rooster crowing “immediately” and Mark “the
second time” this has to be last denial—since by now Peter is
cursing and swearing it is fitting that it should be. By that time
most of the people on the premises would be aware of Peter
and his denials. After listening for a while they closed in, citing
his accent. The account in Luke has just one man speaking, but
his words are in the same vein. This also has to be the last denial

1 So why didn’t Peter just bolt out the gate at that point? | would say that
there was supernatural intervention—he simply was not allowed to leave.
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because we are told that the rooster crowed while Peter was
still speaking. Evidently a number of people were speaking at
once (but not in unison), or in rapid succession, and different
writers preserve some of the variety of statement. It would
appear that they were ganging up on Peter, because he is driven
to curse and to swear. And so we have a second set of four deni-
als, before the second cockcrow. Even then it took a direct look
from the Lord (Luke 22:61) to break Satan’s spell and bring Peter
to a realization of what he had done.

But the question may well be asked, why did each Gospel writer
report and speak of only three denials (albeit giving different
selections) if there were really six or eight?! | suggest that we
are looking at a prime example of the grace and sensitivity of
God. It would be quite humiliating enough to have denied the
Lord three/four times, but to go on to do so another three/four

1 Some 50% of the Greek manuscripts that contain the Gospels have colo-
phons; these colophons state that Matthew was ‘published’ 8 years after
Christ’s ascension, Mark 10 years after, Luke 15 years after and John 32
years after Christ’s ascension. (So the four Gospels are arranged in chrono-
logical order, not only in our Bibles but in the vast majority of the Greek
manuscripts.) “To the Jew first, . .”—since Matthew wrote for a Jewish au-
dience, God'’s priorities dictated that Matthew’s should be the first inspired
account of our Savior’s life on earth to circulate. Then Mark, with Mat-
thew’s Gospel open in front of him, and Peter at his elbow, wrote for the
Roman mind (since Romans would care nothing for Hebrew Scriptures,
Mark removed virtually all reference to fulfilled prophecy). Then Luke, with
both Mark and Matthew to hand, wrote the third, for the Greek mind.
Then John, with the first three open, wrote to fill in the gaps, preserving
important information not provided by the others, for all minds. Now let’s
consider Peter’s denials within that framework. Matthew wrote first, with
one cockcrow. Mark says there were really two cockcrows and changes the
second denial (1 and 3 are the same in Mark and Matthew). Luke speaks of
just one cockcrow, changes the second denial yet again and provides added
information (specific) about the third. So just with these three accounts we
are up to five denials. John speaks of just one cockcrow but records three
new denials, not mentioned by the other three. If these are inspired ac-
counts, then God did it on purpose, and it is up to us to try to figure out
why (see my concluding paragraph).
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times, even after hearing a rooster crow, would be almost too
much to bear. Rather than put the full extent of Peter’s igno-
miny on display the Holy Spirit had each writer give only a par-
tial account, enough for the purposes of the record but without
flaying Peter unnecessarily. | find it interesting to note that it is
Mark who furnishes the necessary clue that there was to be a
second set of denials. The opinion is widely held that Peter influ-
enced the composition of this Gospel—this is overtly stated in
the introduction to the Gospel found in many manuscripts—and
if so he may have insisted on including the hint as to the extent
of his humiliation, whereas the others delicately avoided it.

The Text-critical Problem

Although there are around a hundred textual differences
reflected in the printed editions of the Greek Text (in the pas-
sages considered), | will confine my remarks here to the set that
is especially bothersome in terms of the subject matter of this
article.

There are four places in Mark’s account that relate to the two
cockcrows: “twice” in 14:30, “and a rooster crowed” in 14:68,
“the second time” and “twice” in 14:72. Instances 1, 3 and 4 go
together and appear to contradict the account in Matthew, Luke
and John. Instance 2 is apparently even worse because accord-
ing to Mark’s account Peter had only denied once when the
rooster ‘jumped the gun’ and crowed before he was supposed
to (Jesus had said there would certainly be three denials, as rec-
orded in the other three Gospels). Accordingly, ever since the
second century there have been those who tried to ‘help’ Mark
out of his difficulties, tampering with the text.

According to the present state of our knowledge it appears that
seven Greek MSS omit “twice” in 14:30 (but they do so in two
different ways), nine MSS omit “and a rooster crowed” in 14:68
(but in two ways), five omit “the second time” in 14:722, and
seven omit “twice” in 14:72° (two others omit the whole
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clause). The roster of MSS shifts in each case, as does the ver-
sional evidence that sides with the omissions. Only three wit-
nesses are thoroughgoing and omit all four: Codex Aleph, cur-
sive 579 and the Old Latin ‘c’ (it®). This is a curious state of
affairs. If the purpose of the omissions was to make Mark con-
form to the other Gospels, only Aleph, 579 and it have suc-
ceeded. Of the seventeen MSS involved, twelve omit only one of
the four; one MS omits two of them; and two MSS omit three
(there is some doubt here). Unless someone is prepared to
show why Aleph and 579 are to be preferred above every other
MS (some 1700 for Mark), and it® above all the rest of the ver-
sional evidence, Latin and otherwise, there is really no reason to
take the omissions seriously. However, the eclectic school does
take them seriously, even without the requisite demonstration.

It appears that the 'harder reading' canon has come to the aid of
the vast majority of the MSS, at least as far as the editors of the
‘critical' or eclectic texts presently in vogue are concerned. In-
stances 1, 3, and 4 are retained in all Nestle and UBS editions
(although UBS ascribes “a considerable degree of doubt” to 1
and 3, and “some degree of doubt” to 4—the change in grade
here is strange). However, when it comes to instance 2 (“and a
rooster crowed”) we get some variety: Nestle editions 1 to 25
omit the words; Nestle?® and all three UBS editions retain them,
but in single brackets (the UBS editors ascribe “a very high
degree of doubt” to these words, along with the brackets which
themselves signify “dubious textual validity”). Presumably the
crucial datum here is that Codex B joins the evidence for omis-
sion with instance 2 (but not the others). From W-H through N?°
that was enough to banish the words from the Text. One sup-
poses that it was the “harder reading” canon that restored them
to UBS and N?5, if only in brackets. It seems to me that this case
affords a clear example of the superficiality that characterizes
the work of the eclectic school—to challenge the authenticity of
a reading supported by over 99% of the MSS is unreasonable at
any time, but to do so in the face of a perfectly obvious
motivation for the omission is irresponsible.
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The English versions that | have consulted all retain instances 1,
3 and 4, but deal variously with instance 2. AV, LB, NKJV, Phillips
and TEV all retain “and a rooster crowed”, but LB favors us with
a footnote: “This statement is found in only some of the MSS”.
What might the purpose of such a footnote be? From the use of
the word “only” it would appear that the purpose is to raise a
doubt in the reader’s mind about the reliability of the Text. Why
would they want to do that? The use of the word “some” also
invites comment: it is their way of referring to some 1700 MSS,
against nine! Will the reader not be deceived?

Jerusalem, NASB, NEB, NIV and RSV all omit the clause, but only
Jerusalem does so without comment. The footnote in NEB
reads, “Some witnesses insert ‘and a cock crew’.” As in LB, by
“some” they mean some 1700 MSS, not to mention massive ver-
sional support and almost unanimous lectionary support. Will
the reader not be deceived? The footnote in RSV reads, “Other
ancient authorities add ‘and the cock crowed’.” The footnote in
NIV reads, “Some early MSS add ‘and the rooster crowd’.” The
footnote in NASB reads, “Later mss. add: ‘and a cock crowed’.”
In order to evaluate such footnotes we would need to know the
precise definitions for “ancient”, “early” and “later”. However, |
submit that the uninitiated reader of such footnotes will cer-

tainly be misled as to the massive evidence against omission.

The case of the NIV invites special comment. It is the only ver-
sion that offers a footnote at all four instances. At 14:30 we
read, “Some early MSS omit ‘twice’.” At 14:68 we read, “Some
early MSS add ‘and the rooster crowed’.” At 14:722 we read,
“Some early MSS omit ‘the second time’.” At 14:72° we read,
“Some early MSS omit ‘twice’.” (The meaning of “some” in the
second instance is quite different from that in the other three.)
What possible reason could the editors have had for including
these footnotes? The immediate effect is to call in question the
reliability of the Text at those points. Since the NIV editors held
to a high view of Scripture, why would they want to do that? |

suppose that it was precisely their concern for the inerrancy of
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the Text that was at work here. It appears that they did not see
any other solution to the seeming discrepancy between Mark
and the other Gospels than to imply that Aleph and Old Latin ‘c’
might be right after all. Alas!

The NIV editors are barking up the wrong tree. The worst thing
to be done here would be to follow Aleph in deleting all four
instances. As already pointed out, the four Gospels record eight
different challenges resulting in denials, but no two Gospels
have the same selection. So to follow Aleph would force us to
try to accommodate eight denials before the first rooster crow,
which seems to me to be hopeless. The best thing to be done
here is to follow the true Text, which God has graciously caused
to be preserved, in this case, in over 99% of the evidence. Peter
denied three/four times before the first rooster crow and
another set of three/four before the second. The Lord had
warned him: “Simon, Simon, indeed Satan has asked for you,
that he may sift you as wheat” (Luke 22:31). Peter should have
paid attention.

Implications

One question that arises is this: What about the internal integ-
rity of each account? For instance, in John’s account, even if we
were to claim that two of the denials occurred before the first
rooster crow, while the third denial came after the first and
before the second, would this claim do violence to the integrity
of John’s Gospel? Why would it? Let us review the record. In
John 13:38 Jesus said to Peter, “Most assuredly | say to you, a
rooster shall not crow till you have denied me three times!” The
Lord did not say “only” three times—the emphasis is on the
obligatory absence of any rooster crow until Peter has denied
three times, at least three times (there is nothing in the Lord’s
turn of phrase to preclude the possibility that there could be
more than three). In the Greek text there is no definite article
with “rooster” and there is an emphatic double negative with

~ 173 ~



the verb “to crow” —“a rooster shall not crow!” (These observa-
tions also apply in Luke 22:34; in fact, in all four Gospels, in both

au_n

the predictions and the fulfilments, it is always “a” rooster.)

Turning to John’s account of the denials themselves, the first
one, at the outside door (18:17), poses no difficulty. The second
denial (18:25) likewise poses no difficulty—these two occurred
before any rooster crow. But what if the third denial (in John’s
account, 18:26-27) came after the first crowing?? | see no prob-
lem, in principle. The Lord made a statement of fact, correctly
recorded by John—there had to be three denials before the first
rooster crow. This was precisely fulfilled, the others supplying
the third denial. Nothing in John’s account precludes the possi-
bility that there should be subsequent crowings. (Anyone who
has lived near roosters knows that they start crowing off and on
anytime after midnight and at daybreak put on a concert—it
seems obvious to me that the first two crowings were overtly
controlled by God so as to match Christ’s predictions.) In 18:27,
after the third denial recorded by John, we read, “and immedi-
ately a rooster crowed”. John does not say that it was the first
crowing. Someone without access to the other Gospels would
naturally assume that John records the first rooster crow, and
that the three denials he gives are the whole story—but nothing
in John’s statement demands that interpretation; it simply
arises from incomplete information. The other three present
several added denials that are clearly distinct. The several Evan-
gelists provide distinct sets of details, much like the pieces of a
puzzle, that must be fitted together to get the whole picture.
The several accounts are complementary, not contradictory.

But how about the internal integrity of Mark’s account? He is
the only one who mentions the second rooster crow, as such,
and in fact his account is tied to it. Jesus said, “before a rooster

1 As the reader knows, | believe the third denial in John comes before the
first cock crow, but | am covering this possibility for the sake of those who
may prefer to have it in the second set.
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crows twice you will deny me three times,” and Mark records
three denials before the second rooster crow. Again, Jesus did
not say “only” three times, the emphasis is on “you” and
“twice”. The other Gospels are needed to get the full picture,
but Mark’s account is entirely self-consistent.

And how about Luke? In the warning the emphasis is on the
obligatory absence of a rooster crow until Peter has denied
three times—at least three times (Jesus did not say “only” three
times). After describing three of the denials Luke writes, “and
immediately, while he was still speaking, a rooster crowed”. “A”
rooster—he does not say it was the first. Then Luke has Peter
remembering that Jesus said, “Before a rooster crows you will
deny me three times”. Presumably Peter remembered every de-
tail of all the warnings, but Luke (and each of the other Evange-
lists) gives only a partial description—in fact, Luke has him re-
calling the warning recorded by Matthew, not the one he him-
self gave. A reader having only Luke’s account may assume that
he told the whole story, but it is an unwarranted assumption.
Luke’s account is internally consistent yet the precise turn of
phrase is such that it does not preclude my proposal.

So what about Matthew? Virtually everything said about Luke
above can be repeated here. He has Peter remembering the
warning he himself recorded. Again it is “a” rooster. Matthew’s
account is internally consistent yet the turn of phrase will
accommodate my proposal without being violated. All of which
brings us back to the question: Why does each Gospel speak of
three denials, rather than six, eight or whatever? | do not know;
we are not told. My best guess is that God chose to draw a veil
over the full extent of Peter’s ignominy (and perhaps to test our
disposition when faced with the unexplained). But it remains a
plain fact that each Gospel offers a different assortment of
challenges and denials, giving a total of at least eight denials.

Another question that | have heard concerns the validity of
attempting an exercise such as this at all. | believe that God
deliberately brings difficulties into our lives (Job in the ash heap,
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Abraham on Moriah, Moses herding sheep, Joseph in prison,
Daniel with the lions, and on, and on), and puts puzzles in the
world, to test our disposition and fiber, and to cause us to grow.
“It is the glory of God to conceal a matter, but the glory of kings
is to search out a matter” (Proverbs 25:2). [Even if you are not a
king, you get the point.] The case of John the baptizer in prison
comes closer to home. He is frustrated, maybe disillusioned; he
did his job but his expectations are not being realized. So he
sends two disciples to ask Jesus for an explanation. In effect
Jesus answers, “Check the evidence; do your homework”, and
closes with, “And blessed is he who is not offended because of
me” (Matthew 11:6). When faced with the difficult or unex-
plained we must be careful not to rebel. It is much better to
obey the command recorded in 1 Peter 3:15. “Sanctify the Lord
God in your hearts, and always be ready to give a defense to
everyone who asks you a reason for the hope thatisinyou, ...”
Since opponents of a Text with objective authority have used
the accounts of Peter’s denials as an argument against any idea
of inerrancy, | consider that a defense of that inerrancy is in
order.

Mary's genealogy—Luke 3:23

Kot avtog nv o Incovg , 0Gel ETOV TPLAKOVTO APYOUEVOS
oV (og evouleto) viog loond, tov HAet, tov Matbav, Tov
Agvt, Tov Melyt

There are four words here that invite special attention: kau,
avtog, v and c. Since verse 22 ends with a statement from
the Father at Jesus’ baptism, it is clear that verse 23 begins an-
other section. But the conjunction that signals the transition is
kot and not dg, as one would expect—this means that ‘Jesus’
continues as the topic. But in that event, how does one explain
the personal pronoun avtoc, the more so in such an emphatic
position? If the author’s purpose was simply to register Jesus as
a son of Joseph, as many suppose, why did he not just write
kat o Incovg nv viog lmong, ete.?
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But then, why write m¢ evouileto? It seems to me that the nor-
mal meaning of “as was supposed” is to affirm that Jesus was in
fact Joseph’s son; but that is precisely what Jesus was not. Luke
has already made clear that Jesus’ real Father was the Holy
Spirit—1:34-35, 43, 45; 2:49. So what Luke is really saying is that
although the people supposed Jesus to be Joseph’s son, He actu-
ally had a different lineage—we should translate “so it was sup-
posed”. (Recall that a faithful and loyal translation seeks to trans-
mit correctly the meaning intended by the author.)

The verb nv is the only independent one in the whole paragraph,
verses 23-38. Is it working with the participle apyopevog in a
periphrastic construction? That appears to be the tendency of
the eclectic text that places the participle right after Jesus (fol-
lowing less than 2% of the Greek MSS), which makes Jesus out to
be in fact Joseph’s son. It seems to me to be far more natural to
take the participial clauses as being circumstantial: “beginning at
about thirty years of age” and “being (so it was supposed) a son
of Joseph”. Setting those two clauses aside, the independent
clause that remains is v o Incovg tov HAet, “Jesus was of Eli”.

The participle ‘beginning’ requires an object, that the Text leaves
implicit; from the context it seems clear that we may supply ‘His
ministry’, or some such thing, which is why most versions do so. |
suggest the following rendering: “Beginning His ministry at about
thirty years of age, being (so it was supposed) a son of Joseph,
Jesus was actually of Eli, of Mathan, of Levi, . ..” | take it that the
emphatic pronoun avtog heightens the contrast between what
the people imagined and the reality. Jesus was a grandson of Eli,
Mary’s father—Luke gives the genealogy of Jesus through His
mother, while Matthew gives it through His adoptive father.
Jesus received some of David's genes through Mary and Nathan;
the glorified body now at the Father's right hand, and that will
one day occupy David's throne, has some of his genes.

The eclectic text gives our verse a different wording:
KOl LTOG NV INGOLG APYOUEVOG MGEL ETOV TPLOLKOVTA, OV
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vog, ®g evouleto, lmong tov HAL tov MaBbat Tov Agut Tov
MeAyt, . . . The RSV translates it like this: “Jesus, when he began
his ministry, was about thirty years of age, being the son (as was
supposed) of Joseph, the son of Heli, the son of Matthat, ...” Is
not the normal meaning of this rendering that Jesus was in fact
the son of Joseph? However, every version that | recall seeing has
“Joseph, the son of Heli”, which directly contradicts Matthew,
“Jacob begot Joseph”. The word ‘son’ (without the article) occurs
only with Joseph, although most versions supply it on down the
genealogy. But Luke is precisely correct in not using it, because it
would not hold for the first and last names in the list—Eli did not
beget Jesus (nor Joseph) and God did not beget Adam.

So then, properly understood Luke does not contradict Matthew
(with reference to Joseph’s father), nor does he affirm an error of
fact (with reference to Jesus’ father).

Quirinius: Luke 2.2

“This first census took place while Quirinius was governing
Syria.” Some have claimed that Luke 'dropped the ball', saying
that this Quirinius ruled from 6 to 10 A.D., whereas the first cen-
sus took place much earlier. This Quirinius served two terms:
the best known was in A.D. 6-10, but there is good evidence for
a prior termin 4-1B.C.

Some related anomalies in Matthew's
genealogy of the Christ

Matthew's purpose is to demonstrate that Jesus, the Messiah,
has a legal right to sit on David's throne (perhaps answering the
Lord's own question in Matthew 22:42). Although there are
many kings in the genealogy, David is the only one who is de-
scribed as 'the king', twice. Since David's throne has to do with
the covenant people, and that covenant began with Abraham,
the genealogy does as well. It ends with Joseph, Jesus' 'father’
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by adoption, since Jesus had none of Joseph's genes.! It was
sufficient to Matthew's purpose to show that Joseph was a
linear, and legal, descendant of David, the number of interven-
ing generations was beside the point. Matthew's Gospel was
directed primarily to a Jewish audience, to whom legal rights
were important.

Matthew divides his genealogy of the Christ into three groups of
fourteen 'generations'. A comparison of his genealogy with the
OT record indicates that it is not a 'normal’, straightforward ge-
nealogy—there are some anomalies.? In an effort to understand
the purpose behind the anomalies, | will begin with the second
group, which may be said to be made up of (mostly) sovereign
kings of Judah. Going back to the OT we discover that there
were seventeen such kings, not fourteen. But, Matthew says
'generations’, not reigns, and since Ahaziah reigned only one
year, Amon only two, and Abijah only three, they can be assimi-
lated into the fourteen generations. That said, however, we
next observe that Abijah and Amon are duly included in the list,
while Ahaziah is not, followed by Joash and Amaziah. The three
excluded names form a group between Jehoram and Uzziah.

Verse eight says that "Joram begot Uzziah", the verb 'begot’
being the same one used throughout, but in fact Uzziah was
Joram's (Jehoram's) great-great-grandson. So we see that 'be-
got' refers to a linear descendant, not necessarily a son. We also
see that the number 'fourteen' is not being used in a strictly
literal sense (whatever the author's purpose may have been). It
also appears that 'generation’' is not being used in a strictly

! Indeed He could not, because of the prophesies in Jeremiah 22:30 and
36:30, wherein Jeconiah and Jehoiakim are cursed. However, Jesus re-
ceived some of David's genes through Mary (please see the note that
accompanies Luke 3:23 in my translation).

2 | believe that Matthew composed his Gospel under divine guidance, which
leads me to the conclusion that the anomalies were deliberate, on God's
part. Therefore, my attempt to unravel the anomalies tries to understand
the Holy Spirit's purpose in introducing them into the record.
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literal sense. It follows that we are looking at an edited geneal-
ogy, edited in accord with the author's purpose.

In an effort to understand why the group of three was excluded,
| ask: What might they have in common? They had in common
genes from Ahab and Jezebel, as also a direct spiritual and
moral influence from them. Ahaziah's mother was Athaliah,
daughter of Ahab and Jezebel, so 50% of his genes were from
Ahab. 2 Kings 8:27 says that Ahaziah was a son-in-law of the
house of Ahab, referring to the mother of Joash, so 75% of his
genes were from Ahab. Since Joash married Jehoaddan of Jeru-
salem, the contamination in Amaziah was down to 37%, and
then in Uzziah it was below 20%.! This is my best guess as to
why that group was excluded; a rebuke after the fact. (Matthew
is giving an edited genealogy of the Christ, and Ahab's genes
were  definitely undesirable.)

We come now to another anomaly: 14 x 3 =42, but only 41
names are given; what to do? We begin by noticing that both
David and Jeconiah are mentioned on both sides of a ‘bounda-
ry'. | will consider the second boundary first. Verse eleven says
that "Josiah begot Jeconiah and his brothers", passing over
Jehoiakim, Jeconiah's father. But according to the Record, it was
Jehoiakim who had “brothers”, not Jeconiah. Since we need the
real Jeconiah in the third group to make fourteen names, | place
Jeconiah in the third group—counting both Jeconiah and Christ
we get fourteen names.? But why was Jehoiakim not named? So
far as | know, he was the only king who had the perversity to
actually cut up a scroll with God's Word and then throw it in the
fire, Jeremiah 36:23, and the curse that follows in verse 30 is
stated to be a consequence of that act. If we count David in the

11t was Dr. Floyd N. Jones who started me thinking along this line (Chronol-
ogy of the Old Testament: A Return to the Basics, Kings Word Press, 1999,
pp. 38-42).

2 Of course, if four people were omitted from the second group, some may
also have been omitted from the third, but we have no way of knowing,
and it would make no difference to the purpose of this genealogy.
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second group, Jehoiakim would make fifteen. Without Jehoia-
kim we would need David in the second group to make four-
teen. But that raises another difficulty: we also need David in
the first group, to make fourteen. Because of the “brothers”, |
consider that the ‘Jeconiah’ before the captivity actually stands
for Jehoiakim, whose name is omitted because of his heinous
crime in destroying the scroll. In that event, we have fourteen
without David, so he can be assigned to the first group.

If the second group is made up of kings, the first group is made
up of patriarchs. Acts 2:29 calls David a 'patriarch’, so we may
not disqualify him on that basis, but of course he is better
known as a king—indeed he is expressly called that in the gene-
alogy (the only one who is). Although David may be both patri-
arch and king, he may not be two people, nor two generations.
In consequence, | am decidedly uncomfortable with the pro-
posal that David must be placed in both groups—we should nei-
ther split him in two, not double him. To my mind, he belongs in
the first group, but what if we placed him in the second? That
would leave only thirteen for the first one. However, | tenta-
tively assign David to the first group, making fourteen. Since
David is used as the first boundary, and the purpose of the ge-
nealogy is to establish Jesus’ right to David’s throne, his name is
repeated, but | do not count him in the second group.

But consider Rahab and Ruth (and if four people were omitted
from the second group, why could not some also be omitted
from the first?). There were 340 years between the death of
Joshua and the birth of David, and Salmon married Rahab while
Joshua was still alive, presumably. That sort of obliges Boaz,
Obed and Jesse to do their begetting at age 100, or thereabouts
(perhaps not impossible, but certainly improbable). But what if
'begot' is being used for a grandson, as we have already seen?
(Josiah begot Jeconiah, with no mention of Jehoiakim.) If
Athaliah's genes were enough to disqualify Ahaziah, what about
Rahab's genes? She was not even an Israelite, and worse, she
was a prostitute. Now the Law says some rather severe things
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about prostitutes.! "You shall not bring the wages of a harlot or
the price of a dog [catamite] to the house of the LORD your God,
... for both of these are an abomination to the LORD your God"
(Deuteronomy 23:18). For a priest to marry a harlot would pro-
fane his posterity (Leviticus 21:13-15), so how about an ancestor
of the Messiah? Of course it is possible for a prostitute to be
saved, but why was she even mentioned? And why were Tamar,
Ruth, and Uriah's wife mentioned? Women were not normally
included in genealogies.?

Now consider Ruth. She was a Moabitess, and according to Deu-
teronomy 23:3 a Moabite could not enter the assembly of the
LORD to the tenth generation. [To me it is an astonishing exam-
ple of the grace of God that she was included in the Messiah's
line.] She embraced Naomi's God, but what about her genes?
'Ten generations' has to do with genes, not spiritual conversion.
Moab was a son of Lot, and the first 'Moabite' would be his son,
probably a contemporary of Jacob. From Jacob to Salmon we
have seven generations, certainly fewer than ten, so Ruth could
not enter. Could it be possible that Rahab and Ruth each repre-
sent a missing generation? Could that be why they are men-
tioned?? If we divide 300 years by five, then the average beget-
ting age would be 60, certainly within the bounds of reason (and
if more than two generations were skipped, the number would
be further reduced). | repeat that this is not a 'normal’ geneal-
ogy. Why did Matthew want three 'equal’ groups, and why did
he choose 'fourteen'? Perhaps for stylistic (symmetry, balance)

! However, "the law was given through Moses, but grace and truth came
through Jesus Christ" (John 1:17). This being an edited genealogy of the
Messiah, perhaps Rahab, and the other women, were included to empha-
size the grace of the Messiah.

2 None of the decent, honest, honorable, responsible mothers are men-
tioned, only 'exceptions'!

3 Tamar had suffered a severe injustice, and David's sin with Bathsheba was
unusually perverse (cowardly murder), but Rahab was probably a victim of
circumstances, and Ruth was certainly not to blame for having been born a
Moabitess.
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and mnemonic reasons. However, my concern has been to
address any perceived errors of fact, which an inspired Text
should not have.

To conclude: Matthew gives us an edited genealogy of the
Messiah. If on the one hand it emphasizes the Messiah's grace,
on the other it reflects the Messiah's holiness—He cannot over-
look sin and its consequences (the four excluded names in the
second group are due to that holiness). If the four women were
included as a reflection of the Messiah's grace, it is also true
that the consequences of sin are not hidden—the fourth is
called simply 'Uriah's wife' (not 'widow', even though Solomon
was conceived after the murder of Uriah—David did not marry a
widow, he stole someone else's wife).

The 'Legion' and the pigs; where was it?

We need to start with the evidence supplied by the Greek man-
uscripts. We encounter the episode in three of the Gospels.

Matthew 8:28: yepyeonvov 98% (Gergesenes) AV, NKJV
yadapnvev 2% (Gadarenes) NIV, NASB, LB,
TEV, etc.
NIV footnote: "Some manuscripts Gergesenes; others
Gerasenes".

Mark 5:1: yadapnvev 95,5% (Gadarenes) AV, NKJV
vepyeonvov 4,1% (Gergesenes)
yvepaonveov 0,3% (Gerasenes) NIV, NASB, LB, TEV,
etc.
NIV footnote: "Some manuscripts Gadarenes; other
manuscripts Gergesenes".

Luke 8:26: yadapnveov 97% (Gadarenes) AV, NKIV
vepyeonvov 2% (Gergesenes) TEV
vepaonveov 0,3% (Gerasenes) NIV, NASB, LB,

etc.
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NIV footnote: "Some manuscripts Gadarenes; other
manuscripts Gergesenes; also in verse 37".

Luke 8:37: yadapnveov 96% (Gadarenes) AV, NKIV
yvepyeonvov  3,5% (Gergesenes) TEV
vepaonveov  0,3% (Gerasenes) NIV, NASB, LB,

etc.

I will begin with Mark. Jesus arrived at "the region [not 'prov-
ince'] of the Gadarenes". Gadara was the capital city of the
Roman province of Perara, located some six miles from the Sea
of Galilee. Since Mark was writing for a Roman audience,! "the
region of the Gadarenes" was a perfectly reasonable description
of the site. Lamentably, the eclectic Greek text currently in
vogue follows about five Greek manuscripts of objectively infe-
rior quality (against at least 1,700 better ones) in reading
'Gerasenes' (to be followed by NIV, NASB, LB, TEV, etc.). The NIV
footnote is dishonest: to use 'some' to describe over 1,700 man-
uscripts against five is a dishonest use of the Queen's English (to
use 'others' to refer to some 60 is acceptable).

Luke also has Jesus arriving at "the region of the Gadarenes".
Since he was writing for a Greek audience, he follows Mark's
example. Again NIV has a dishonest footnote. It is most likely
that 'Gerasa' is a fiction, a 'place' that never existed. On the
other hand, 'Gergesa' certainly did exist, although we no longer
know the exact location. As | will explain while discussing Mat-
thew, below, | have no doubt that it was a village near the spot
where Jesus landed.

Matthew clearly wrote 'Gergesenes' rather than 'Gadarenes’.
Since he was writing for a Jewish audience, and many Galileans
would be quite familiar with the Sea of Galilee, he provided a

1 Although, as explained elsewhere, | understand that Matthew was pub-
lished first, and Mark probably had a copy open before him as he wrote,
yet he deliberately changed Matthew's 'Gergesenes' to 'Gadarenes'—to his
intended Roman audience 'Gergesa' would be unknown, while some would
indeed know about 'Gadara’'.
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more localized description. Further, try to picture the events in
your mind. Do you suppose that the swineherds ran six miles to
Gadara? The populace would certainly not run the six miles
back. All of that would have taken entirely too long. To me it is
obvious that there was a village close by, probably within half a
mile, called 'Gergesa'. It was to that village that the swineherds
ran, told their story, and brought the residents back. Galileans
familiar with the Sea of Galilee would certainly recognize
'Gergesa'.

Not only does Matthew name a different place, he affirms that
there were really two demonized men, whereas Mark and Luke
mention only one. As a former tax collector, numerical precision
was important to Matthew. Neither Mark nor Luke use the
number 'one'; they merely commented on the more prominent
of the two, the one who wanted to go with Jesus. | understand
that indeed there were two of them.

Who bought what from whom, and where?—
Stephen X Genesis

Acts 7:15-16—"So Jacob went down to Egypt; and he died, he
and our fathers; and they were transferred to Shechem and
placed in the tomb that Abraham bought for a sum of money
from the sons of Hamor of Shechem."

When we compare this text with the relevant passages in Gene-
sis, we appear to be confronted with some discrepancies. Who
bought what from whom, and where? Genesis 33:19 informs us
that Jacob bought a plot from Hamor, in Shechem. On the other
hand, Genesis 23:16-20 explains that Abraham bought an area
that included the cave of Machpelah from Ephron, in Hebron.
That cave became the sepulcher of Abraham and Sarah, of Isaac
and Rebecca, and of Jacob and Lea, because Jacob insisted upon
being buried there, as indeed he was (Genesis 49:29-30, 50:13).
Looking again at Acts 7, it was 'our fathers' that were buried in
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Shechem, not Jacob. Indeed, Joshua 24:32 states explicitly that
Joseph's bones were buried in Shechem.

Yes but, whenever did Abraham buy anything in Shechem? |
believe Genesis 12:6-7 gives us the clue. Abraham stopped in
Shechem and built an altar. Now then, to build on someone
else's property, with that someone looking on, probably won't
work very well. | believe we may reasonably deduce that Abra-
ham bought a plot "from the sons of Hamor of Shechem". The
'Hamor' of Jacob's day would be a descendant of the 'Hamor' in
Abraham's (sons were often named after their fathers). In Gene-
sis 14:14 we read that Abraham "armed his three hundred and
eighteen trained servants who were born in his own house". If
we add women and children, the total number of people under
Abraham's command was probably over a thousand. Well now,
with such a crowd it is not at all unlikely that someone died
while they were stopped at Shechem. (People older than Abra-
ham would not have been 'born in his own house', but there
were doubtless older persons in that crowd.) In that event Abra-
ham would need space for a cemetery, if the plot he had al-
ready bought for the altar was not big enough, or appropriate.
That sort of information may have been available to Stephen
from an extra-biblical document, or he may have figured it out
as | have done (in his case guided by the Holy Spirit—Acts 7:55).

Going back to Genesis 33:19, it is possible that Jacob increased
the area that Abraham had bought, by purchase. But why were
all of Jacob's sons buried in Shechem? | believe the answer lies
in Genesis 34:27-29. We read that Jacob's sons killed all the men
of Shechem, looted everything, but kept the women and chil-
dren. And what do you suppose they did with the women? So
where did you think they found wives for so many men? They
got them from Shechem. Since Shechem was the source of their
wives and material possessions, it would be a natural place for
them to be buried.
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To conclude: there is no discrepancy. Both Abraham and Jacob
bought land in Shechem. It was Jacob's sons who were buried
there, not Jacob himself.

~ 187 ~



Chapter IV: POISON

It has been commonly argued, for at least 200 years,* that no
matter what Greek text one may use no doctrine will be
affected. In my own experience, for over fifty years, when | have
raised the question of what is the correct Greek text of the New
Testament, regardless of the audience, the usual response has
been: "What difference does it make?" The purpose of this
article is to answer that question, at least in part.

The eclectic Greek text presently in vogue, N-A%%/UBS? [hereaf-
ter NU] represents the type of text upon which most modern
versions are based.? The KJV and NKJV follow a rather different
type of text, a close cousin of the Majority Text.3 The discrep-
ancy between NU and the Majority Text is around 8% (involving
8% of the words). In a Greek text with 600 pages that represents
48 solid pages' worth of discrepancies! About a fifth of that
reflects omissions in the eclectic text, so it is some ten pages

! John Bengel, a textual critic who died in 1752, has been credited with being
the first one to advance this argument.

2 Novum Testamentum Graece, Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 26th ed.,
1979. The Greek New Testament, New York: United Bible Societies, 3rd ed.,
1975. The text of both these editions is virtually identical, having been elab-
orated by the same five editors: Kurt Aland, Matthew Black, Carlo Martini,
Bruce Metzger and Allen Wikgren. Most modern versions were actually
based on the ‘old’ Nestle text, which differs from the 26th edition in over
700 places. UBS*and N-A? do not offer changes in the text, just in the ap-
paratus—it follows that the text was determined by the earlier set of five
editors, not the present five (Matthew Black and Allen Wikgren were re-
placed by Barbara Aland [Kurt’s wife, now widow] and Johannes Kara-
vidopoulos).

3The Greek New Testament According to the Majority Text, Nashville: Thomas
Nelson Publishers, 2nd ed., 1985. This text was edited by Zane C. Hodges
and Arthur L. Farstad. Very similar to this is The New Testament in the Orig-
inal Greek: Byzantine Textform 2005, Southborough, MA: Chilton Book Pub-
lishing, 2005. This text was edited by Maurice A Robinson and William G.
Pierpont. These differ somewhat from the Textus Receptus upon which the
KJV and NKJV are based.
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shorter than the Majority Text. Even if we grant, for the sake of
the argument, that up to half of the differences between the
Majority and eclectic texts could be termed ‘inconsequential’,
that leaves some 25 pages' worth of differences that are signifi-
cant (in varying degrees). In spite of these differences it is usu-
ally assumed that no cardinal Christian doctrine is at risk
(though some, such as eternal judgment, the ascension and the
deity of Jesus, are weakened). However, the most basic one of
all, the divine inspiration of the text, is indeed under attack.

The eclectic text incorporates errors of fact and contradictions,
such that any claim that the New Testament is divinely inspired
becomes relative, and the doctrine of inerrancy becomes virtu-
ally untenable. If the authority of the New Testament is under-
mined, all its teachings are likewise affected. For well over a
century the credibility of the New Testament text has been
eroded, and this credibility crisis has been forced upon the
attention of the laity by the modern versions that enclose parts
of the text in brackets and have numerous footnotes of a sort
that raise doubts about the integrity of the Text.

The consequences of all this are serious and far-reaching for the
future of the Church. It seems unreasonable that individuals and
organizations that profess to champion a high view of Scripture,
that defend verbal plenary inspiration and the inerrancy of the
Autographs, should embrace a Greek text that effectively under-
mines their belief.! Since their sincerity is evident, one must

! For years it has been commonly stated that no two known Greek manu-
scripts of the NT are in perfect agreement (however, for Galatians, Ephe-
sians, Philippians, Colossians, 1 & 2 Thessalonians, 1 & 2 Timothy, Titus,
Philemon, James, 1 & 2 Peter, 1 & 2 & 3 John and Jude | have in my posses-
sion copies of at least two identical manuscripts—not the same two for
each book). In consequence, claims of Biblical inerrancy are usually limited
to the Autographs (the very original documents actually penned by the hu-
man authors), or to the precise wording contained in them. Since no Auto-
graph of the NT exists today (they were probably worn out within a few
years through heavy use) we must appeal to the existing copies in any ef-
fort to identify the original wording.
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conclude that they are uninformed, or have not really looked at
the evidence and thought through the implications. So | will
now set out some of that evidence and discuss the implications.
| wish to emphasize that | am not impugning the personal sin-
cerity or orthodoxy of those who use the eclectic text; | am chal-
lenging the presuppositions that lie behind it and calling
attention to the ‘proof of the pudding’.

In the examples that follow, the reading of the Majority Text is
always given first and that of NU second, followed by any
others. (Where NU uses brackets, or some modern version fol-
lows Nestle?>, that will be clearly explained.) Immediately under
each variant is a literal equivalent in English. To each variant is
attached a statement of manuscript support taken from my edi-
tion of the Greek Text of the New Testament.! The set of vari-
ants with their respective supporting evidence is followed by a
discussion of the implications. First | will present errors of fact
and contradictions, then serious anomalies and aberrations.

Errors of Fact and Contradictions

Luke 4:44 tnc Foiilonac—F3® A,D (94.7%) CP,HF,RP,TR,0C
[in the synagogues] of Galilee

The text-critical theory underlying NU presupposes that the original
wording was ‘lost’ during the early centuries and that objective certainty as
to the original wording is now an impossibility. A central part of the current
debate is the argument that the text in use today is not inerrant—this is a
recurring theme in The Proceedings of the Conference on Biblical Iner-
rancy 1987 (Nashville: Broadman Press, 1987), for example.

This book offers objective evidence in support of the contention that
the original wording was not ‘lost’ during the early centuries. | further ar-
gue that it is indeed possible to identify with reasonable certainty the origi-
nal wording, based on objective criteria—today.

1 The Greek New Testament According to Family 35, Second Edition, may be
purchased from Amazon.com. It may also be downloaded free from
www.prunch.org; the last footnote in Matthew, for example, explains the
apparatus and the symbols used.
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¢ Iovdoag—P’>NB,C,Q (4.1%) NU
[in the synagogues] of Judea

tov Iovdotwv—W (0.2%)
avtov—(0.5%)
further variants—(0.4%)

Problem: Jesus was in Galilee (and continued there), not in
Judea, as the context makes clear.

Discussion: In the parallel passage, Mark 1:35-39, all texts agree
that Jesus was in Galilee. Thus NU contradicts itself by reading
Judea in Luke 4:44. Bruce Metzger makes clear that the NU edi-
tors did this on purpose when he explains that their reading "is
obviously the more difficult, and copyists have corrected it .. . in
accord with the parallels in Mt 4.23 and Mk 1.39."* Thus the NU
editors introduce a contradiction into their text which is also an
error of fact. This error in the eclectic text is reproduced by LB,
NIV, NASB, NEB, RSV, etc. NRSV adds insult to injury: "So he con-
tinued proclaiming the message in the synagogues of Judea."

Luke 23:45 sokotioOn—F* A,D,Q,W (96.8%) CP,HF,RP,TR
[the sun] was darkened

ekAnmovtoc—P”>NC (0.4%) NU
[the sun] being eclipsed

ekheimovtog—B (0.4%) OC
gokotio0evtoc—(0.7%)
conflations—(1.2%)

three further variants—(0.6%)

Problem: An eclipse of the sun is impossible during a full moon.
Jesus was crucified during the Passover, and the Passover is

1 A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, New York: United
Bible Societies, 1971, pp. 137-38.
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always at full moon (which is why the date for Easter moves
around). NU introduces a scientific error.

Discussion: The Greek verb skieinm is quite common and has
the basic meaning ‘to fail’ or ‘to end’, but when used of the sun
or the moon it refers to an eclipse (‘eclipse’ comes from that
Greek root). Indeed, such versions as Moffatt, Twentieth Cen-
tury, Authentic, Phillips, NEB, New Berkeley, NAB and Jerusalem
overtly state that the sun was eclipsed. While versions such as
NASB, TEV and NIV avoid the word ‘eclipse’, the normal mean-
ing of the eclectic text that they follow is precisely "the sun
being eclipsed."!

Mark 6:22 avtng e Hpodiadoc—F° A,C,N (96.5%) HF,RP,CP,TR,0C
[the daughter] herself of Herodias

ovtov --- Hpwdiadoc—NB,D (0.4%) NU
his [daughter] Herodias

-- ¢ Hpwdradoc—(1.3%)
avg -—- Hpwdiadog—W (0.7%)
avtov TS Hpwdiadog—(0.9%)
two further variants—(0.2%)

Problem: NU in Mark 6:22 contradicts NU in Matthew 14:6.

Discussion: Matthew 14:6 states that the girl was the daughter
of Herodias (Herodias had been the wife of Philip, King Herod's
brother, but was now living with Herod). Here NU makes the girl
out to be Herod's own daughter, and calls her "Herodias". Metz-
ger defends the choice of the NU Committee with these words:

1 Arndt and Gingrich (A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and
Other Early Christian Literature. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1957,
p. 242), referring to this passage, state: "Of the sun grow dark, perh. be
eclipsed". One suspects that this statement was designed specifically to de-
fend the reading of the eclectic text. We are not surprised to find Metzger
dismissing the reading of 97% of the MSS as "the easier reading" (p. 182).
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"It is very difficult to decide which reading is the least unsatis-
factory" (p. 89)! (Do the NU editors consider that the original
reading is lost? If not it must be ‘unsatisfactory’, but are those
editors really competent to make such a judgment? And just
what might be so ‘unsatisfactory’ about the reading of over 97%
of the MSS? | suppose because it creates no problem.) The mod-
ern versions that usually identify with NU part company with
them here, except for NRSV that reads, "his daughter Herodias".

1 Corinthians 5:1 ovopoaletou—¥® (96.8%) HF,RP,0C,TR,CP
is named

—  —P"NA,B,C(3.2%) NU

Problem: It was reported that a man had his father's wife, a
type of fornication such that not even the Gentiles talked about
it. However, the NU text affirms that this type of incest does not
even exist among the Gentiles, a plain falsehood. Every conceiv-
able type of sexual perversion has existed throughout human
history.

Discussion: Strangely, such evangelical versions as NIV, NASB,
Berkeley and LB propagate this error. | find it interesting that
versions such as TEV, NEB and Jerusalem, while following the
same text, avoid a categorical statement.!

Luke 3:33 tov Apwodap, tov Apapu—F35 A(D) [95%] CP,HF,
RP,TR,OC
of Aminadab of Aram

oL Auvadaf, tov Aduy, tov Apvi—none!! NU
of Aminadab of Admin of Arni

1 The UBS apparatus gives no inkling to the user that there is serious varia-
tion at this point (but N-A does); in consequence Metzger doesn't mention
it either. He would probably have told us that the reading of 96.5% of the
MSS is “unsatisfactory”.
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ToL Adpetv, Tov Apver—B
oL Aday, 0L Apvi?—Syr®
Tov Adap, oL Aduy, Tov Apvel—N
Tov Adau , ToL Aduelv, tov Apvel—Cop®s?
Touv Aduely,  ToL AdHy, TOL Ava—COpbO
tov Apvadof, tov Adpty, Tov Apvel—N°
Tov Apwvadap, Tov aduty,  tov Apni—fe
tov Apwvadaf, tov Adun,  touv Apvi—X
tov Auvadaf, tov Adpetv, tov Apvi—L
tov Apvadap, Tov Apap, tov Apvi—N

Problem: The fictitious Admin and Arni are intruded into Christ's
genealogy.

Discussion: UBS has misrepresented the evidence in their appa-
ratus so as to hide the fact that no Greek MS has the precise
text they have printed, a veritable ‘patchwork quilt’. In Metz-
ger's presentation of the UBS Committee's reasoning in this case
he writes, "the Committee adopted what seems to be the least
unsatisfactory form of text" (p. 136). Is this not a good candi-
date for ‘chutzpah’ of the year? The UBS editors concoct their
own reading and proclaim it "the least unsatisfactory"! And just
what might be "unsatisfactory" about the reading of over 95%
of the MSS except that it doesn't introduce any difficulties?

There is complete confusion in the Egyptian camp. That confu-
sion must have commenced in the second century, resulting
from several easy transcriptional errors, simple copying mis-
takes. APAM to APNI is very easy (in the early centuries only up-
per case letters were used); with a scratchy quill the cross
strokes in the A and M could be light, and a subsequent copyist
could mistake the left leg of the M as going with the A to make
N, and the right leg of the M would become /. Very early
“Aminadab” was misspelled as “Aminadam”, which survives in
some 25% of the extant MSS (in the minuscule MSS the beta
was frequently written like a mu, only without the ‘tail’). The
"Adam" of Aleph, syr® and cop*? arose through an easy instance
of homoioarcton (the eye of a copyist went from the first A in
"Aminadam" to the second, dropping "Amin-" and leaving
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"Adam"). A and 4 are easily confused, especially when written
by hand—"Admin" presumably came from “AMINadab/m”,
though the process was more complicated. The ‘i’ of "Admin"
and "Arni" is corrupted to ‘e’ in Codex B (a frequent occurrence
in that MS—perhaps due to Coptic influence). Codex Aleph con-
flated the ancestor that produced "Adam" with the one that
produced "Admin", etc. The total confusion in Egypt does not
surprise us, but how shall we account for the text and apparatus
of NU in this instance? And whatever possessed the editors of
NASB, NRSV, TEV, LB, Berkeley, etc. to embrace such an
egregious error?

Matthew 19:17 T pe Aeysic ayoov ovdeic ayodog st um eic 0 Ococ— F3°

C,W (99%) RP,HF,OC,CP,TR
Why do you call me good? No one is good but one, God.

T1 pe gpotog mept ToL oyaBov €1g 0TIV 0 ayaBog—
N (B,D) (0.9%) NU
Why do you ask me about the good? One is good.

Problem: NU in Matthew 19:17 contradicts NU in Mark 10:18
and Luke 18:19 (wherein all texts agree with the Majority here).

Discussion: Presumably Jesus spoke in Hebrew, but there is no
way that whatever He said could legitimately yield the two
translations into Greek given above.! That the Latin versions
offer a conflation suggests that both the other variants must
have existed in the second century—indeed, the Diatessaron
overtly places the Majority reading in the first half of that cen-
tury. The Church in Egypt during the second century was domi-
nated by Gnosticism. That such a ‘nice’ Gnostic variant came
into being is no surprise, but why do modern editors embrace
it? Because it is the "more obscure one" (Metzger, p. 49). This

Y In His teaching on general themes the Lord presumably repeated Himself
many times, using a variety of expressions and variations on those themes,
and the Gospel writers preserve some of that variety. In this case we are
dealing with a specific conversation, which presumably was not repeated.
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‘obscurity’ was so attractive to the NU Committee that they
printed another ‘patchwork quilt’—taking the young man's
guestion and this first part of the Lord's answer together, the
precise text of NU is found only in the corrector of Codex B; fur-
ther, with reference to the main Greek MSS given as supporting
the eclectic text here (¥,B,D,L,0,f1), the fact is that no two of
them precisely agree! (Should they be regarded as reliable wit-
nesses? On what basis?) Most modern versions join NU in this
error also.

Acts 19:16 avtov—F3® [90%] HF,RP,0C,TR,CP
them

oupopepwv—NA,B,D [5%] NU
both of them

two other variants—[5%]

Problem: The sons of Sceva were seven, not two.

Discussion: To argue that ‘both’ can mean ‘all’ on the basis of
this passage is to beg the question. An appeal to Acts 23:8 is
likewise unconvincing. "For Sadducees say that there is no
resurrection—and no angel or spirit; but the Pharisees confess
both." ‘Angel’ and ‘spirit’ if not intended as synonyms at least
belong to a single class, spirit beings. The Pharisees believed in
"both" —resurrection and spirit beings. There is no basis here
for claiming that "both" can legitimately refer to seven (Acts
19:16).1 Still, most modern versions do render "both" as "all".

! Arndt and Gingrich's note (p. 47) seems designed to protect the reading of
the eclectic text here. Metzger's discussion is interesting: "The difficulty of
reconciling [seven] with [both], however, is not so great as to render the
text which includes both an impossible text. On the other hand, however,
the difficulty is so troublesome that it is hard to explain how [seven] came
into the text, and was perpetuated, if it were not original, . .." (pp. 471-72).
Notice that Metzger assumes the genuineness of "both" and discusses the
difficulty that it creates as if it were fact. | would say that his assumption is
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NASB actually renders "both of them", making the contradiction
overt!

Matthew 1:7-8 Aca—f3> W [98%] RP,HF,0C,CP,TR
Asa

Acad—N,B,C [2%] NU (twice)
Asaph

Problem: Asaph does not belong in Jesus' genealogy.

Discussion: Asaph was a Levite, not of the tribe of Judah; he was
a psalmist, not a king. It is clear from Metzger's comments that
the NU editors understand that their reading refers to the Levite
and should not be construed as an alternate spelling of Asa; he
overtly calls Asaph an "error" (p. 1). In fact, "Asaph" is probably
not a misspelling of "Asa". Not counting Asa and Amon (see v.
10) Codex B misspells 13 names in this chapter, while Codex
Aleph misspells 10, which undermines their credibility. How-
ever, their misspellings involve dittography, gender change, or a
similar sound (z for s, d for t, m for n)—not adding an extrane-
ous consonant, like f, nor trading dissimilar sounds, like s for n.

In response to Lagrange, who considered "Asaph" to be an an-
cient scribal error, Metzger writes: "Since, however, the evange-
list may have derived material for the genealogy, not from the
Old Testament directly, but from subsequent genealogical lists,
in which the erroneous spelling occurred, the Committee saw
no reason to adopt what appears to be a scribal emendation"
(p. 1). Metzger frankly declares that the spelling they have
adopted is "erroneous". The NU editors have deliberately im-
ported an error into their text, which is faithfully reproduced by
NAB (New American Bible) and NRSV. RSV and NASB offer a
footnote to the effect that the Greek reads "Asaph"—it would

gratuitous and that the difficulty it creates is an artifact of his
presuppositions.
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be less misleading if they said that a tiny fraction of the Greek
MSS so read. The case of Amon vs. Amos in verse 10 is analo-
gous to this one. Metzger says that "Amos" is "an error for
'"Amon'" (p. 2), and the NU editors have duly placed the error in
their text.

Matthew 10:10 pnde papdovc—F3° C,N,W [95%] RP,HF,CP
neither staves

unde papdov—=N,B,D [5%] OC,TR,NU
neither a staff

Problem: In both Matthew 10:10 and Luke 9:3 NU has "neither a
staff," thus contradicting Mark 6:8 where all texts have "only a
staff".

Discussion: In Luke and Matthew the Majority text reads "nei-
ther staves", which does not contradict Mark—the case of the
staves is analogous to that of the tunics; they were to take only
one, not several. A superficial reader would probably expect the
singular; that some scribe in Egypt should have trouble with
"staves" and simplify it to "a staff" comes as no surprise, but
why do the NU editors import this error into their text? Almost
all modern versions follow NU both here and in Luke 9:3.

Mark 1:2 gv to1g npodntaig—F* AW (96.7%) HF,RP,CP,TR,0C
[as it is written] in the prophets

ev o Hoota to tpodntn—=NB (1.3%) NU
[as itis written] in Isaiah the prophet

Hoouo to tpodpntn—D (1.8%)
Problem: The NU text ascribes extraneous material to Isaiah.

Discussion: The rest of verse 2 is a quote from Malachi 3:1 while
verse 3 is from Isaiah 40:3. Once again Metzger uses the ‘harder
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reading’ argument, in effect (p. 73), but the eclectic choice is
most probably the result of early harmonizing activity. The only
other places that Isaiah 40:3 is quoted in the New Testament
are Matthew 3:3, Luke 3:4 and John 1:23. The first two are in
passages parallel to Mark 1:2. The quote in John is also used in
connection with John the Baptist. The crucial consideration, for
our present purpose, is that Matthew, Luke and John all identify
the quote as being from Isaiah (without MS variation). It seems
clear that the "Alexandrian-Western" reading in Mark 1:2 is
simply an assimilation to the other three Gospels. It should also
be noted that the material from Malachi looks more like an allu-
sion than a direct quote. Further, although Malachi is quoted (or
alluded to) a number of times in the New Testament, he is never
named. Mark's own habits may also be germane to this discus-
sion. Mark quotes Isaiah in 4:12, 11:17 and 12:32 and alludes to
him in about ten other places, all without naming his source.
The one time he does use Isaiah's name is when quoting Jesus in
7:6. In the face of such clear evidence the ‘harder reading’
canon cannot justify the forcing of an error into the text of Mark
1:2. Almost all modern versions agree with NU here.

Luke 9:10 &ic tonov epnpov moreng katovpevng Bnfoaida(v)—F° (A)C
(N)W [98%] CP,HF,RP,TR,0C
into a deserted place belonging to a town called Bethsaida

g1¢ mohv kalovpevny BnBcodo—(P”°)B [0.5%] NU
into a town called Bethsaida

€1g kounVv Agyopevnyv pndoaido—D
g1 tomov gpnuov—=N [0.5%]
four further variants—(0.4%)

Problem: NU has Jesus and company going into Bethsaida, but
in verse 12 the disciples say they are in a deserted area; thus a
contradiction is introduced. NU here is also at variance with NU
in the parallel passages.
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Discussion: In Matthew 14:13 all texts have Jesus going to a
deserted place, and in verse 15 the disciples say, "the place is
deserted . . . send the crowd away to the towns". In Mark 6:31-
32 all texts have Him going to a deserted place, and in verse 35
the disciples say it is a deserted place, etc. So NU not only
makes Luke contradict himself, but sets him against Matthew
and Mark. The modern versions do not surprise us.

John 18:24 ancoteihev—F® A [90%] CP,HF,RP,OC, TR
[Annas] had sent [Him bound to Caiaphas]

areoteirev oov—B,C,W [9%] NU, some TRs
then [Annas] sent [Him bound to Caiaphas]

angotelhev de—=N [1%]

Problem: The NU variant sets up a contradiction within the im-
mediate context. Verse 13 says Jesus was taken first to Annas,
but all four Gospels are agreed that Peter’s denials and the judg-
ing took place in the house of Caiaphas—here in John, verses
15-23 happened there. The NU variant puts verses 15-23 in the
house of Annas, making John contradict the other three
Gospels.

Discussion: Only John records that Jesus was taken first to
Annas; the other three go directly to Caiaphas, so for them the
difficulty of changing houses does not arise. After penning
verses 15-23, John saw that his readers could get the idea that
Jesus was still with Annas, so he wrote verse 24 to avert that
misunderstanding. Verse 24 should be translated in parenthe-
ses: (Annas had sent Him bound to Caiaphas the high priest).

John 6:11 to1¢ podnraig ot 8¢ padntan—=F3® D [97%] CP,HF,
RP,0C, TR
to the disciples, and the disciples

- e - —P%7RA,B,W [3%] NU
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Problem: The NU text contradicts itself. In Matthew 14:19, Mark
6:41 and Luke 9:16, parallel passages, NU agrees with the Ma-
jority that Jesus handed the bread to the disciples, who in turn
distributed it to the people. Here in John NU omits the disciples
and has Jesus Himself distributing the bread to the people.

Discussion: This variant may be explained as an easy transcrip-
tional mistake, a case of homoioarcton, a similar beginning—in
this case jumping from one to1ic to the next. There is no need to
appeal to the ‘harder reading’ canon. If this were the only
instance, it could be explained away, but when added to the
others it has a cumulative effect.

| am well aware that the foregoing examples may not strike the
reader as being uniformly convincing. However, | submit that
there is a cumulative effect. By dint of ingenuity and mental
gymnastics it may be possible to appear to circumvent one or
another of these examples (including those that follow), but
with each added instance the strain on our credulity increases.
One or two circumventions may be accepted as possible, but
five or six become highly improbable; ten or twelve are scarcely
tolerable.

Serious Anomalies/Aberrations

John 7:8 ovnw—f* P®®7°B,N,T,W [96.5%] CP,HF,RP,0C,TR
not yet

ovk—ND [3%] NU
not

--- —[0.5%]

Problem: Since Jesus did in fact go to the feast (and doubtless
knew what He was going to do), the NU text has the effect of
ascribing a falsehood to Him.
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Discussion: Since the NU editors usually attach the highest value
to P75 and B, is it not strange that they reject them in this case?
Here is Metzger's explanation: "The reading ["not yet"] was in-
troduced at an early date (it is attested by P66,75) in order to
alleviate the inconsistency between ver. 8 and ver. 10" (p. 216).
So, they rejected P86,75 and B (as well as 96.5% of the MSS) be-
cause they preferred the "inconsistency". NASB, RSV, NEB and
TEV stay with the eclectic text here.

John 6:47 sic epe—f°A,C,D,N (99.5%) CP,HF,RP,0C,TR
[believes] into me

-~ - —P®%NB,T,W (0.5%) NU
[believes]

Problem: Jesus is making a formal declaration about how one
can have eternal life: "Most assuredly | say to you, he who
believes into me has everlasting life." By omitting "into me" the
NU text opens the door to universalism.

Discussion: Since it is impossible to live without believing in
something, everyone believes—the object of the belief is of the
essence. The verb ‘believe’ does occur elsewhere without a
stated object (it is supplied by the context), but not in a formal
declaration like this. The shorter reading is probably the result
of a fairly easy instance of homoioarcton—three short words in
a row begin with E. And yet Metzger says of the words "in me",
"no good reason can be suggested to account for their omis-
sion" (p. 214). The editors grade the omission as {A}, against
99.5% of the MSS plus 2" century attestation! TEV, NASB, NIV,
NRSV and Jerusalem reproduce the UBS text precisely.

Acts 28:13 nepieiBoviec—F® A,048 [95%] HF,RP,0OC,TR,CP
tacking back and forth [we reached Rhegium]
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neprerovteg—NB [5%] NU
taking away (something) [we reached Rhegium]

Problem: The verb chosen by NU, nepiaipew, is transitive, and is
meaningless here.

Discussion: Metzger's lame explanation is that a majority of the
NU Committee took the word to be "a technical nautical term of
uncertain meaning" (p. 501)! Why do they choose to disfigure
the text on such poor evidence when there is an easy transcrip-
tional explanation? The Greek letters O and © are very similar,
and being side by side in a word it would be easy to drop one of
them out, in this case the theta. Most modern versions are actu-
ally based on the ‘old’” Nestle text, which here agrees with the
Majority reading. NRSV, however, follows NU, rendering it as
"then we weighed anchor".

Mark 16:9-20 (have)—every extant Greek MS (a. 1,700) except
three; HF,RP,CP,TR,OC[[NU]]

(omit)—N¢,B,304

Problem: A serious aberration is introduced —it is affirmed that
Mark's Gospel ends with 16:8.

Discussion: UBS3 encloses these verses in double brackets,
which means they are "regarded as later additions to the text",
and they give their decision an {A} grade, "virtually certain". So,
the UBS editors assure us that the genuine text of Mark ends
with 16:8. But why do critics insist on rejecting this passage? It is
contained in every extant Greek MS (about 1,700) except three
(really only two, B and 304—Aleph is not properly ‘extant’
because it is a forgery at this point).! Every extant Greek

! Tischendorf, who discovered Codex Aleph, warned that the folded sheet
containing the end of Mark and the beginning of Luke appeared to be writ-
ten by a different hand and with different ink than the rest of the manu-
script. However that may be, a careful scrutiny reveals the following: the
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Lectionary (about 2,000?) contains them (one of them, 185,
doing so only in the Menologion). Every extant Syriac MS except
one (Sinaitic) contains them. Every extant Latin MS (8,0007?)
except one (k) contains them. Every extant Coptic MS except
one contains them. We have hard evidence for the ‘inclusion’
from the Il century (Irenaeus and the Diatessaron), and presum-
ably the first half of that century. We have no such hard
evidence for the ‘exclusion’.

In the face of such massive evidence, why do the critics insist on
rejecting this passage? Lamentably, most modern versions also
cast doubt upon the authenticity of these verses in one way or
another (NRSV is especially objectionable here). As one who
believes that the Bible is God's Word, | find it to be inconceiva-
ble that an official biography of Jesus Christ, commissioned by
God and written subject to His quality control, should omit
proofs of the resurrection, should exclude all post-resurrection
appearances, should end with the clause "because they were

end of Mark and beginning of Luke occur on page 3 (of the four); pages 1
and 4 contain an average of 17 lines of printed Greek text per column
(there are four columns per page), just like the rest of the codex; page 2
contains an average of 15.5 lines of printed text per column (four columns);
the first column of page 3 contains only twelve lines of printed text and in
this way verse 8 occupies the top of the second column, the rest of which is
blank (except for some designs); Luke begins at the top of column 3, which
contains 16 lines of printed text while column 4 is back up to 17 lines. On
page 2 the forger began to spread out the letters, displacing six lines of
printed text; in the first column of page 3 he got desperate and displaced
five lines of printed text, just in one column!

In this way he managed to get two lines of verse 8 over onto the second
column, avoiding the telltale vacant column (as in Codex B). That second
column would accommodate 15 more lines of printed text, which with the
other eleven make 26. Verses 9-20 occupy 23.5 such lines, so there is
plenty of room for them. It really does seem that there has been foul play,
and there would have been no need for it unless the first hand did in fact
display the disputed verses. In any event, Aleph as it stands is a forgery (in
this place) and therefore may not legitimately be alleged as evidence
against them.
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afraid"! If the critics' assessment is correct we seem to be be-
tween a rock and a hard place. Mark's Gospel as it stands is
mutilated (if it ends at v. 8), the original ending having disap-
peared without a trace. But in that event what about God's
purpose in commissioning this biography?

John 1:18 o povoyevng viogc—F*A,C,W (99.6%) (CP)HF,RP,0C,TR
the only begotten Son

-- povoyevng 0soc—P® N B,C (0.3%) NU
an only begotten god

o povoyevng Osoc—P7° (0.1%)
the only begotten god

Problem: A serious anomaly is introduced—God, as God, is not
begotten.

Discussion: The human body and nature of Jesus Christ was
indeed literally begotten in the virgin Mary by the Holy Spirit;
God the Son has existed eternally. "An only begotten god" is so
deliciously Gnostic that the apparent Egyptian provenance of
this reading makes it doubly suspicious. It would also be possi-
ble to render the second reading as "only begotten god!", em-
phasizing the quality, and this has appealed to some who see in
it a strong affirmation of Christ's deity. However, if Christ re-
ceived His ‘Godhood’ through the begetting process then He
cannot be the eternally pre-existing Second Person of the God-
head. Nor is ‘only begotten’ analogous to ‘firstborn’, referring to
priority of position—that would place the Son above the Father.
No matter how one looks at it, the NU reading introduces a
serious anomaly, and on the slimmest of evidence.

Presumably povoyevng is intended to mean something more
than just povog, ‘only’. In Luke 7:12, even though for reasons of
style a translator may put "the only son of his mother", we must
understand that he is her own offspring—he could not be an
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adopted son. The same holds for Luke 8:42 and 9:38. In He-
brews 11:17, with reference to the promise and to Sarah, Isaac
was indeed Abraham's "only begotten", even though he in fact
had other sons with other women. Note that in Genesis 22:12
and 16 God Himself calls Isaac Abraham's "only" son. John uses
uovoyevnc five times, always referring to the Son of God (John
1:14, 18; 3:16, 18; 1 John 4:9). | see nothing in New Testament
usage to justify the rendering ‘unique’.

That P7> should have a conflation of the first two readings is
curious, but demonstrates that the discrepancy arose in the sec-
ond century. (Articles modify nouns not adjectives, whenin a
noun phrase such as we have here, so the article is part of the
same variation unit.) Most modern versions avoid a straightfor-
ward rendering of the NU reading. NIV offers us "but God the
only [Son]"—a bad translation of a bad text. (A subsequent revi-
sion has "God the One and Only"—a pious fraud since none of
the variants has this meaning.) TEV has "The only One, who is
the same as God"—only slightly better. NASB actually renders
"the only begotten God"! (the reading of P7>). Not to be out-
done Amplified serves up a conflation, "the only unique Son, the
only begotten God". Ho hum!

John 7:53-8:11 (retain)—f35 D [85%] CP,HF,RP,OC, TR[[NU]]
(omit)—P8675XB,N,T,W [15%]

Problem: UBS? encloses these verses in double brackets, which
means they are "regarded as later additions to the text", and
they give their decision an {A} grade, "virtually certain". The
omission introduces an aberration.

Discussion: The evidence against the Majority Text is stronger
than in any of the previous examples, but assuming that the
passage is spurious (for the sake of the argument), how could it
ever have intruded here, and to such effect that it is attested by
some 85% of the MSS? Let us try to read the larger passage
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without these verses—we must go from 7:52 to 8:12 directly.
Reviewing the context, the chief priests and Pharisees had sent
officers to arrest Jesus, to no avail; a ‘discussion’ ensues;
Nicodemus makes a point, to which the Pharisees answer:

(7:52) "Are you also from Galilee? Search and look, for no
prophet has arisen out of Galilee."

(8:12) Then Jesus spoke to them again, saying, "l am the
light of the world . . . ."

What is the antecedent of "them", and what is the meaning of
"again"? By the normal rules of grammar, if 7:53-8:11 is missing
then "them" must refer to the "Pharisees" and "again" means
that there has already been at least one prior exchange. But,
7:45 makes clear that Jesus was not there with the Pharisees.
Thus, NU introduces an aberration. And yet, Metzger claims that
the passage "interrupts the sequence of 7.52 and 8.12 ff." (p.
220)! To look for the antecedents of 8:12 in 7:37-39 not only
does despite to the syntax but also runs afoul of 8:13—"the
Pharisees" respond to Jesus' claim in verse 12, but "the Phari-
sees" are somewhere else, 7:45-52 (if the pericope is absent).

Metzger also claims that "the style and vocabulary of the peric-
ope differ noticeably from the rest of the Fourth Gospel"—but,
would not the native speakers of Greek at that time have been
in a better position than modern critics to notice something like
that? So how could they allow such an ‘extraneous’ passage to
be forced into the text? | submit that the evident answer is that
they did not; it was there all the time. | also protest their use of
brackets here. Since the editors clearly regard the passage to be
spurious they should be consistent and delete it, as do NEB and
Williams. That way the full extent of their error would be open
for all to see. NIV, NASB, NRSV, Berkeley and TEV also use
brackets to question the legitimacy of this passage.
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1 Timothy 3:16 0coc—f** A,C' [98.5%] RP,HF,0C,TR,CP
God [was manifested in flesh]

oc—N [1%] NU
who [was manifested in flesh]

o—D
that [was manifested in flesh]*

Problem: A grammatical anomaly is introduced. "Great is the
mystery of godliness, who was manifested in flesh" is worse in
Greek than it is in English. "Mystery" is neuter in gender while
"godliness" is feminine, but "who" is masculine!

Discussion: In an effort to explain the "who" it is commonly
argued that the second half of verse 16 was a direct quote from
a hymn, but where is the evidence for this claim? Without evi-
dence the claim begs the question.? That the passage has some
poetic qualities says no more than that it has some poetic quali-
ties. "Who" is nonsensical, so most modern versions that follow
NU here take evasive action: NEB and NASB have "he who";
Phillips has "the one"; NRSV, Jerusalem, TEV and NIV render

! For a more thorough and complete discussion of the evidence, the inter-
ested reader may go to pages 115-117 in my book, The Identity of the New
Testament Text IV.

2 A pronoun normally requires an antecedent, but quoted material might
provide an exception. Thus, 1 Corinthians 2:9 is sometimes offered as an in-
stance: the quote from Isaiah 64:4 begins with a pronoun, without a gram-
matical antecedent (although "mystery" in verse 7 is presumably the refer-
ential antecedent). However, the words from Isaiah are formally intro-
duced as a quotation, "as it is written", whereas the material in 1 Timothy
3:16 is not, so there is no valid analogy. Colossians 1:13 or 1:15 have been
suggested as analogies for "who" in 1 Timothy 3:16, even claimed as
"hymns", but there is no objective support for the claim. The antecedent of
the relative pronoun in Colossians 1:15 is "the son" in verse 13, and the an-
tecedent of the relative pronoun in verse 13 is "the father" in verse 12.
Again, there is no valid analogy.
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"he". Berkeley actually has "who"! The Latin reading, "the mys-
tery ... that," at least makes sense. The true reading, as
attested by 98.5% of the Greek MSS, is "God". In the early MSS
"God" was written ®C (with a cross stroke above the two letters
to indicate an abbreviation), "who" was written OC, and "that"
was written O. The difference between "God" and "who" is just
two cross strokes, and with a scratchy quill those could easily be
light (or a copyist could be momentarily distracted and forget to
add the cross strokes). The reading "who" can be explained by
an easy transcriptional error. The reading "that" would be an
obvious solution to a copyist faced with the nonsensical "who".
Whatever the intention of the NU editors, their text emascu-
lates this strong statement of the deity of Jesus Christ, besides
being a stupidity—what is a ‘mystery’ about any human male
being manifested in flesh? All human beings have bodies.

2 Peter 3:10 «ortaxonoeton—F® A,048 (93.6%) RP,HF,0C,TR,CP
[the earth .. .] will be burned up

gupednoston—(P72)NB (3.2%) NU
[the earth . . .] will be found

- —(2.8%)
one further variant—C

Problem: The NU reading is nonsensical; the context is clearly
one of judgment.

Discussion: Metzger actually states that their text "seems to be
devoid of meaning in the context" (p. 706)! So why did they
choose it? Metzger explains that there is "a wide variety of
readings, none of which seems to be original" —presumably if
"shall be burned up" were the only reading, with unanimous
attestation, he would still reject it, but he can scarcely argue
that it is meaningless. The NU editors deliberately chose a
variant that they believed to be "devoid of meaning in the
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context". NASB abandons UBS here, giving the Majority reading;
NEB and NIV render "will be laid bare"; TEV has "will vanish".

Jude 15 navtog touvg acePeic—F* A,B,C (97.8%) RP,HF,0C,TR,CP
[to convict] all the ungodly [among them of all their ungodly deeds]

nacav yoynv—P’2X (only one other MS) NU
[to convict] every soul [of all their ungodly deeds]

- —(1.6%)
Problem: NU introduces a serious anomaly.

Discussion: Certain very evil persons have been rather graph-
ically described in verses 4, 8 and 10-13. In verse 14 Jude intro-
duces a prophecy "about these men", the same ones he has
been describing, and the quotation continues to the end of
verse 15. Verse 16 continues the description of their perversity,
but verse 17 draws a clear distinction between them and the
believers that Jude is addressing. So, Enoch cannot be referring
to "every soul"—the NU reading is clearly wrong, introducing an
aberration on the flimsiest of evidence. In fact, Nestle2> and
UBS?2 stayed with the Majority, reading "all the ungodly". UBS3
changes to "every soul", without comment! Is this not a curious
proceeding? The UBS editors reverse an earlier position, follow-
ing just three MSS and the Sahidic version, and do not even
mention it in their apparatus. This is especially unfortunate,
given the serious nature of the change. Most modern versions
are with the Majority here, but NRSV has "convict everyone".

Matthew 5:22 cixn—f3°D,W (96.2%) RP,HF,0C,CP,TR
without a cause

- —P54NB (1.9%) NU
a long omission (1.9%)

Problem: The NU omission has the effect of setting up a conflict
with passages like Ephesians 4:26 and Psalm 4:4, where we are
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commanded to be angry, and even with the Lord’s own
example, Mark 3:5.

Discussion: God hates injustice and will judge it; but He also
hates evil and commands us to do likewise, Psalm 97:10. The NU
variant has the effect of forbidding anger, which cannot be
right. Again, if this were the only instance, it could be explained
away, but when added to the others it has a cumulative effect.

Mark 10:24 touc neroibotog emt ypnuacitv—F>A,C(D)N (99.5%)
HF,RP,CP(TR)OC
for those who trust in riches

— — - --  —NB(0.4%) NU
niovcltov—W

Problem: The NU variant has Jesus saying: “How difficult it is to
enter the Kingdom of God!” Within the context this is a stupid-
ity, besides having the effect of making Him contradict Himself,
since in other places He gives an open invitation: “Come unto
me, all you who labor and are heavy laden, and | will give you
rest” (Matthew 11:28).

Discussion: Within the context the Majority reading is clearly
correct. Taking into account all that Scripture offers on the sub-
ject, being rich in itself is not the problem; the problem is pre-
cisely one of trust—are you really trusting God, or is it your
wealth? Or to put it differently, where is your treasure? Most
modern versions follow NU here, and some offer a footnote
that says, “some (later) manuscripts add, ‘for those who trust in
riches’.” It is their way of referring to 99.5% of the manuscripts;
and the Latin and Syriac versions take the Majority reading back
to the 2" century. Such footnotes are clearly perverse.
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Matthew 1:25 ctexev Tov LIOV AVTNG TOV TPWTOTOKOV—F C,
D,N,W (99.5%) RP,HF,OC,CP,TR
she had given birth to her son, the firstborn

gtekev viov—NB (0.5%) NU
she had given birth to a son

Problem: NU turns a strong, clear statement into an empty one,
with serious theological consequences, and they do so on the
flimsiest of evidence.

Discussion: We need to remember the context, beginning with
verse 18.

18 Now the birth of Jesus Christ was like this: After His
mother Mary was betrothed to Joseph, before they joined
together, she was found to be pregnant by the Holy Spirit.
19 Then Joseph her husband,? being a just man and not
wanting to humiliate her publicly, decided to repudiate her
secretly. 20 But while he pondered these things, wow, an
angel of the Lord appeared to him in a dream saying:
"Joseph, son of David, do not be afraid to receive Mary as
your wife, because that which has been conceived in her is
of the Holy Spirit. 21 And she will give birth to a Son and
you will call His name Jesus, because He will save His people
from their sins." 22 Now all this happened so that what was
spoken by the Lord through the prophet should be fulfilled,
namely: 23 "Behold, the virgin will become pregnant and
bear a Son, and they shall call His name Emmanuel”, which
being translated is, 'God with us'. 24 Then Joseph, being
aroused from sleep, did as that angel of the Lord com-
manded him and received his wife,? 25 but did not know

1 The betrothal was legally binding, so the man was then called ‘husband’,
even before the physical union.

2 Apparently there was some urgency involved; it sounds like he did it that
same night (Mary was at least three months pregnant)—at night there
would not be any onlookers.

~ 212 ~



her until® she had given birth to her son, the firstborn. And
he called His name JESUS.

Only 0.5% of the Greek manuscripts, of objectively inferior qual-
ity, demonstrably so, omit “her” and “the firstborn” (as in NIV,
NASB, LB, TEV, etc.). That is eight manuscripts against 1,454 that
have been collated, but there are over 200 others yet to be col-
lated that will swell the number against the eight. Why do so-
called ‘evangelical’ scholars insist on damaging the Text based
on such ridiculously inferior and inadequate ‘evidence’? The
point of the ‘her’ is to reinforce the fact that the son was not
Joseph's, nor any other man’s—if a man was involved it would
be ‘his’ son.

Matthew is said to have ‘published’ his Gospel in about 39 AD.
By then Mary would be past the age when she could have chil-
dren, even if she was still alive. So for Matthew to write
‘firstborn’ means there were others later; if Mary had had only
one child Matthew would have written ‘only born’ (in John 3:16
it is ‘only begotten’). This is important because of the Roman
doctrine of the ‘perpetual virginity’ of Mary, denying that she
had any children with Joseph.

Luke 22:43-44 have verses 43-44 35 (X)D,Q(0171) (98.7%)
CP,HF,RP, TR,OC[[NU]]

omit verses 43-44 PB’>A,B,N,T,W (0.9%)
place them after Mt. 26:39 (C) (0.4%)

Problem: UBS* encloses these verses in double brackets, which
means they are "regarded as later additions to the text", and
they give their decision an {A} grade, "virtually certain". In UBS3

! The use of this conjunction indicates that they had normal relations after
Jesus’ birth, and in fact they had at least six children together. In the Bible
the verb ‘to know’ is used to refer to sexual intercourse.

~ 213 ~



the grade was {C}, while in UBS? the verses were simply omitted.
Were the editors playing games with the Text?

Discussion: Here is the omitted material. “Then an angel from
heaven appeared to Him, strengthening Him. 4 And being in
anguish He prayed with total concentration; then His sweat
became like clots of blood, falling to the ground.” These verses
contain important information that should not be questioned
on such a feeble basis, and only Luke furnishes it. | believe that
Hebrews 5:7 refers to this moment. “He, in the days of His flesh,
having offered up both prayers and supplications, with a loud
cry and tears, to the One who was able to save Him from death,
and having been answered because of His godly fear, . ..” Note
that there was a single loud (desperate?) cry (that should have
roused the drowsy disciples). His anguish was so severe that
Jesus literally passed blood through the pores in His skin—nor-
mally fatal. | suspect that the fear mentioned here was the fear
that He would die prematurely, there in the garden. He came to
die, certainly, but it had to be on the cross. So the Father sent
angels to strengthen Him, to keep Him from dying prematurely.
He was not saved from death on the cross, so that cannot be
the reference in Hebrews. The sleeping disciples did not observe
this, so Luke received this information ‘from Above’ (Luke 1:3).

John 5:3°-4 have 3 (A) (99.2%) CP,HF,RP,0C, TR
omit P675XB,C,(D),T,(W) (0.8%) NU

Note: the evidence for 3P is slightly different from that for 4. D
and W have 3%, but not 4, while A has 4, but not 3, besides some
other small differences.

Problem: NU mutilates the account.

Discussion: About 0.8% of the Greek manuscripts, of objectively
inferior quality, omit the last clause of verse 3 and all of verse 4
(asin NIV, NASB, LB, [TEV], etc.). But obviously all those people
would not stay there (in discomfort) day in and day out, year in
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and year out, if nothing was happening. Obviously people got
healed (from serious diseases), and verse 7 makes clear that it
had to do with the stirring of the water—so why didn’t those
manuscripts omit verse 7 as well? The UBS editions do us a con-
siderable disservice by following a very small minority of manu-
scripts (perhaps 2%) and making the angel 'of the Lord'. Since
angels can be good or fallen, it seems most likely to me that the
angel involved was fallen. A capricious, occasional healing con-
demned all those people to added suffering (being at the pool
instead of the comfort of home), including the frustration and
despair of those who never made it (like the man Jesus healed).
A sadistic procedure is just like Satan. The angel, whether good
or bad, would presumably be invisible to the people, so this
information must have been revealed to John.

Matthew 21:5 o ° C,D,W (98%) RP,HF,0C,CP,TR !
lemt NB,N (2%) NU
Problem: NU makes Jesus ride two animals.

Discussion: The quote is from Zechariah 9:9. Unfortunately the
KJV (corrected by the NKJV) mistranslates both the Hebrew and
the Greek, making it appear that Jesus rode both animals, which
was not the case; He rode only the colt. According to the rules
of Greek grammar, by repeating the preposition after ‘and’ NU
obliges Jesus to ride two animals. For a more complete discus-
sion, please see Chapter Ill: ‘How many animals?’

There are many further examples, some of which, taken singly,
may not seem to be all that alarming. But they have a cumula-
tive effect and dozens of them should give the responsible
reader pause. Is there a pattern? If so, why? But for now
enough has been presented to permit us to turn to the implica-
tions.
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Implications

How is all of this to be explained? | believe the answer lies in the
area of presuppositions. There has been a curious reluctance on
the part of conservative scholars to come to grips with this mat-
ter. To assume that the editorial choices of a naturalistic scholar
will not be influenced by his theological bias is naive in the
extreme.

To be sure, both such scholars and the conservative defenders
of the eclectic text will doubtless demur. "Not at all", they
would say, "our editorial choices derive from a straightforward
application of the generally accepted canons of NT textual criti-
cism" [“generally accepted” by whom, and on what basis—that
is, what are the presuppositions behind them?]. And what are
those canons? The four main ones seem to be: 1) the reading
that best accounts for the rise of the other reading(s) is to be
preferred; 2) the harder reading is to be preferred; 3) the
shorter reading is to be preferred; 4) the reading that best fits
the author's style and purpose is to be preferred. It could be
said that the first canon sort of distills the essence of them all,
and therefore should be the ruling canon, but in practice it is
probably the second that is most rigorously applied. From B.M.
Metzger's presentation of the NU Committee's reasoning in the
examples given above it appears that over half the time they
based their decision on the ‘harder reading’ canon (for four of
them he has no comment because the UBS apparatus does not
mention that there is any variation; for two of them he says that
all the variants are unsatisfactory!). But, how are we to decide
which variant is ‘harder’? Will not our own theological bias
enterin?

Let us consider an example: in Luke 24:52 the Nestle editions
1-25 omit "they worshipped him" (and in consequence NASB,
RSV and NEB do too). UBS? retains the words, but with a {D}
grade, which shows a "very high degree of doubt". Only one sol-
itary Greek manuscript omits the words, Codex D, supported by
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part of the Latin witness. In spite of the very slim external evi-
dence for the omission it is argued that it is the ‘harder’ read-
ing—if the clause were original, what orthodox Christian would
even think of removing it? On the other hand, the clause would
make a nice pious addition that would immediately become
popular, if the original lacked it. However, not only did the
Gnostics dominate the Christian church in Egypt in the second
century, there were also others around who did not believe that
Jesus was God—would they be likely to resist the impulse to de-
lete such a statement? How shall we choose between these two
hypotheses? Will it not be on the basis of our presuppositions?
Indeed, in discussing this variant set, along with Hort's other
"Western non-interpolations", Metzger explains (p. 193) that a
minority of the UBS committee argued that "there is discernible
in these passages a Christological-theological motivation that
accounts for their having been added, while there is no clear
reason that accounts for their having been omitted". (Had they
never heard of the Gnostics?)

Why Use Subjective Canons?

It is clear that the four canons mentioned above depend heavily
upon the subjective judgment of the critic. But why use such
canons? Why not follow the manuscript evidence? It is com-
monly argued that the surviving MSS are not representative of
the textual situation in the early centuries of the Church. The
official destruction of MSS by Diocletian (AD 300), and other
vagaries of history, are supposed to have decimated the supply
of MSS to the point where the transmission was totally dis-
torted—so we cannot be sure about anything. (Such an argu-
ment not only ‘justifies’ the eclectic proceeding, it is used to
claim its ‘necessity’.) But, the effectiveness of the Diocletian
campaign was uneven in different regions. Even more to the
point are the implications of the Donatist movement which
developed right after the Diocletian campaign passed. It was
predicated in part on the punishment that was deserved by
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those who betrayed their MSS to destruction. Evidently some
did not betray their MSS or there would have been no one to
judge the others. Also, those whose commitment to Christ and
His Word was such that they withstood the torture would be
just the sort who would be most careful about the pedigree of
their MSS. So it was probably the purest exemplars that
survived, in the main, and from them the main stream of
transmission derives.

Since the Byzantine (Majority) textform dominates over 90% of
the extant MSS, those who wish to reject it cannot grant the
possibility that the transmission of the text was in any sense
normal. (If it was, then the consensus must reflect the original,
especially such a massive consensus.) So it is argued that the
‘ballot box’ was ‘stuffed’, that the Byzantine text was imposed
by ecclesiastical authority, but only after it was concocted out of
other texts in the early IV century. But, there is simply no histor-
ical evidence for this idea. Also, numerous studies have demon-
strated that the mass of Byzantine MSS are not monolithic;
there are many distinct strands or strains of transmission, pre-
sumably independent. That at least some of these must go back
to the Il century (if not earlier) is demonstrated by Codex Aleph
in Revelation, in that it conflates some of those strands. Asterius
(d. 341) used MSS that were clearly Byzantine—presumably
most of his writing was not done on his deathbed, so his MSS
would come from the Ill century. There are further lines of evi-
dence that militate against the eclectic position, not least the
very nature of their canons.

"The shorter reading is to be preferred." Why? Because, we are
told, scribes had a propensity to add bits and pieces to the text.
But that would have to be a deliberate activity. It is demonstra-
ble that accidental loss of place results in omission far more
often than addition—about the only way to add accidentally is
to copy part of the text twice over, but the copyist would have
to be really drowsy not to catch himself at it. So, any time a
shorter reading could be the result of parablepsis it should be
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viewed with suspicion. But even when deliberate, omission
should still be more frequent than addition. If there is some-
thing in the text that you do not like it draws your attention and
you are tempted to do something about it. Also, it requires
more imagination and effort to create new material than to
delete what is already there (material suggested by a parallel
passage could be an exception). Further, it is demonstrable that
most scribes were careful and conscientious, avoiding even
unintentional mistakes. Those who engaged in deliberate edito-
rial activity were really rather few, but some were flagrant of-
fenders (like Aleph in Revelation).

"The harder reading is to be preferred." Why? The assumption is
that a perceived difficulty would motivate an officious copyist to
attempt a ‘remedy’. Note that any such alteration must be de-
liberate; so if a ‘harder’ reading could have come about through
accidental omission (e.g.) then this canon should not be used.
But in the case of a presumed deliberate alteration, how can we
really ascribe degrees of ‘hardness’? We do not know who did
it, nor why. Due allowance must be made for possible igno-
rance, officiousness, prejudice and malice. In fact, this canon is
unreasonable on the face of it—the more stupid a reading is,
whether by accident or design, the stronger is its claim to be
‘original’ since it will certainly be the ‘hardest’. It does not take a
prophet to see that this canon is wide open to satanic manipula-
tion, both in the ancient creation of variants and in their con-
temporary evaluation. But in any case, since it is demonstrable
that most copyists did not make deliberate changes, where
there is massive agreement among the extant MSS this canon
should not even be considered. Indeed, where there is massive
agreement among the MSS none of the subjective canons
should be used—they are unnecessary and out of place. Of the
6,000+ differences between NU and the Majority Text, the
heavy majority of the readings preferred by the NU editors have
slender MS attestation.

The Myth of Neutrality
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We need to lay to rest the myth of neutrality and scholarly ob-
jectivity. Anyone who has been inside the academic community
knows that it is liberally sprinkled with bias, party lines, personal
ambition and spite—quite apart from a hatred of the Truth.!
Neutrality and objectivity should never be assumed, and most
especially when dealing with God's Truth—because in this area
neither God nor Satan will permit neutrality. In Matthew 12:30
the Lord Jesus said: "He who is not with me is against me, and
he who does not gather with me scatters abroad." God declares
that neutrality is impossible; you are either for Him or against
Him. Jesus claims to be God. Faced with such a claim we have
only two options, to accept or to reject. (Agnosticism is really a
passive rejection.) The Bible claims to be God's Word. Again our
options are but two. It follows that when dealing with the text
of Scripture neutrality is impossible. The Bible is clear about sa-
tanic interference in the minds of human beings, and most es-
pecially when they are considering God's Truth. 2 Corinthians
4:4 states plainly that the god of this age/world blinds the minds
of unbelievers when they are confronted with the Gospel. The
Lord Jesus said the same thing when He explained the parable
of the sower: "When they hear, Satan comes immediately and
takes away the word that was sown in their hearts" (Mark 4:15,
Luke 8:12).

Furthermore, there is a pervasive satanic influence upon all hu-
man culture. 1 John 5:19 states that "the whole world lies in the
evil one". The picture is clearly one of massive influence, if not
control—NASB, RSV, NEB and Jerusalem render "in the power
of", TEV has "under the rule of", NIV has "under the control of",
NKJV has "under the sway of". All human culture is under perva-
sive satanic influence, including the culture of the academic
community. Ephesians 2:2 is even more precise: "in which you

1 By "the Truth" | mean the fact of an intelligent and moral Creator,
Sovereign over all, to whom every created being is accountable. Many
scholars will sacrifice the evidence, their own integrity and other people
rather than face the Truth.
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once walked according to the course of this world, according to
the prince of the power of the air, the spirit who now works in
the sons of the disobedience." Satan actively works in the mind
of anyone who rejects God's authority over him. Materialism
has infiltrated the Church in Europe and North America to such
an extent that what the Bible says on this subject has been
largely ignored. But | submit that for someone who claims to
believe God's Word to accept an edition of the Bible prepared
on the basis of rationalistic assumptions is really to forget the
teaching of that Word.

Interpretation is preeminently a matter of wisdom. A natural-
istic textual critic may have a reasonable acquaintance with the
relevant evidence, he may have knowledge of the facts, but that
by no means implies that he knows what to do with it. If "the
fear of the LORD is the beginning of wisdom" (Proverbs 9:10),
then presumably the unbeliever does not have any, at least
from God's point of view. Anyone who edits or translates the
text of Scripture needs to be in spiritual condition such that he
can ask the Holy Spirit to illumine him in his work as well as
protect his mind from the enemy.

In Jesus' day there were those who "loved the praise of men
more than the praise of God" (John 12:43), and they are with us
still. But, the "praise of men" comes at a high price—you must
accept their value system, a value system that suffers direct
satanic influence. To accept the world's value system is basically
an act of treason against King Jesus, a type of idolatry. Those
conservative scholars who place a high value on ‘academic
recognition’ on being acknowledged by the ‘academic commu-
nity’, etc., need to ask themselves about the presuppositions
that lie behind such recognition. Please note that | am not de-
crying true scholarship—I have three earned graduate degrees
myself—but | am challenging conservatives to make sure that
their definition of scholarship comes from the Holy Spirit, not
from the world, that their search for recognition is godly, not
selfish. | rather suspect that were this to happen there would be

~ 221 ~



a dramatic shift in the conservative Christian world with refer-
ence to the practice of NT textual criticism and to the identity of
the true NT text.

Conclusion

To sum it up, | return to the opening question: "What difference
does it make?" Not only do we have the confusion caused by
two rather different competing forms of the Greek text, but one
of them (the eclectic text) incorporates errors and contradic-
tions that undermine the doctrine of inspiration and virtually
vitiate the doctrine of inerrancy; the other (the Majority Text)
does not. The first is based on subjective criteria, applied by nat-
uralistic critics; the second is based on the consensus of the
manuscript tradition down through the centuries. Because the
conservative evangelical schools and churches have generally
embraced the theory (and therefore the presuppositions) that
underlies the eclectic text (UBS3/N-A?%),! there has been an
ongoing hemorrhage or defection within the evangelical camp
with reference to the doctrines of Biblical inspiration and iner-
rancy (especially). The authority of Scripture has been under-
mined—it no longer commands immediate and unquestioned
obedience. As a natural consequence there is a generalized sof-
tening of our basic commitment to Christ and His Kingdom.
Worse yet, through our missionaries we have been exporting all
of this to the emerging churches in the ‘third world’. Alas!

So what shall we do, throw up our hands in despair and give up?
Indeed no! 'lt is better to light one candle than to sit and curse
the darkness.' With God's help let us work together to bring
about a reversal of this situation. Let us work to undo the dam-
age. We must start by consciously trying to make sure that all
our presuppositions, our working assumptions, are consistent
with God's Word. When we approach the evidence (Greek MSS,

1 UBS* and N-A?” have changes in the apparatus, but not the text, so the text
is still that of the prior editions.
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patristic citations, ancient versions) with such presuppositions
we will have a credible, even demonstrable, basis for declaring
and defending the divine preservation, the inspiration and the
inerrancy of the New Testament text. We can again have a com-
pelling basis for total commitment to God and His Word.! The
present printed Majority Text (whether H-F or R-P) is a close
approximation to the original, free from the errors of fact and
contradictions discussed above. (All modesty aside, | consider
that my Greek Text is even closer.)

1 For a more thorough discussion, please see “The root cause of the continu-
ous defection from biblical infallibility” in chapter V.
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Chapter V: DOCTRINAL TOPICS

Judgment begins at the house of God

Let me begin by explaining why | am writing such an article as
this. I am looking for a way (if it is still possible) to stop, and
even turn back, the satanic steamroller that is destroying the
culture and taking over all aspects of life in the country where |
live, Brazil. (Of course the same is true of other countries as
well.) The only possible ‘medicine’ is the love of the truth (2
Thessalonians 2:10, see below), so the bottom line is this: what
can we do to promote the love of the truth? Lamentably, the
vast majority of the churches are part of the problem, rather
than being part of the solution. | venture to say that less than
1% of the churches want a Bible with objective authority.! The
culture outside the church is totally dominated by relativistic
humanism, and most church members have been heavily influ-
enced by that worldview. On the way to promoting the love of
the truth, we must defend the objective authority of the biblical
Text,? and the place to begin is with the churches.? To promote
truth necessarily involves exposing lies.

Any surgeon knows that for certain pathological conditions the
only alternative to a premature physical death is radical surgery.

! In consequence, they are lacking in spiritual power and spiritual
discernment.

2 |t is the biblical Text that defines and teaches the Truth, and in order to
arrive at the Truth we must understand that the Text has objective author-
ity. Relativistic humanism is inimical to objective authority, and any
attempt to relativize the authority of Scripture only serves the enemy.

3 Our only hope of correcting the national culture depends upon first correct-
ing the churches.

~ 224 ~



The patient will not like the news, but if the surgery is success-
ful, he will end up thanking the surgeon. Similarly, a brother
probably will not appreciate being told that he has embraced a
lie, but if he will stop and think, and change, he will end up
thanking us. In desperate times ‘business as usual’ is not
enough; it is necessary to take risks.?

Now consider 1 Peter 4:17—"“Because the time has come for
judgment to begin at God’s house; now if it starts with us, what
will be the end of those who keep disobeying the Gospel of
God?” Although the ‘publishing’ of this letter is often stated to
have been around 60 AD, or even later, | suspect it may have
been at least ten years earlier. In any case, although the nation
of Israel will yet return to center stage, beginning with the day
of Pentecost Sovereign Jesus has been interacting with the
world using mainly His body, the Church. Since Peter is writing
to Christians, he is referring to them as “God’s house”. It is pos-
sible to translate the verse above as ‘from God’s house’, that
house being the point of departure. It seems clear that God’s
judgment does not stop with us; it goes on to the world.

God has always judged His people

Once the blood of God’s Lamb had been shed, thus paying for
the sin of the world, the judgment against those “who keep dis-
obeying the Gospel of God” became more direct. But since judg-
ment starts with God’s house, the demands upon those claiming
to belong to Christ also became more direct. The fate of Ananias
and Sapphira is an emphatic case in point.2 What | wish to em-
phasize is that God’s judging His house began at the beginning,
it began on the day of Pentecost, with reference to the Church.
When we cry out to God to judge the world, the judging of

L In order to try to save the ‘patient’, | must take the risk of being rejected
and hated. On the other hand, Ezekiel 3:20-21 explains an even more
serious risk.

2 They were not given any warning, nor any chance to repent or explain.
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God’s house as a prior condition is not a factor'—God has been
judging His house right along.? However, | would say that
judging is one thing, but correcting is another. The correcting of
the culture begins with, and depends on, the correcting of the
churches.

Consider what happened to the apostle Paul. The Holy Spirit had
told him repeatedly NOT to go to Jerusalem, but he went any-
way. When he got there he kowtowed to big boss James, who
was well on his way back into Judaism. Do you remember his
pitch to Paul? “You see, brother, how many tens of thousands
are the Jews who have believed, and they are all zealous for the
law; but they have been informed about you that you teach all
the Jews who are among the Gentiles to forsake Moses, telling
them not to circumcise their children nor to walk according to
our customs” (Acts 21:20-21).2 If his “many tens of thousands”
was not a blatant exaggeration, as | suspect, then the whole
church in that area was in a bad way (which it probably was any-
way). Was Paul judged? He spent the next five years, at least, in
chains.?

Was James judged? He was killed, not long after. Was the
church in Jerusalem judged? The city was destroyed in 70 AD,
and the Jerusalem church ceased to exist. The city was little
more than a ruin for centuries.”> And now consider 1 Corinthians
11:29-30: “He who eats and drinks unworthily eats and drinks

! For many years | had the idea that it was a prior condition that had not yet
been fulfilled—don’t ask me where | got it!

2 Of course this has always been true. The O. T. is full of God’s judgment
upon His people, Israel. Adam was judged; Moses was judged. God has
always required an accounting based on the benefits and blessings one
receives.

3 “The law”, “Moses”, “our customs” = Judaism.

4 Try living in chains for just twenty-four hours, and see how you like it!

5 References during the early centuries to especially good NT manuscripts in
Jerusalem are probably just pious hogwash. The center of gravity of the
Church had moved north.
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judgment to himself, not distinguishing the Lord’s body. Be-
cause of this many among you are weak and sick, and a good
many have died.” Paul declares that God had already visited
sickness on many, and death on even more. God was judging His
people. A variety of further texts could be mentioned, but
Hebrews will do. Please read 2:1-3, 3:12-4:13, 6:3-8, 10:26-31,
and 12:28-29. “It is a dreadful thing to fall into the hands of the
Living God”, “because our God is indeed a consuming fire!”

And then there are the seven letters that the glorified Jesus sent
to the seven churches. Each letter ends with a promise to “the
one who overcomes”; so what happens to you if you don’t?
Although He had some good things to say about the church in
Ephesus, He said He would remove their ‘lampstand’ if they did
not return to their first love. Indeed, in due time all seven of
those churches lost their lampstand. Two of the letters refer to
the doctrine and works of the Nicolaitans, that Sovereign Jesus
says He hates. The etymology of the term suggests the begin-
ning of the distinction between clergy and laity. It may have be-
gun with James in Jerusalem.! Before the end of the first cen-
tury, a certain Clement was the bishop of Rome. The term
‘bishop’ came to be used of a presbyter who had authority over
the other presbyters in his area, the boss presbyter.?

Attempting to control someone else’s spiritual life is
forbidden

! The Jews were accustomed to a high priest, a single individual at the top of
the religious pyramid. Evidently that attitude invaded the churches.

2 |n the writings of the ‘church fathers’ that have come down to us, there ap-
pears to be no mention of ‘apostles’ after the first century. This means that
there was no ‘apostolic succession’; the more so since apostles are desig-
nated by God, not ordained by men. Since the second century there has
only been ‘discipolic’ succession. Any claims in our day based on apostolic
succession are spurious (as were any such claims after the first century).
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But the concept of special spiritual authority being vested in a
‘bishop’ soon ran afoul of Sovereign Jesus’ words in Matthew
23:8-12 and John 4:23-24. First Matthew:

“But you (pl.), do not be called ‘Rabbi’; because your Teacher
is one, the Christ,* and you are all brothers. 9 And do not call
anyone on earth your ‘father’; because your Father is one, He
who is in the heavens. 10 Neither be called leaders/guides;
because your Leader is one, the Christ. 11 On the contrary,
the greatest among you must be your servant. 12 And who-
ever exalts himself will be humbled, and whoever humbles
himself will be exalted.”

In verse 9, since the second person here is plural, the Lord is evi-
dently referring to calling someone your spiritual father; He is
not saying not to acknowledge your physical father. “Your (pl.)
Father is one” —obviously they did not all have the same physi-
cal father. Verse 10 may be why we have no record in Scripture
of a Christian calling someone his disciple; even in 1 Corinthians
3:4 Paul evidently avoids using the term. | take it that our Lord
is forbidding any effort by one Christian to control the spiritual
life of another. We may point the way, we may encourage, we
may discipline when occasion warrants, but the rest is up to the
Holy Spirit.2 The Lord had already told the Samaritan woman
that the Father must be worshipped "in spirit and truth" (John
4:23-24).

“The time is coming, in fact now is, when the genuine wor-
shipers will worship the Father in spirit and truth. Really, be-
cause the Father is looking for such people to worship Him.

! Perhaps 4% of the Greek manuscripts omit “the Christ” (as in NIV, NASB, LB,
TEV, etc.).

2 |tis normal, indeed inescapable, that a new Christian will receive his first
ideas about spiritual things from the older Christians around him. But as he
grows and matures, he should learn to depend directly upon Scripture and
the Holy Spirit.
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24 God is Spirit,* and those who worship Him must worship
in spirit and truth.”

The Father “is looking” for those who will worship Him in spirit
and truth.? It may be that we have here a window on the reason
why God created a race such as ours—persons in His image with
the capacity to choose. God “is looking” for something, which
means He does not have it, at least not automatically, nor in suf-
ficient quantity. | take it that He wants to be appreciated for
who He is, but to have meaning such appreciation cannot come
from robots—it has to be voluntary. So He created a type of
being with that capacity, but He had to take the risk that such a
being would choose not to appreciate Him. Unfortunately, most
human beings make the negative choice, and with that negative
choice come all sorts of negative consequences. Ever since
Adam human beings are born with an inclination toward sin,3 so
for someone to choose to appreciate God is definitely not auto-
matic, nor even easy. No one can reasonably accuse God of
having ‘stacked the deck’ in His own favor, of 'buying votes'—He
seems to have done just the opposite. If a human being, against
his natural inclination, chooses to appreciate God, then God
receives what He is looking for.

“In spirit and truth” presumably means that it cannot be faked,
cannot be forced or imposed, cannot be merely physical, cannot
be merely emotional (though both body and emotions can, and
often will, be utilized). The concept of ‘bishop’ (and in our day

! Again the lack of the definite article presents us with an ambiguity; the ren-
dering 'a spirit' is possible. But as | indicate by the underlining, | understand
that the quality inherent in the noun is being emphasized, which is another
use of an absent article (in Greek).

2 See also 2 Chronicles 16:9, that tells you how to have God'’s help.

3 Babies have to be self-centered in order to survive, but self-centeredness is
the essence of sin, which, however, is not charged to the account until the
person can understand what he is doing. At that point, the person needs to
receive adequate instruction, to escape from that self-centeredness
(Proverbs 22:6).
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even of lowly pastors) as someone having the authority to
control the spiritual life of others is an open rebellion against
Sovereign Jesus, who forbids any such attitude or proceeding.!
But rebellion against God is Satan’s ‘thing’, and will certainly call
down God’s judgment (see the discussion of 2 Thessalonians
2:9-12 below).

Someone who wishes to control the spiritual life of others must
develop a doctrinal ‘package’; he must define what they may
and may not believe, and/or do. But of course that gave rise to
competing ‘packages’, and competition between ‘bishops’, to
the point that they were mutually excommunicating each other,
and so on. That gave rise to different ‘churches’, and in our day
to different ‘denominations’. This mentality guarantees the per-
petuation of the falsehoods that have been incorporated into
the denominational ‘packages’. In some cases they reached the
point of declaring that only those who were within their ranks
could be saved. Anyone who embraces a ‘package’ elevates that
package above God’s inspired Word, and that is idolatry. Such
idolatry offends the Holy Spirit, who has a special interest in
that Word; such idolaters no longer listen to the Holy Spirit (if
they ever did). Such idolaters condemn their ‘package’ to
become an ‘old wineskin’, devoid of spiritual power.

| would say that the only way to avoid becoming an ‘old wine-
skin’ is to be constantly listening to the Holy Spirit and obeying
what He says. Unfortunately, few Christians are in the habit of
consulting the Holy Spirit, and those who do are marked for per-
secution. No Establishment can tolerate anyone who listens to
the Holy Spirit. Surely, or have you forgotten John 3:8? “The
wind blows where it wishes, and you (sg) hear its sound, but you
do not know where it comes from or where it goes. So it is with
everyone who has been begotten by the Spirit.” Notice that the

1 A typical proceeding is to dictate who may, or may not, participate in the
‘Lord’s Supper’, as though the ‘table’ belongs to the leaders of the congre-
gation, rather than to the Lord—after all, it is the ’Lord’s Table’.
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Lord is saying here that it is we who are to be unpredictable, like
the wind, or the Spirit (“comes” and “goes” are in the present
tense). If you are really under the control of the Spirit you will
do unexpected things, just like He does, and that definitely will
not please the ‘bosses’.! (Since Satan is forever muddying the
water with excesses and abuses, spiritual discernment is
needed, but lamentably such discernment appears to be a rare
commodity in the churches.) An Establishment is defined by its
‘straightjacket’ (or ‘package’), and the Holy Spirit does not like
straightjackets, and vice versa.

The love of the Truth

During the middle ages the Church all but died out, at least in
the West. And why did the Church almost die out? It was
because the Church became part of the problem, rather than
being part of the solution. And how did it become part of the
problem? It became part of the problem by rejecting the love of
the truth (see the discussion of 2 Thessalonians 2:9-12 below).
When the Church becomes part of the problem, the surround-
ing culture is condemned. Did you get that? When the Church
becomes part of the problem, the surrounding culture is
condemned. Surely, because salvation begins at the house of
God.

Consider 1 Timothy 3:15—"“so that you may know how it is nec-
essary to conduct oneself in God’s household, which is the
Church of the living God, pillar and foundation of the truth.” My

! But what about Hebrews 13:17? “Obey your leaders and submit, for they
keep watch over your souls, as those who must give account.” In the first
place, | would say that the reference is to administrative matters, so that
things be done ‘decently and in order’. But the minute a leader attempts to
impose a falsehood, he should not be obeyed; he is no longer listening to
the Holy Spirit. As Peter said to the council, “We must obey God rather
than men” (Acts 5:29). | treat 1 Peter 5:5 similarly. Some 4% of the Greek
manuscripts, of inferior quality, omit “submitting to one another” (as in
NIV, NASB, LB, TEV, etc.).
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first impression would be that the truth should be sustaining the
Church, not vice versa. But it is the Church that has the respon-
sibility to promote and defend the truth in the society at large—
in education, health, commerce, government, everywhere. Sal-
vation can come to an individual just by reading God’s Word, all
by himself, but to transform a whole culture requires the
Church. Remember also what Jesus said to the Samaritan
woman in John 4:22, “salvation is from the Jews”. Quite so. The
Lamb of God is a Jew, and the O.T. canon came through the
Jewish people (for that matter, most, if not all, of the N.T. was
written by Jews as well). As Paul says in Romans 3:2, “they were
entrusted with the oracles of God”. The Oracles of God are His
written revelation to the human race.

Then came the Protestant Reformation, but because of its em-
phasis on reason it was born deformed. It was not long before
‘packages’ developed within the Reformation, and in the nine-
teenth century it was besieged by three satanic sophistries (2
Corinthians 10:5): 1) Darwin’s theory of evolution, 2) the so-
called ‘higher criticism’ of the Bible, and then 3) the text-critical
theory of Westcott and Hort.! These were followed by material-
ism, humanism, relativism, etc. A biblical Text with objective au-
thority barely limped into the twentieth century, but then came
the onslaught of liberal theology.?

! The W-H theory did away with any notion of a NT text with objective au-
thority. My demonstration that that theory is a tissue of falsehoods was
first published in 1977 (the book having gone through at least six revisions
since), and so far as | know, it has never been refuted. The Identity of the
New Testament Text (Nashville: Thomas Nelson Inc., Publishers, 1977); The
Identity of the New Testament Text IV (self-published with Amazon.com,
2014).

2 One response to liberal theology was the so-called Neo-orthodoxy; it holds
that the Bible is made up of divine parts and human parts, so that the
whole cannot be said to be God’s Word. Since that view offers no way to
know which parts are and which are not, it also does away with any notion
of a NT text with objective authority.
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To understand the full impact of the onslaught of liberal theol-
ogy, one must take account of the milieu. Reason has always
been important to the historic or traditional Protestant denomi-
nations. In consequence, academic respectability has always
been important to their graduate schools of theology. The
difficulty resides in the following circumstance: for at least two
centuries academia has been dominated by Satan, and so the
terms of ‘respectability’ are dictated by him. Those terms
include ‘publish or perish’, but of course he controls the tech-
nical journals. Since he is the father of lies (John 8:44), anyone
who wished to tell the whole truth has always had a hard time
getting an article published, no matter how good it was. To get
an article published one had to toe the party line. ‘Taking
account of the existing literature’ obliges one to waste a great
deal of time reading the nonsense produced by Satan’s serv-
ants, all of which was designed to keep the reader away from
the truth—the ‘reader’ in this case being the students who in
their turn would become pastors and church leaders, seminary
professors, etc.?

The TRUTH—aye, there’s the rub. Consider 2 Thessalonians
2:9-12:

That one’s coming is according to the working of Satan with
all power? and signs and lying wonders, 10 and with all
wicked deception among those who are wasting themselves,3
because they did not receive the love of the truth so that

! The systematic contamination of successive generations of future pastors
inevitably resulted in the contamination of the congregations as well.

2 When Satan fell he did not lose his power.

3 The verb here, amwAiou, often rendered ‘to perish’ (John 3:16 in KJV), is
used in a variety of contexts, but | take the core meaning to be ‘waste’. The
participial form here is ambiguous as to voice, either middle or passive, but
the basic form of the verb is middle. Ephesians 1:5-14 makes clear that a
basic objective of our redemption is that we be “to the praise of His glory”,
which was part of the original Plan (Isaiah 43:7). Only as we live for the
glory of God can we realize or fulfill our potential, our reason for being. If
you live for any other reason, you are wasting yourself.

~ 233 ~



they might be saved. 11 Yes, because of this God will send
them an active delusion so that they will believe the lie

12 and so that all may be condemned who have not believed
the truth but have taken pleasure in wickedness.*

Although verse ten is in the context of the activity of the Anti-
christ, who will find an easy target in ‘those who are wasting
themselves’ (my translation), it does not follow that no one will
be wasting himself before that activity. Obviously, people have
been wasting themselves all down through history, and the un-
derlying cause for that ‘wasting’ has never changed—“they did
not receive the love of the truth”. (It began in the Garden.)

Consider Romans 1:18: “Now the wrath of God is revealed from
Heaven upon all ungodliness and unrighteousness of the people
who suppress the truth by unrighteousness.” To ‘suppress the
truth’ is a deliberate act, an evil choice that invites God’s wrath.
(Romans 1:24-25 and 2:8 give more detail.) To hear a sermon
about ‘the love of God’ is easy enough, but how many have you
heard (or preached) about ‘the wrath of God’? ‘God hates sin
but loves the sinner’ is standard fare, but consider Psalm 5:4-6.

“For You are not a God who takes pleasure in wickedness,
nor shall evil dwell with You. The boastful shall not stand in
your sight; You hate all workers of iniquity. You shall destroy
those who speak falsehood; the LORD abhors the bloodthirsty
and deceitful man.”

This is not an isolated text; there are a fair number of others in
the same vein. Someone who deliberately chooses to be evil
and to promote evil, having rejected the truth, thereby makes

1 ‘Taking pleasure in wickedness’ involves rejecting the Truth of a moral
Creator who will demand an accounting, or even overt rebellion against
that Creator (like Lucifer/Satan).
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God his enemy, makes himself an object of His wrath.! God has
been judging sin for six thousand years.

Consider also Luke 16:31 “He said to him, ‘If they do not listen
to Moses and the prophets, they will not be persuaded even if
someone should rise from the dead’.” Abraham states a disqui-
eting reality: people who reject God’s written revelation are
self-condemned. As Jesus said in John 8:31-32, “If you abide in
my word, you really are my disciples; and you will know the
Truth, and the Truth will make you free.” So what happens if
you don’t abide?

Consider further 2 Timothy 4:4, “They will turn their ears away
from the Truth and be turned aside to fables.” Notice the pro-
gression: first they choose to turn away from the Truth, but
after that someone else takes over and leads them into ever
greater stupidities—that someone else is Satan, using his
servants.

But to return to Thessalonians, please notice carefully what is
said there: it is God Himself who sends the “active delusion”!?
And upon whom does He send it? Upon those who do not
receive the love of the truth—it is a direct judgment upon their
rejection of the truth.® And what is the purpose of the strong
delusion?—the condemnation of those who do not believe the
truth. Dear me, this is heavy. Notice that the truth is central to

1 A person who sells himself to evil will spend eternity in the Lake of fire and
brimstone, but usually gets a taste of God’s wrath in this life as well.

2 | understand ‘active’ in the sense of ‘aggressive’; it is not a passive delusion
that lies quietly in your brain, allowing you to go your merry way. It is
aggressive, it tries to control how you think, and therefore what you do and
who you are.

3 Please note that it is not enough to merely ‘accept’ the truth; it is required
that we love the truth. Satan tantalizes us with fame and fortune (on his
terms, of course), so to love the truth requires determination; since the
love in question is ayann, it involves an act of the will.

~ 235~



anyone’s salvation. This raises the necessary question: just what
is meant by ‘the truth’?

In John 14:6 Sovereign Jesus declared Himself to be ‘the truth’.
Praying to the Father in John 17:17 He said, “Thy Word is truth”.
Once each in John chapters 14, 15 and 16 He referred to the
third person of the Trinity as “the Spirit of the truth”. Since the
Son is back in Heaven at the Father’s right hand, and the Spirit is
not very perceptible to most of us, most of the time, and since
the Word is the Spirit’s sword (Ephesians 6:17), our main access
to ‘the truth’ is through God’s Word, the Bible. The Bible offers
propositional truth, but we need the Holy Spirit to illumine that
truth, and to have the Holy Spirit we must be adequately related
to Sovereign Jesus—it is Jesus who baptizes with the Holy Spirit
(Matthew 3:11). If that is ‘the Truth’, then what is ‘the lie’? |
suggest that ‘the lie’ is short for Satan’s kingdom and all it repre-
sents. In that event, we could also say that ‘the Truth’ is short
for Christ’s Kingdom and all it represents.

Now then, for something to be received, it must be offered; one
cannot believe in something he has never heard about (Romans
10:14). A baby born to Satanist parents and dedicated to him
may well grow to adulthood without ever having been exposed
to ‘the truth’. The same holds for cultures that have no know-
ledge at all of Christianity. In such circumstances a person can
be serving ‘the lie’ because that is all he knows. He has not re-
jected ‘the truth’, because he has no knowledge of it. For such a
person there is hope; if some day ‘the truth’ is presented to
him, he has the option of embracing it, as has happened many
times.

The use of the verb ‘receive’ clearly implies an act of volition on
the part of those not receiving the truth; that love was offered
or made available to them but they did not want it; they wanted
to be able to lie and to entertain lies told by others. But the con-
sequences of such a choice are terrible; they turned their back
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on salvation. Notice in verse 11 that God sends the active delu-
sion so that they will believe the lie; God pushes them toward
the lie! In John 8:44 Sovereign Jesus stated that Satan is the
father of lying, there being no truth in him. So if God Himself
sends delusion, He is turning the victims over to Satan. So if God
turns you over to Satan, what are your chances?

Notice the sequence: first they reject the love of the truth; it is
as a consequence of that choice that God sends the delusion.
The implication is that there is a point of no return;! God sends
the delusion so that they may be condemned. The only intelli-
gent choice is to embrace the truth! If God offers you the truth
and you reject it, your choice turns Him into your enemy—not a
good idea!

A correct solution depends upon a correct diagnosis

Why did | write this article? | am looking for a way (if it is still
possible) to stop, and even turn back, the satanic steamroller
that is destroying the culture and taking over all aspects of life
in the country where | live, Brazil. (Of course the same is true of
other countries as well.) The only possible ‘medicine’ is the love
of the truth, so the bottom line is this: what can we do to pro-
mote the love of the truth? Lamentably, the vast majority of the
churches are part of the problem, rather than being part of the
solution. | venture to say that less than 1% of the churches want
a Bible with objective authority.? The culture outside the church
is totally dominated by relativistic humanism, and most church
members have been heavily influenced by that worldview. On

! However, since God is gracious and longsuffering, He may grant a number
of opportunities to repent before a person reaches that point. In my own
experience, | threw off a variety of falsehoods that | was taught, one at a
time over a period of years. That said, | should not assume that | am now
totally free from false ideas; | need to keep listening to the Holy Spirit as |
study the Scriptures.

2 In consequence, they are lacking in spiritual power and spiritual
discernment.
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the way to promoting the love of the truth, we must defend the
objective authority of the biblical Text,! and the place to begin is
with the churches.? To promote truth necessarily involves
exposing lies.

The world hates the Truth

Satan never quits with his attacks against the objective author-
ity of God's Word; it began back in the Garden: "Yea, hath God
said?" Satan hates the Truth, because as Sovereign Jesus said in
John 8:44, “there is no truth in him”. Satan is the father of lying
(same verse), so whenever we tell a lie we are doing Satan’s
thing. And whenever we embrace a lie (like evolutionism, Marx-
ism, Freudianism, Hortianism, humanism, relativism, etc.) we
give Satan a foothold in our minds, which he usually turns into a
stronghold. When Satan gets someone to sell himself to evil,
having rejected the truth, that someone becomes what Jesus
called a ‘dog’ in Matthew 7:6.3 A ‘dog’ reacts in an aggressive
and violent manner against any presentation of the Truth. The
media and academia are filled with such dogs; they are sworn
enemies of the Truth. Why did the Sovereign say not to offer
anything ‘holy’ to such people? The implication is that it would
be a waste of time; they are beyond recovery—their ongoing
opposition will also get in the way. However, in order to save
the people that they are damaging, it will be necessary to chal-
lenge and refute what they represent—before attempting to do
this, you had better know how to wield God’s power (Ephesians
3:20). To confront a ‘dog’ is not the same as offering him
something ‘holy’.

Lt is the biblical Text that defines and teaches the Truth, and in order to
arrive at the Truth we must understand that the Text has objective author-
ity. Relativistic humanism is inimical to objective authority, and any
attempt to relativize the authority of Scripture only serves the enemy.

2 Our only hope of correcting the national culture depends upon first correct-
ing the churches.

31 Timothy 6:5 and 2 timothy 3:8 may refer to such ‘dogs’ as well.
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Consider our Lord’s words recorded in Luke 17:2—“It would be
better for him if a millstone were hung around his neck and he
were thrown into the sea, than that he should cause one of
these little ones to fall.” What is worse than a horrible, prema-
ture physical death? Spiritual death. Whoever destroys the faith
of a ‘little one’ is self-condemned. What about all the professors
and pastors who make it their business to destroy the faith of
their students and hearers?

Consider also 2 Peter 3:5—“This because they deliberately ig-
nore that heavens and land (out of water and through water)
had been existing from of old by the word of God.” It appears to
me that the term “deliberately” has a direct bearing on the in-
tended meaning of the Greek term usually rendered as ‘forget’.
How can one ‘forget’ deliberately? To ‘ignore’ is deliberate; to
‘pretend’ is deliberate. When a professor, a scholar, or a scien-
tist ignores the scientific evidence for a worldwide flood, heis
deliberately deceiving his students or readers. To do so is to be
perverse, to do so is to serve Satan.

Comparing Romans 1:18: the wrath of God is upon those who
suppress the truth, with Psalm 5:5: God hates all workers of
iniquity, with what Jesus said in John 6:44: “No one is able to
come to me unless the Father who sent me draws him”, we may
reasonably conclude that the Father will not draw someone
whom He hates. So anyone who has become a ‘dog’ is con-
demned. Just by the way, have you not noticed that those who
were brought up in a Christian environment but then turned
their back on Jesus are often more virulent in their opposition to
God’s truth than those who were brought up as pagans? There
is no way to save a ‘dog’, but we should work to save their stu-
dents and readers—how can we do this apart from demonstrat-
ing that what the ‘dog’ teaches is wrong? To confront a ‘dog’ is
not the same as offering him something ‘holy’; we are not trying
to save him, we are refuting him for the sake of his students and
readers.
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False doctrines in the churches

| suspect that not many Christians in the so-called “first world’
really believe what Sovereign Jesus said in Matthew 7:14: those
who find the way of Life are few!! We need to consider carefully
Revelation 22:15; “whoever loves and practices a lie” is ex-
cluded from the heavenly City.? The Text has ‘a’ lie, not ‘the’ lie.
The verb here is ¢1hew, that refers to emotional love; someone
who sells himself to a lie usually becomes emotionally attached
to it, and they react aggressively (often irrationally) if you chal-
lenge their lie. In contrast, in 2 Thessalonians 2:10 the love of
the truth is ayann love, that refers to an act of the will whereby
you align yourself with the truth.

Consider 1 Timothy 4:1-2—“Now the Spirit says explicitly thatin
later times some will fall away from the faith, paying attention
to deceiving spirits and to things taught by demons—through
hypocritical liars whose own consciences have been cauterized.”
Notice that one cannot “fall away from the faith” unless he was
first with the faith. Be not deceived, the churches (with excep-
tions, of course) are filled with a variety of ‘doctrines’ of de-
monic origin. The enemy uses a certain type of person to ‘sell’
them. Whatever its origin, any false doctrine gives the enemy an

! Consider also Romans 9:27, “the remnant will be saved”. The context is
about Israel, but the statement is descriptive of all human history. At any
moment during the last 6,000 years, only a very small percentage of the
total population was seriously committed to God. The same is true of the
Christian population during the last 2,000 years. What percentage of a
wheat plant is edible grain (Luke 3:17)? And then there is Matthew 24:37—
after 1,650 years of human procreation, how many people would there
have been on the earth? Probably well over a million. And how many were
saved? Sovereign Jesus said that at His coming it will be like it was in the
days of Noah.

Help! “Alie” is rather general, open-ended. What happens if | accepted a lie
without realizing that it was one? But the text does not say ‘accepts’; it says
‘loves’ and ‘practices’. The implication is that the contrary evidence, to the
lie, is available, but has been rejected, or deliberately ignored—the person
sold himself to the lie.

2
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entrance into the life of the church, and then into the persons
who attend there.

But let us return to Revelation 22:15. The verb ‘practice’ indi-
cates a value that orients your conduct. If you are practicing a
lie, that lie has become part of what you are, part of your pri-
vate ‘package’. Depending on the nature of the lie, its contami-
nating influence could end up touching all areas of your life. A
lie like ‘God does not exist’ touches everything. Obviously, the
more lies that someone practices, the worse off that he will be.
Notice, however, that the verbs “loves” and “practices” are in
the present tense, which means that while there is life there is
hope; it is still possible to repent and change and escape con-
demnation. Anyone who is overtaken by death while practicing
a lie will be excluded from the City.!

Now notice what it says in Ezekiel 18; | encourage you to read
the whole chapter with care. Each person is responsible for his
own destiny, and it is possible to change destinies. Verses 21-22
teach that someone who starts out wrong can change to right,
and live. Verse 23: “Do | have any pleasure at all that the wicked
should die?” says the Lord GobD, “and not that he should turn
from his ways and live?” But verse 24 teaches that the reverse is
true; someone who starts out right can change to wrong, and
die. While there is life there is hope, except for certain
irreversible conditions.?

If you consult the Holy Spirit on a given matter, He will not per-
mit you to believe a lie. “He will guide you into all truth” (John

16:13). He is the Spirit of the Truth (John 15:26) and He cannot
lie (Titus 1:2). It follows that He hates lies. “These six things the

L All of us have received false information that we assumed to be true, and in
some cases may even have acted upon it, but if it did not become part of
our ongoing practice, then it will not necessarily result in keeping us out of
the City.

2 These will be discussed below in the section, “Sins that lead to death”.
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LORD hates, yes, seven are an abomination to Him: a proud look,
a lying tongue, . . .” (Proverbs 6:16-17). “Lying lips are an abomi-
nation to the LORD” (Proverbs 12:22). And remember that liars
cannot enter the New Jerusalem (Revelation 21:27, 22:15). The
case of Joshua and the Gibeonites provides a negative example.
The Text says explicitly that they did not seek the Lord’s guid-
ance (Joshua 9:14), and the negative consequences lasted for
centuries.

| will now discuss some of the lies that Satan has succeeded in
‘selling’ to many Christians, precisely because they did not con-
sult the Holy Spirit before embracing them. It may be that most
people simply accept what they are taught because they trust
the teacher, as well as not feeling competent to attempt an
independent judgement—and many of them may stop short of
‘loving” and ‘practicing’. It is also lamentably true that very few
churches teach how to consult the Holy Spirit, but none of this
changes the consequences of a lie. Such lies often become
strongholds of Satan in their minds, that they then defend emo-
tionally. Have you never noticed that when you challenge cer-
tain doctrines the people simply explode? They are incapable of
discussing the question rationally; they do not know all that the
Bible says on the subject. For all that, to promote the truth we
must expose lies. If the promoting of the love of the Truth is our
top priority, then we must accept the consequences of exposing
and denouncing lies. If all Christians were to throw off all of the
eight cherished falsehoods discussed below, the world would
see an outpouring of God’s power unprecedented in human
history.

Sovereign grace: The doctrine of ‘sovereign grace’ is obviously
false. God is indeed sovereign, but no single one of His attrib-
utes can be, by simple logic, since it is constrained by all the oth-
ers. God is certainly grace, but He is also love (which necessarily
includes the hate of evil, because of the consequences to loved
ones), truth, wisdom, power, justice, wrath, eternity, and doubt-
less others that our finite minds cannot comprehend. Nowhere
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does the Bible teach that grace is sovereign; the doctrine is an
invention. Those who use the idea of sovereign grace to protect
sin and comfort the sinner? are in for a terrible surprise. Anyone
who has embraced the notion of ‘sovereign grace’ did not con-
sult the Holy Spirit before doing so.

Unconditional love: The doctrine that God’s love is ‘uncondi-
tional’ is also false. Since we have no way of deserving His love
beforehand, presumably God offers His love without prior con-
dition—it is unconditional only in that sense. But the minute
someone receives God’s love, then His expectations come into
play. From John 4:23-24 it is clear that the Father is looking for a
response to His love; He wants to be reciprocated. This is also
clear from John 14:21 and 23. If God’s love is unconditional, why
then does He chasten us? “As many as | love, | rebuke and chas-
ten” (Revelation 3:19). “Whom the LORD loves He chastens, and
scourges every son whom He receives” (Hebrews 12:6). And
why does He demand an accounting? “We must all appear be-
fore the judgment seat of Christ, that each one may receive the
things done in the body, according to what he has done,
whether good or bad” (2 Corinthians 5:10; see also 1 Corinthi-
ans 3:11-15). Those who use the idea of unconditional love to
protect sin and comfort the sinner are in for a terrible surprise.
Anyone who has embraced the notion of ‘unconditional love’
did not consult the Holy Spirit before doing so.

Eternal security: The doctrine of ‘eternal security’, as usually
understood, is also false, and even more dangerous to the souls
of men than the two discussed above. A crass statement of the
‘doctrine’” would go something like this: Once saved, always
saved, no matter what you do afterwards. When one mentions
passages like Ephesians 5:5-6 and 1 Corinthians 6:9-10, that list
practices that exclude from the Kingdom, the standard defense
is to say that such people never were saved. But do they not beg

1 By ‘comfort the sinner’ | mean to tell a sinner not to worry about his sin,
rather than confronting it.
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the question? Both the passages above were written to
believers, not unbelievers. Why would the Holy Spirit write such
things to believers if it were simply impossible for them to fall
into such practices? And why did the glorified Jesus say, “I will
not blot out his name from the Book of Life” (Revelation 3:5)?
Please note that it is impossible to blot out a name that is not
there! To try to argue that the glorified Jesus was using an
impossible ‘bogey-man’ to scare them would make Him out to
be a liar, which He cannot be (Titus 1:2). And then there are all
the passages that speak of enduring to the end, so as to be
saved. But the definitive text on the subject is Hebrews 6:3-6.
The descriptions given in verses 4 and 5 can only refer to some-
one who has been regenerated, as verse 6 makes clear. The only
way to “crucify again” is if you have already done so, at least
once. To say that the Holy Spirit is using an impossible ‘bogey-
man’ to scare them would make Him out to be a liar, as well,
also impossible.! Those who use the idea of eternal security to
protect sin and comfort the sinner are in for a terrible surprise.
Anyone who has embraced the notion of ‘eternal security’ did
not consult the Holy Spirit before doing so.

Salvation without works: The Protestant Reformation correctly
rejected the Roman doctrine of salvation by works, but to re-
place it with ‘faith alone’ is open to serious misunderstanding.
Ephesians 2:8-10 gives us the truth on this subject in a nutshell:

! An appeal to John 10:28-29 reflects a basic misunderstanding of the Text;
the crucial point is the semantic area of the verb “snatch”. Being snatched
is one thing; jumping out is another. You cannot 'snatch' yourself, it must
be done by an outside force, and no such force is greater than God. But, if
you don’t want to go to Heaven, you won’t; God will certainly not take you
there against your will. Sovereign Jesus puts it very plainly in John 15:6, “If
anyone does not abide in me, he is cast out as a branch . . .” ‘Abiding’ is up
to us; we are not forced to do it. If we choose not to, we are out. Note that
you cannot be “cast out” unless you are first in.
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“For by grace you have been saved, through the Faith!—
and this not of yourselves, it is the gift of God—9 not by
works, so that no one may boast. 10 You see, we are His
‘poem’,? created in Christ Jesus for good works, which God
prepared in advance in order that we should walk in
them.”3

We are not saved by good works, but we are indeed saved for
good works; we do not do good works in order to be saved, but
we must do good works because we are saved. James is very
clear on this point; a faith that does not produce cannot save
(James 2:14). Faith without works is dead (James 2:17, 20, 26). If
you are alive, you do things. The plan of redemption is not just
about getting us to heaven, it is about our contributing to
Christ’s Kingdom down here. To tell someone that all he has to
dois ‘believe in Jesus’* and ‘bang’, he goes to heaven, is a cruel
falsehood. Anyone who has embraced the notion that he can be
saved without working did not consult the Holy Spirit before do-
ing so.

Substitutionism: The doctrine of ‘substitution’ holds that the
Church totally replaces Israel as God’s people and that never

! The Text has ‘the’ faith; the reference is to a specific Faith, presumably the
body of truth that revolves around the person of Jesus.

2 The English word ‘poem’ comes from the Greek word here, poiema, and is
one of its meanings. Just as each poem is an individual creation of the poet,
so we are individual creations, not produced by a production linein a
factory.

3 “Prepared in advance” —I| imagine that this refers to God’s moral code, the
rules of conduct that everyone should follow (if everyone did, we would
not need jails, rescue missions, etc.).

4 Unfortunately, most versions do not translate the Greek text adequately
with this clause; the Text never has ‘believe in Jesus’, it always has ‘believe
into Jesus’, the point being that one must change location from being out-
side to being inside. To believe into Jesus involves commitment. It is also
wrong to use ‘accept Jesus’ rather than the biblical ‘receive Jesus’—one
‘accepts’ from someone who is inferior in rank, from someone superior in
rank one ‘receives’. A ‘Jesus’ that you merely accept cannot save you, since
he would be smaller than you are.
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again will Israel receive any special attention from God. Adher-
ents of substitution are obliged to ignore or mistreat the consid-
erable percentage of the total biblical text that is prophecy
relating to the end times. They must also reject plain biblical
statements to the contrary, the equivalent of making the Holy
Spirit out to be a liar (don’t forget that to blaspheme the Holy
Spirit is unforgivable). 1 Corinthians 10:32—“Give no offense,
either to the Jews or to the Greeks or to the church of God.”
This text makes clear that during the Church Age there are three
categories of people: Jews, non-Jews and the Church (made up
of both Jews and non-Jews who are in Christ). Before Pentecost
there were two categories: Jews and non-Jews. Substitutionists
hold that after Pentecost there were still just two: Church and
non-Church, wherein the Church replaced Israel. But it is not so;
Israel still exists as a separate entity in God’s plan. Chapters
nine, ten and eleven of Romans go into some detail on this
point. Romans 11:1-2—"“I say then, has God cast away His peo-
ple? Certainly not! ... God has not cast away His people whom
He foreknew.”* Substitutionism contradicts this plain statement.
At the end of Galatians 6:16 we find “the Israel of God”. It is
very common to hear this phrase used as a synonym for the
Church, but it is not. According to Greek grammar, the repeti-
tion of the preposition ‘upon’ in two phrases joined by ‘and’
makes clear that the objects of the prepositions refer to distinct
entities. Hence, “the Israel of God” cannot be a reference to the
Church, assuming that “those who conform to this rule” refers
to those who are “in Christ Jesus”. | take “the Israel of God” to
refer to sincere, devout Israelites. Anyone who has embraced
the notion of ‘substitution’ did not consult the Holy Spirit before
doing so.

Idolatry: Idolatry is certainly sin, but in what sense is it a lie?
Well, does it not replace something true with something false?
2 Timothy 3:16 says that Scripture is like God’s breath. Psalm

1 Recall that this was written decades after Pentecost and the beginning of
the Church.
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138:2 says: “You have magnified your word above all your
name”, and a name represents the person. And John 17:17 says:
“Your word is truth”. To place church tradition above God’s
Word is a form of idolatry. To place a denomination’s doctrinal
‘package’ above God’s Word is a form of idolatry. To place a
church leader’s word above God’s Word is a form of idolatry.
Any of the above hinder spiritual growth, and may lead to ulti-
mate loss, because they all contain falsehood. Anyone who has
adopted any of those practices did not consult the Holy Spirit
before so doing.

Cessationism: The doctrine of ‘cessationism’ is also false. Cessa-
tionism claims that the ‘sign gifts’ ceased when the NT Canon
was completed, or when the last shovelful of dirt landed on the
apostle John’s grave.! The alleged scriptural basis for this is
found in 1 Corinthians 13:8°-10. These verses have received
more than their fair share of mistreatment, partly because com-
mentators have not linked verse 12 to them (seeing verse 11 as
parenthetical). Consider verse 10: “But whenever the complete
should come, then the ‘in part’ will be done away with.” If we
can pinpoint the ‘then’, we will have also pinpointed the
‘when’;? and verse 12 pinpoints the ‘then’. When will we see
‘face to face’, when will we know as we are known? 1 John 3:2
has the answer: “Beloved, now we are children of God; and it
has not yet been revealed what we shall be, but we know that
when He is revealed, we shall be like Him, for we shall see Him
as He is.” It is at the return of Christ that we will see ‘face to

! To affirm that the miraculous gifts ceased when the last shovelful of dirt fell
on the apostle John’s grave is an historical falsehood. Christians who lived
during the second, third and fourth centuries, whose writings have come
down to us, affirm that the gifts were still in use in their day. No 20* or 21°
century Christian, who was not there, is competent to contradict them. Any
‘cessationist’ will have a stronghold of Satan in his mind on that subject,
because he has embraced a lie. Any doctrine that derives from reaction
against excesses and abuses gives victory to Satan. Any argument designed
to justify lack of spiritual power cannot be right.

2 These two temporal adverbs work together.
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face’, so “whenever the complete should come” refers to Christ
at His second coming.

The problem with ‘prophecy’, ‘tongues’ and our present
‘knowledge’ is that they are ‘in part’, but after the return of
Christ we will have no further need for them. Since Christ has
not returned yet, these ‘in part’ things are certainly still with us.
The claim that ‘the complete’ refers to the completed New Tes-
tament canon does violence to the Text. If it had really been the
Holy Spirit’s purpose to tell us that the charismata would disap-
pear in a few decades, He presumably could have done a much
better job of it. Cessationists also generally choose to ignore all
that the Bible says about warfare with Satan and his angels, and
in consequence they spend their lives in spiritual defeat, pro-
ducing much less for the Kingdom than they could and should.
They do not even do the same things that Jesus did, much less
the greater things (John 14:12). Those who use the idea of
cessationism in an attempt to explain and justify their lack of
spiritual power are being foolish, if not worse. Anyone who has
embraced the notion of ‘cessationism’ did not consult the Holy
Spirit before doing so.

Prosperity gospel: While there may be variations on the theme,
the basic ‘pitch’ is to the hearer’s selfish interests, while any
serious commitment to Christ and His Kingdom is severely
ignored. The emphasis is upon blessings, not the Blessor, but
the blessings are not free; to get them one must contribute
heavily to the purveyors thereof. But Sovereign Jesus gave the
definitive answer to this stupidity (or should it be ‘perversity’) in
Matthew 6:24—“No one can serve two masters; for either he
will hate the one and love the other, or else he will be loyal to
the one and despise the other. You cannot serve God and mam-
mon.” ‘Mammon’ is sometimes translated as ‘money’, but it
probably includes more than that, although money is central to
it—a materialistic worldview. As Jesus said, someone serving
mammon cannot be serving God at the same time. Anyone who
wants to go to heaven must reject mammon. Anyone who has
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embraced any form of the prosperity ‘gospel’ did not consult
the Holy Spirit before doing so.

The reader may well have tired of the refrain, “did not consult
the Holy Spirit”, but of course there is more to the story than
that. Recall what Sovereign Jesus said to the Sadducees, “You
are deceived, not knowing the Scripture nor the power of God”
(Matthew 22:29). To be ignorant of both the Scripture and the
power of God is to be spiritually bankrupt. Anyone who has em-
braced any of the falsehoods discussed above did not study the
Scriptures sufficiently before doing so.

There are many, many more false things being taught in our
churches,! but | consider that the short list discussed above is
sufficient for my present purpose. If all Christians were to
throw off all of the eight cherished falsehoods discussed
above, the world would see an outpouring of God’s power
unprecedented in human history.? | am well aware that one
painful consequence of taking Revelation 22:15 seriously is to
consider the fate of people we loved and respected who passed
on while embracing one or more of the falsehoods discussed
above. That is a question that is in God’s capable hands. For our-
selves, 2 Corinthians 10:12 comes to mind: “But they, measuring
themselves by themselves, and comparing themselves among
themselves, are not wise.” We had best base what we are and
do on God'’s Text.

| now move on to a topic that has received very little attention,
so far as | know. It underscores the importance of promoting
the love of the Truth.

1 All false teaching has a certain destiny; as Sovereign Jesus said in Matthew
15:13, “Every plant that my heavenly Father did not plant will be
uprooted.”

2 The outpouring in Moses’ time was limited to a small area, as was the out-
pouring in Jesus’ time. Today there are Christians all around the world.
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Sins that lead to death

Consider 1 John 5:16-17—“If anyone should see his brother sin-
ning a sin not leading to death, let him ask, and He will give him
life, for those who do not sin unto death. There is sin leading to
death; | am not saying that he should make request about that.!
17 All unrighteousness is sin, and there is sin not leading to
death.” It should be obvious that John is not contradicting
Romans 6:23—“The wages of sin is death, but the gracious gift
of God is eternal life in Christ Jesus our Lord.” Obvious, because
the shed blood of God’s Lamb delivers the true believer from
that death (the spiritual part). Anyone who dies outside of
Christ is condemned by his sin.

But notice that John is talking about Christians; “If anyone
should see his brother . . .” John is saying that for believers
there are sins that lead to death and others that do not. A nec-
essary question presents itself; is he talking about a premature
physical death (everyone dies sooner or later), or is it spiritual
death? John clearly says that a sin leading to death is irreversi-
ble, there is no point in praying about it, God will not grant life.
A premature physical death is not all that serious if the person
still goes to heaven. | think of two possible candidates:

1) God sometimes kills those who participate in the ‘Lord’s
Table’ in an unworthy manner (1 Corinthians 11:29-30). The
use of the verb ‘sleep’ indicates that they do not lose their
salvation; | believe it is reserved for the death of believers.

2) Acting in an irresponsible manner (presumptuously) with the
intent of obliging God to work a miracle to save you. Satan
tried to get Jesus to do this, but did not succeed (Matthew
4:5-7). People who attempt this generally die prematurely.

11 suppose that a request about a sin leading to death simply will not be
granted. In that case it does no harm to take a chance, in the hope that you
can still make a difference. We ignore this area of truth to our peril.
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That said, however, | rather doubt that John was writing about
physical death. Consider what is said in Hebrews 10:26-31.

“Because, if we deliberately keep on sinning after having
received the real knowledge of the Truth, there no longer
remains a sacrifice for sins, 27 just a certain fearful anticipa-
tion of judgment and fierce fire that is ready to consume
the hostiles. 28 Anyone who rejected Moses’ law died with-
out mercy on the testimony of two or three witnesses.

29 Of how much worse punishment, do you suppose, will
he be deemed worthy who has trampled the Son of God
under foot, who has regarded as unholy the blood of the
covenant by which he was sanctified, and who has insulted
the Spirit of grace? 30 For we know Him who said, ‘““Venge-
ance is up to me”, says the Lord, “l will repay”.” And again,
‘The LORD will judge His people.’ 31 It is a dreadful thing to

fall into the hands of the Living God!”

Notice that verse 28 refers to a premature physical death, so
the “how much worse punishment” in the next verse must refer
to spiritual death. Notice further that from verses 19-25 (same
chapter) it is clear that the author is addressing believers. This is
confirmed by verse 26: “there no longer remains a sacrifice for
sins” can only apply to someone who has already taken
advantage of Christ’s sacrifice. Notice also the ‘after having
received the real knowledge of the Truth’ and ‘by which he was
sanctified’ (verses 26 and 29).

| will now discuss some possible candidates for sin that con-
demns a Christian to spiritual death, that causes irreversible
spiritual ruin.

1) Matthew 10:33 falls within the instructions that Jesus gave to
the twelve apostles before He sent them out two by two: “Who-
ever denies me before men, him | will also deny before my Fa-
ther who is in heaven”. One possible reference is to a Christian
who caves under persecution. Revelation 21:8 consigns ‘the
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cowardly’ to the Lake. A Christian who becomes a Mason (Free-
mason) is clearly condemned. During the initiation ritual the
candidate is asked, “Where are you coming from?” and he must
answer, “I am coming from darkness”. Then he is asked, “What
are you coming for?” and he must answer, “l am coming for
light”. At that moment the candidate has formally denied Jesus
before men. Surely, because in John 8:12 Jesus affirmed: “l am
the light of the world. He who follows me shall not walk in dark-
ness, but have the light of life.” Further, such people generally
do so for material gain, thereby switching from Jesus to
mammon (Mathew 6:24).

2) Hebrews 10:29 refers to someone “who has trampled the Son
of God under foot”, evidently referring to a virulent rejection by
someone who was once a Christian (sanctified). | can think of
several modern day examples. Some years ago there was a very
successful Canadian evangelist named Charles Templeton. His
evangelistic campaigns filled football stadiums; many thousands
of people responded to his invitations; at least one hundred
Canadian foreign missionaries received their call under his
ministry. But then someone convinced him that he needed
more ‘culture’, more ‘sophistication’, and he went to a liberal
theological seminary in the USA to get it. When he returned he
was blaspheming God and cursing Jesus Christ; as a television
host his favorite sport was to ridicule the Christian faith. Years
later he told someone that he “missed Jesus”, which indicates
that he knew that he could not return (Hebrews 6:6).

3) And how about blasphemy against the Holy Spirit? Mark 3:30
defines it as ascribing to Satan something done by the Holy
Spirit. Is it impossible for a Christian to do this? Have you never
heard someone roundly condemn all things charismatic as being
from Satan? | would suggest that to be careless on this point is
not to be recommended—better safe than sorry.
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Sins for which we may pray

Now then, having said all of that, what might be some sins
about which we may, and should, pray? Well, how about the
embracing of any one of the lies that | discussed above? If we
can get a brother to abandon such a lie, we will be doing him a
tremendous favor. | may not enjoy hearing a doctor tell me |
have a life-threatening condition, but if | allow him to save me
from a premature death, | will end up thanking him. Similarly, a
brother probably will not appreciate being told that he has em-
braced a lie, but if he will stop and think, and change, he will
end up thanking us. If we wish to save a brother from Revelation
22:15, it is a risk that we must take.

And then there is Hebrews 3:12-13. “Take care, brothers, that
there not be a malignant heart of unbelief in any of you, so as to
go away from? the living God; 13 rather, exhort yourselves every
day, while it is called ‘today’, so that none of you be hardened
through sin’s deceitfulness.” | rendered “exhort yourselves” be-
cause the pronoun here is reflexive, not reciprocal, but being
plural it probably includes both ideas—each one should exhort
himself, but we should also exhort each other. If we are atten-
tive and vigilant, there will be no end of things to pray about,
things where we can still make a difference.

All of this relates to the purpose of this article in the following
way. To promote truth it is necessary to expose and combat
falsehood. The obvious place to start with our promoting is with
individual believers, and the more so if they are leaders and
teachers within their communities. Although they may reject us
and our ‘impertinence’, Ezekiel 3:20-21 bears directly on this
question.

“Again, when a righteous man turns from his righteousness
and commits iniquity, and | lay a stumbling block before
him, he shall die; because you did not give him warning, he

1 Notice the direction. The term ‘malignant’ implies satanic influence.
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shall die in his sin, and his righteousness which he has done
shall not be remembered; but his blood | will require at
your hand. 21 Nevertheless if you warn the righteous man
that the righteous should not sin, and he does not sin, he
shall surely live because he took warning; also you will have
delivered your soul.”

When we see a brother going in the wrong direction, it is incum-
bent upon us to warn him, even if he rejects us. Notice again,
“his righteousness which he has done shall not be remem-
bered”—how terrible! Allow me to insist that the question be-
fore us is not merely theoretical or ‘pedantic’; it is terribly prac-
tical, it is of the essence. In the words of Deuteronomy 32:47, “It
is not a vain thing for you, because it is your life.” It is certainly
life for each one of us individually, but it is also life for the
churches, and then it will be life for the world.

Conclusion

In conclusion, | will review the ‘building blocks’ that make up the
article.

1) Why did | use 1 Peter 4:17? There was a time when | thought
that | could not ask God to judge the world because He had not
yet judged the Church. But | was mistaken. God has always
judged both His ‘house’ and the world. More to the point, the
world is in the mess that it is because of failure in the Church.
Further, judging is one thing, but correcting is another, and the
correcting of the culture begins with, and depends on, the
correcting of the churches. To correct a group of people begins
with getting them to see where they are wrong, which involves
denouncing error and showing a way out.

2) Why did | use Matthew 23:8-12 and John 4:23-24? | tried to
trace a basic cause of failure in the Church—a correct solution
depends upon a correct diagnosis. The Church became part of
the problem, rather than being part of the solution, and it

became part of the problem by rejecting the love of the Truth.
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The concept of ‘bishop’ (and in our day even of lowly pastors) as
someone having the authority to control the spiritual life of oth-
ers is an open rebellion against Sovereign Jesus, who forbids any
such attitude or proceeding. But rebellion against God is Satan’s
‘thing’, and will certainly call down God’s judgment.

3) Why did | use 2 Thessalonians 2:9-12? This text gives the
essence of the problem and the essence of the solution. The
consequences of rejecting the love of the Truth are devastating,
both to the Church and to the world. It is God Himself who
sends the “active delusion”!* And upon whom does He send it?
Upon those who do not receive the love of the truth—it is a
direct judgment upon their rejection of the truth.? And what is
the purpose of the strong delusion? —the condemnation of
those who do not believe the truth. The only solution that | can
see is to promote the love of the Truth, which necessarily
involves denouncing error.

4) Why did | use Revelation 22:15? This text states plainly the
terrible consequence of embracing a lie. To promote love of the
Truth it is necessary to expose lies, and this is a necessary part
of correcting the churches so they can be salt and light in the
surrounding culture. A correct solution depends upon a correct
diagnosis. Although they may reject us and our ‘impertinence’,
Ezekiel 3:20-21 bears directly on this question. When we see a
brother going in the wrong direction, it is incumbent upon us to
warn him, even if he rejects us. Notice again, “his righteousness
which he has done shall not be remembered” —how terrible!

1l understand ‘active’ in the sense of ‘aggressive’; it is not a passive delusion
that lies quietly in your brain, allowing you to go your merry way. It is
aggressive; it tries to control how you think, and therefore what you do and
who you are.

2 Please note that it is not enough to merely ‘accept’ the truth; it is required
that we love the truth. Satan tantalizes us with fame and fortune (on his
terms, of course), so to love the truth requires determination; since the
love in question is ayann, it involves an act of the will.
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5) Why did | use 1 John 5:16-17? This text emphasizes the possi-
ble terrible end result of being flippant about sin and the Truth.
Anyone who is flippant about sin does not have the mind of
Christ. We ignore to our peril the instruction given in Hebrews
3:12-13. And then there is 1 Corinthians 9:27—the Greek term
adokimos is stronger than some commentaries would have you
believe.

The future of the Church and of the world depends on the love
of the Truth.

Baptisms in the Bible

Our vocabulary item ‘baptism’, and its verb ‘baptize’, are trans-
literations of the corresponding terms in the Greek New Testa-
ment. | am not aware of equivalents in Hebrew, so | will base
this study on the NT, including for the baptisms in the OT. Why
did the translators into English choose to transliterate rather
than translate? Probably because, as with Hebrew, we have no
corresponding terms that would serve for a translation. Of
course, by now the transliterated terms are part of our
vocabulary. | will organize this study of the baptisms under
three headings: 1) during the old covenant, 2) during the
transition, 3) during the new covenant.

Baptisms during the old covenant

1) In 1 Corinthians 10:2 our versions generally say that the peo-
ple who departed from Egypt “were baptized into Moses in the
cloud and in the sea”. | would prefer ‘by the cloud and by the
sea’, but what is the point of the statement? The people were
identified with Moses, and that identification translated into
dependence and obedience. Without Moses they would not
have crossed the sea, and they had to obey ‘blindly’, as it were,
no matter how improbable the situation. They were guided and
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protected by the cloud, but under the authority of Moses. An
identification that expresses itself in dependence and obedience
might well serve for a definition of Christian baptism, at least in
part.

2) Mark wrote for a Roman audience, and in 7:3-4 he explains
certain Jewish customs:

Because the Pharisees, indeed all the Jews, do not eat
unless they wash their hands in a special way, holding to
the tradition of the elders. When they come from the mar-
ketplace, they do not eat unless they baptize themselves.
And there are many other things they have received and
hold—baptisms of cups, pitchers, copper vessels and
couches.

‘The tradition of the elders’ was based on the written instruc-
tions given by Moses that had to do with purification. That
purification was done with water. The idea of purification is not
foreign to Christian baptism.

3) Based on extra-biblical information (not in the Bible), we
know that a Gentile who converted to Judaism was baptized—it
was one of the requirements that he had to fulfill. That baptism
was done with water, but there is doubt as to just how it was
done. However, it appears that it represented a formal declara-
tion to the effect that the person was changing religion, or way
of life. It was a procedure that carried with it significant conse-
qguences in both the social and spiritual spheres. We may under-
stand that such a baptism served as a background for John’s
baptism—the people were used to the idea.

Baptisms during the transition
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1) All four of the Gospels speak of the ministry of John the Bap-
tizer. John began his ministry proclaiming and offering a bap-
tism of repentance for forgiveness of sins' (Mark1:4). Matthew
and Mark record that the candidates would confess their sins; of
course, it was their sins that they were repenting of. All four of
the Gospels record that John was preparing the way of the
LORD. John himself affirmed that he baptized with water, but
the Text does not clarify how he did it.

2) John baptized Jesus. This was a unique case that did not fit
the declared nature of the baptism offered by John. Jesus had
no sin; He had nothing to repent of; He did not need pardon.
Indeed, John did not like the idea: “I have need to be baptized
by You, and You are coming to me?” (Matthew 3:14). In answer
Jesus said to him, “Permit it now, because thus it is appropriate
for us to fulfill all righteousness”. This response has given rise to
a variety of interpretations, but upon reflection, we do not need
to interpret it, since it was not a norm or an example to be
followed; it was sui generis.

3) John 3:22, 26; 4:1 and 2 mention that the disciples of Jesus
were baptizing—John 4:2 makes clear that Jesus Himself was
not baptizing. The Text does not offer any details about the
nature of that baptism. We may imagine that they were follow-
ing John’s example, helping to prepare the way of the LORD.
The absolute lack of detail makes clear that this baptism did not

! There are those who squirm at the plain meaning of the Text—John was
offering forgiveness of sins. Well, throughout the Old Testament, if you
brought an animal offering, you were confessing to being a sinner, and
expecting to be forgiven. As forerunner to the Lamb of God, who would
provide the ultimate payment for sin, John represented a transition, from
the old to the new. Should someone ask, “How could one person pay for
the sins of the whole world?”, | offer the following possibility: to pay an
infinite debt, would require an infinite person, and Jesus was, and is, an
infinite person.
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become a norm to be followed. However, if they were indeed
using John’s baptism, it continued to be used, here and there,
for some time, as Acts 18.25 and 19:3 make clear.

4) In Luke 12:50 Jesus said, “l have a baptism to undergo, and
how distressed | am until it is completed!” When Jesus re-
sponded to the ambitious request from James and John, He
referred to the same baptism (Matthew 20:22-23, Mark
10:38-39). It appears to refer to suffering within God the
Father’s Plan. In His response to James and John He also
referred to the ‘cup’, the same one He mentioned in Gethsem-
ane. As for Jesus, this baptism was fulfilled on the cross at
Golgotha, which happened before the new covenant. As for
James and John, they experienced this baptism later on. If my
description of this baptism is correct, then it still exists today (1
Peter 4:19).

Baptisms during the new covenant

1) John the Baptizer said that Jesus would baptize “with Holy
spirit and fire” (Luke 3:16). There has been no lack of interpreta-
tions for this statement, but | would say that the next verse clar-
ifies the intended meaning: “whose winnowing shovel is in His
hand, and He will thoroughly clean out His threshing floor and
gather the wheat into His barn, but He will burn up the chaff
with unquenchable fire.” See also Matthew 3:11-12. Now then,
the ‘unquenchable fire’ must refer to the Lake of fire and brim-
stone, the second death, and in that case the ‘chaff’ refers to
the lost—it is the lost who will be baptized with fire.! In that

1 According to 1 Corinthians 3:11-15, the works of the saved will be tried by
fire. Although John certainly said “and fire”, both Matthew (according to
80% of the Greek manuscripts) and Mark omit the phrase. Why? | suppose
because they were focusing on the present and near future, while the ‘fire’
is part of the final Judgment.
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case, the ‘wheat’ refers to the saved—those who are genuinely
saved will have been baptized with Holy Spirit. In John 1:33 God
Himself declares that Jesus will baptize with Holy Spirit. But just
how and when does Jesus baptize us with Holy Spirit? He does it
from His position at the Father’s right hand (1 Peter 3:21-22),
when we believe into Him. At that point the Holy Spirit begins to
indwell us, and He has a good deal to do with our ‘new nature’. |
take it that Acts 1:5 refers to this baptism, as does Acts 11:16; it
began on the day of Pentecost.

The case of Cornelius deserves its own paragraph. Cornelius
really wanted to know God and to please Him—he was serious!
So when Peter began to expound, Cornelius hung on his every
word. When Peter got to “everyone who believes into Him?* will
receive forgiveness of sins”, Cornelius did! And Jesus baptized
him with Holy Spirit. Poor Peter, Jesus got ahead of him, and as
he later said in his defense, “who was | to be able to withstand
God?” (Acts 11:17). So then Peter said to bring on the water
(Acts 10:47)—please notice the order: first Holy Spirit, then
water!

| understand Mark 16:16 to refer to this baptism. “The one who
believed and was baptized will be saved; but the one who did
not believe will be condemned.” In the Text, the verbs ‘believe’
and ‘baptize’ are participles in the past tense—one could render
‘the one having believed and having been baptized’.? There will
be no lack of people who were baptized with water in Hell; bap-
tism with water does not save. The Text says that the person

! The Text always says ‘believe into’, not ‘in’—a change of location is in-
volved, from being outside to being inside, which requires commitment.

2 Unfortunately, every version that | have seen (including the first two edi-
tions of my own!—that | have corrected in the 3™ edition) puts the verbs in
the present tense, which makes it easier to think in terms of water bap-
tism.
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who did not believe will be condemned, with no mention of
baptism—it should be obvious that Jesus will not baptize some-
one who did not believe. Let me repeat that: it should be
obvious that Jesus will not baptize someone who did not
believe! It is the person who genuinely believes who receives
the Holy Spirit. One needs to remember that the commission
Jesus stated here in Mark was given in the evening of Resurrec-
tion day, while the commission that He stated in Matthew, that
inaugurated Christian baptism, was given weeks later in Galilee.
Here in Mark Christian baptism did not yet exist.

| stated that water baptism does not save; how then do | explain
Acts 2:38? “Repent and be baptized, each one of you, upon the
name of Jesus Christ, for forgiveness of sins, and you will receive
the gift of the Holy Spirit”. To begin, this took place on the day
of Pentecost itself, and may have been something of a transi-
tion. Then, the context is king of interpretation, and the context
here is very specific, so what Peter said should not be taken as a
generic standard. Verses 36 and 40 are crucial to understanding
Peter. “Therefore, let all the house of Israel know assuredly that
God has made Him both Lord and Christ, this Jesus whom you
crucified!”? (verse 36). So then they asked what they should do.
Peter concluded with, “Escape from this perverse generation!”
(verse 40). The ‘generation’ in question was the one that had
crucified the Messiah. By being baptized upon the name of
Jesus Christ they would be formally disassociating themselves
from that generation, and the judgment that was coming upon
it. This is the first use of the title, Jesus Christ, after the Gospels;
the Lord had Himself inaugurated the title fifty days before
(John 17:3)—it affirms that Jesus is the Messiah. Anyone being

1 Nothing like making sure your audience gets the point! But why “both Lord
and Christ”? Perhaps there were a variety of ideas about the ‘Messiah’ out
there and Peter nails down His identity as the Lord.
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baptized upon that name would be publicly declaring allegiance
to Jesus as the Messiah. Peter promised forgiveness of sin and
the gift of the Holy Spirit to any who entered into that commit-
ment. Anyone who did that would be believing into Jesus, and
He would baptize them with Holy Spirit. It was not the water
that saved them.

| understand that 1 Peter 3:21 also refers to this baptism; the
poor verse has suffered considerably at the hands of commen-
tators. Since there was no lack of water around Noah’s Ark, in-
terpreters have tended to carry the water over to the baptism in
the next verse, but it does not follow. Consider: verses 19 and
20 mention certain rebellious angels in Noah’s day, “while the
Ark was being prepared, in which a few, that is eight, souls were
brought safely through water”. Then comes verse 21, that |
would translate like this: “Its antitype® now saves us also, a bap-
tism through the resurrection of Jesus Christ, 22 who is at the
right hand of God, having gone into heaven, angels and authori-
ties and powers having been made subject to Him.” So just
which baptism might this be? It is Jesus baptizing with Holy
Spirit, from His position at the Father’s right hand. Just as the
Ark preserved the eight from the water, the baptism with the
Holy Spirit preserves us from Satan and his subordinates. The
careful reader will have noticed that verse 21 above is not com-
plete; | did not include the parenthetical explanatory aside:
“(not the removal of physical filth, but the appeal into God from
a good conscience)”. | would place it at the end of verse 21, as |
translated it, between ‘Christ’ and ‘who’. Peter makes it clear
that he is not talking about baptism with water.

In John’s baptism, he is the agent; in Christ’s baptism, He is the
agent; a baptism where the Holy Spirit is the agent is different

! The antecedent of ‘its’ is the Ark.
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(as also where believers are the agents). In John’s baptism, the
substance used was water; in Christ’s baptism, the substance
used is the Holy Spirit. In John’s baptism, the person got wet,
but then dried off, so the true meaning of the procedure was a
spiritual transaction; how much more then with Christ’s bap-
tism. | believe that we may link the baptism where Christ is the
agent to John 4:13-14 and 7:38-39.

Jesus answered and said to her: “Everyone who drinks of
this water will thirst again, 14 but whoever drinks of the
water that | will give him will never ever thirst; rather, the
water that | will give him will become in him a spring of
water, welling up into eternal life.”?

“The one believing into me, just as the Scripture has said,
out from his innermost being will flow rivers of living wa-
ter.”? 39 (Now He said this about the Spirit, whom those
believing into Him were going to receive,? in that the Holy
Spirit had not yet been given, because Jesus had not yet
been glorified.)

! That is what the Text says, “into eternal life”. Eternal life is a quality of life,
more precisely a life in communion with the Father. The picture is not nec-
essarily of a geyser, water spouting up, but there has to be a constant flow.
As our capacity increases, the flow should also increase. Of course the
water must be shared with others, or we become stagnant.

2 Just where does the Scripture say this, and why “rivers” (pl); would not one
be enough? Reference Bibles will give a variety of suggestions, none of
which really fit. | personally believe that the reference is to Ezekiel 47:1-12,
and most especially to verse 9 where the Hebrew Text has two rivers (or
torrents)—when that river got to the Dead Sea it evidently divided, so as to
go along both banks at once. Living water takes life and health wherever it
goes. So how much living water is flowing out of me, or you? The secret of
that water is given in verse 12: “their water flows from the sanctuary”
(“their’ refers to the trees). Compare 1 Corinthians 6:19.

3 When you believe into Jesus you receive the Holy Spirit.
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In other words, when Jesus baptizes you, you are regenerated,
you receive a new nature, you receive the Holy Spirit.

Ephesians 4:5 refers to “one Lord, one faith, one baptism”. But
as we all know, there are a number of baptisms in the Bible, and
even in the Church age. The only viable candidate for this ‘one
baptism’ is the one where Jesus Christ, the ‘one Lord’, is the
agent. Anyone who has not been baptized by Jesus is not part of
the Church.

2) The main text for Christian baptism, so to say, is the Great
Commission in Matthew 28:18-20:

And approaching, Jesus asserted to them saying: “All
authority in heaven and on earth has been given to me.
19 As you go,* make disciples in all ethnic nations: baptiz-
ing them into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and
of the Holy Spirit;? 20 teaching them to obey everything
that | commanded you;? and take note, | am with you
every day, until the end of the age!”*

! The familiar ‘therefore’ is found in perhaps 5% of the Greek manuscripts,
but it is a logical inference.

2 Our Lord defines the Trinity here. According to Greek grammar the use of
‘and’ plus the definite article with items in a series makes clear that the
items are distinct entities. So “the Father” is different from “the Son” is dif-
ferent from “the Holy Spirit”. So we have three persons. But He also said,
“into the name”, singular, not ‘names’. So we have only one name. God is
one ‘name’ or essence, subsisting in three persons.

3 The ‘you’ here refers to the Eleven (see verse 16), so they were to pass
down all the commands that Jesus had given them. To be a disciple of Jesus
you should do everything that Jesus had commanded the Eleven to do—
this includes healing and casting out demons, as well as preaching the
Gospel.

4 Since the age has not ended, Jesus is still with us. Praise God!
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The order is to make disciples, not just to ‘win souls’. So how
does one make a disciple? The two gerunds explain it: “baptiz-
ing them” and “teaching them”, which should be done by those
who themselves are genuine disciples. What concerns us here is
the baptizing. The substance used is water, as in John’s baptism,
but the agents are disciples of Jesus. And this baptism is to be
administered into the name of the Trinity, which represents a
new revelation about the nature of God. It also represents a
new ‘religion’, quite different from those previously known. In
the OT there are veiled references, that as we look back we can
associate with the Trinity, but here we have the first clear state-
ment on the subject (see footnote 2 below). But what is the
significance of being baptized into the name of the Trinity?

A person’s name represents that person. To do something ‘in
the name of the king’ means that the something was ordered by
that king; the speaker is representing the king (or is claiming to
do so). So then, what does it mean to be baptized into the Trin-
ity? Well, if you are inside the Trinity, then you are protected by
Them, because before anything can get to you it must pass
through the Trinity. This is tremendous! However, it also calls
for a marked change in behavior—sinning inside the Trinity does
not sound like a good idea! So then, the true meaning of this
baptism should be the following: it is a public declaration, taking
a public stand, whereby the candidate is formally renouncing
Satan, and the world controlled by him, and is placing himself
under the protection of the Triune God. It is to change sides, or
teams, or kingdoms, and this carries with it an appropriate
change in lifestyle.!

1 Kind reader, can you hame even one local church, in the whole country,
that teaches this meaning for this baptism? What a shame!
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| confess that | do not understand why, to judge by the inspired
accounts, the apostles were not rigorous in the manner in which
they obeyed the Commission. At least, according to Acts 2:38,
the baptism was “upon the name of Jesus Christ”, and according
to Acts 10:48, Peter commanded to baptize Cornelius and com-
pany “in the name of the Lord Jesus”.! And according to Acts
19:5, Paul baptized those disciples of John “into the name of the
Lord Jesus”. But upon reflection, | suppose that the practical
result would be the same—to be under the protection of
Sovereign Jesus would amount to being under the protection of
the Trinity.

In fact, Jesus was the ultimate revelation of the nature of God to
man. As He Himself said to Phillip, “he who has seen me has
seen the Father” (John 14:9). “In Him all the Fullness was
pleased to dwell” (Colossians 1:19), and “all the Fullness of the
Godhead dwells in Him in bodily form” (Colossians 2:9). In short,
as He walked this earth, Jesus represented the Trinity.

As with John’s baptism, the Text does not specify how this bap-
tism was administered. In consequence, down through the cen-
turies, there has been argument and disagreement about it, as
to how much water should be used. | see no way of settling the
question, and it probably does not make any difference, at least
in the spiritual realm. The important thing is the nature of the
transaction in the spiritual realm, not the material substance
used. But consider the baptism of Saul of Tarsus (Acts 9:18). At
that time there was no plumbing in the houses; any water had
to be carried into the house. In the house where Saul was stay-

! The Greek manuscripts are divided as to the name here: 35%, including the
best line of transmission, have ‘the Lord Jesus’; 57% have ‘the Lord’; 8%
have ‘Jesus Christ’. None of the variants refers to the Trinity.
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ing, in Damascus, there was certainly no swimming pool, and al-
most as certainly, no tank of sufficient size to handle a grown
man (and even if there was, the owner would not want to have
his water contaminated). We may be certain that Ananias used
a small amount of water.! The same can be said about the
dwelling of Cornelius (Acts 10:48)—not much water for a lot of
people. The same can be said about the house of the Philippian
jailor (Acts 16:33)—not much water for a lot of people. In short,
the important thing is the spiritual transaction, not the
substance or the manner.

3) In 1 Corinthians 12:12 Paul uses the figure of the members of
a body to speak of the Church, and goes on with verse 13: “For
we also were all baptized into one body by one Spirit—whether
Jews or Greeks, whether slaves or free—and were all given to
drink into one Spirit.” | take Galatians 3:26-28 to be about the
same baptism: “So all of you are sons of God through the faith
in Christ Jesus. 27 As many of you as were baptized into Christ
have clothed yourselves with Christ 28 —there is neither Jew nor
Greek, there is neither slave nor free, there is no ‘male and fe-
male’;? all of you are one in Christ Jesus.”? | take it that Paul is
saying that the Holy Spirit baptizes us into Christ. But how so?

Y In Acts 22:16 Paul himself mentions that experience; he cites Ananias as
saying, “and wash away your sins, invoking the name of the Lord”. By in-
voking the Lord, he was placing himself under His protection, which equals
believing into Him, which was what took care of his sins, not the baptism.

2 The Text does not have ‘neither male nor female’; the formula changes, as |
have indicated. | suppose that the reference is to Genesis 1:27, and to the
reason for the female in Genesis 2:18. All are saved on the same basis.

3 The reference is to the spiritual realm, not the physical—a Jew who believes
into Jesus does not stop being a physical Jew, a slave who believes into Je-
sus does not automatically change social status, a male who believes into
Jesus does not stop being a physical male. Obvious.
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When and how would it happen? It would be simultaneous to
the moment when Jesus baptizes a person with the Holy Spirit.

Due to a basic human limitation, language is linear—it is impos-
sible to say everything at the same time; the relevant infor-
mation must be given a piece at a time. Something complex, like
the spiritual transformation of a human being, can, and should,
be described from different angles or perspectives. When we
believe into Sovereign Jesus we receive the Holy Spirit; but at
the same time we are introduced into His ‘body’ here on earth,
which is the Church. And it is the presence of the Holy Spirit
within us that is the proof that we belong to Jesus and are part
of that ‘body’ —Paul describes that proof as a baptism. A ‘bap-
tism in the Spirit’ as being a second, or third, ‘work of grace’, is
simply not in the Text. What there is, indeed, are repeated
fillings—the more, the better.

4) Due to the limitation that language is linear, it seems to me
that in Romans 6:2-4 Paul deals with yet another aspect of the
spiritual transformation that we receive in Christ. He insists on
the necessity of a holy life, using the argument that we were in
Jesus when He died, and so we died too, and a corpse shouldn’t
sin. But since the physical body of Jesus was buried and then
raised, we were too, and now we have access to the power of
God to enable us to live differently. To cover all that Paul used
the phrase, “baptized into Christ Jesus”, which probably refers
to what the Holy Spirit does, as discussed in the prior item. |
take Colossians 2:11-12 to be parallel to Romans 6:2-4.

5) 1 Corinthians 15:29 has given no end of exercise to commen-
tators, and also translators. Most versions just put baptized ‘for
the dead’, but does that mean ‘on behalf of the dead’, or ‘in
favor of the dead’, or ‘because of the dead’, or ‘in the place of
the dead’? The context is the king of interpretation, and the
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context here is the reality of resurrection. If there is no resurrec-
tion, then our faith is in vain, we are suffering needlessly. |
would say that the intended meaning is 'in the place of the
dead’; that is, new converts occupying the space left by those
who had died—in those days there were many martyrs. If there
is no resurrection, there would be no point to becoming a
Christian, just to feed the lions. The ‘baptism’ here could include
both with the Holy Spirit and with water.

6) It remains to deal with Hebrews 6:2 and 1 Corinthians 1:17. In
Hebrews 6:2 ‘teaching about baptisms’ is included in the ‘ele-
mentary teaching’ (verse 1), that should be left behind so we
can ‘move on toward perfection’. But since that teachingis in
the company of repentance, faith, resurrection and eternal
judgment, truths that form an essential part of our Faith, it is
not being treated as inferior. Such doctrines are part of the
foundation for spiritual growth, but that growth depends on
factors beyond the basic truths.

But how could Paul say in 1 Corinthians 1:17 that “Christ did not
send me to baptize”, since in the Great Commission Jesus com-
manded to do it? Once again, we must pay attention to the con-
text. Beginning at verse 10, Paul is combating divisions based on
individuals; there were ‘parties’, one of them following Paul
himself. In an effort to reject that ‘party’, he argues that no one
was baptized into his name (verse 13); and he goes on to thank
God that he himself had baptized few people, precisely so that
they could not say that he used his own name. Then comes
verse 17: “Because Christ did not send me to baptize, but to
preach the Gospel.” Is Paul denying that water baptism is part of
the Gospel? It almost seems so. Or was he distinguishing be-
tween essential and nonessential? If we define ‘essential’ as be-
ing the elements that are necessary for someone to be saved,
then water baptism is a nonessential—it joins other elements
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that are relevant to spiritual growth, to living the Christian life,
and such elements are certainly important.

Conclusion

For us today, the one, all-important, baptism is the one where
Jesus is the agent and the substance used is the Holy Spirit. The
key is to believe into Jesus. When we believe into Him, He bap-
tizes us with Holy Spirit. Anyone who has not been baptized by
Jesus is not part of the Church.

When is an ‘apostle’?
The beginning

The basic meaning of the term is ‘sent one’; in John 13:16 it is
used in that way. But within the incipient Christian Church it
came to have a specialized meaning: an office or function char-
acterized by special spiritual authority. It began with the twelve
disciples who were personally chosen by Jesus; after His resur-
rection they received the designation, ‘apostles’ (but the Iscar-
iot had lost his place, leaving eleven). With the exception of four
verses (Luke 11:49, John 13:16, Acts 14:4 and 14) | would say
that all the occurrences of the term in the four Gospels and
Acts, about thirty-five, refer to that group, as do Galatians 1:17,
19; 2 Peter 3:2; Jude 17 and Revelation 21:14. The purpose of
this note is to enquire whether the NT signals any further uses
of the term.

Acts 1:13-26 records Peter’s initiative to replace the Iscariot.
The Text does not say that it was God’s idea; and when they
asked God to choose between the two candidates, they did not
give Him the option of saying “neither”. The Text affirms that
Matthias was numbered with the Eleven apostles, but he
receives no further mention.

Paul (erstwhile Saul of Tarsus) repeatedly refers to himself as an
apostle: Romans 1:1, 11:13, 1 Corinthians 1:1, 9:1, 2, 15:9, 2
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Corinthians 1:1, Galatians 1:1, Ephesians 1:1, Colossians 1:1,

1 Thessalonians 2:6, 1 Timothy 1:1, 2:7, 2 Timothy 1:1, 11 and
Titus 1:1. Luke refers to Paul as an apostle in Acts 14:4 and 14.
Jesus personally chose Paul, returning from Heaven to do so.
Aside from the Eleven, Paul was the only one personally
designated by Jesus.

Jesus Himself is called “the Apostle” of our confession in
Hebrews 3:1. Peter calls himself an apostle in 1 Peter 1:1 and 2
Peter 1:1, but of course he is one of the Twelve. James, the half-
brother of Jesus, became the ‘big boss’ in Jerusalem, and evi-
dently was regarded as an apostle—1 Corinthians 15:7 and Ga-
latians 1:19. Luke refers to Barnabas as an apostle: Acts 14:4
and 14. Paul seems to refer to Silvanus and Timothy as apostles:
1 Thessalonians 2:6. It is possible to interpret Romans 16:7 in
the same way with reference to Andronicus and Junias. | believe
those are the only ones who are actually named.

The discussion up to this point was necessary to provide the
background for the questions that are the occasion for this
study: did ‘apostle’ become an established office or function for
the ongoing life of the Church, until the return of Christ, and if
so, how is an apostle to be designated or recognized? It is my
intention to analyze every verse where the term is used, and |
will begin with those that may be purely historical, going on
from those already dealt with.

In 2 Corinthians 11:5 and 12:11 Paul compares himself to ‘the
most eminent apostles’, which must be limited to his contempo-
raries. 1 Corinthians 9:5 also must be limited to his contempo-
raries. 1 Corinthians 15:5 and 7 refer to physical appearances of
the resurrected Jesus before His ascension (of necessity histori-
cal). 1 Corinthians 4:9 is a little different: “I think that God has
displayed us, the apostles, last, as men condemned to death; for
we have been made a spectacle to the world, both to angels and
to men ” (read also verses 10-13). In the context, Paul is com-
plaining about the way he has been treated by some in Corinth,
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but in this verse he seems actually to be blaming God for the
way he has been treated! | suppose that the use of the word
‘last’” would be a comparison with God’s servants in prior ages.
Paul is not talking about the future of the Church in this pas-
sage, and if we only had this text on the subject, we would have
to conclude that to be an apostle was not a good thing.

And now we come to Luke 11:49-51, a most interesting text.
“Therefore the wisdom of God also said, ‘1 will send them
prophets and apostles, and some of them they will kill and per-
secute,’ that the blood of all the prophets which was shed from
the foundation of the world may be required of this generation,
from the blood of Abel to the blood of Zechariah who perished
between the altar and the temple. Yes, | say to you, it shall be
required of this generation.” Jesus is speaking, deriding the law-
yers. His citation of “the wisdom of God” appears to have no
match in the OT, so what was His meaning? In 1 Corinthians
1:24 Paul refers to Christ as ‘the wisdom of God’. In Matthew
23:34 Jesus said, “l send you prophets”, so here Jesus may be
referring to Himself as ‘the wisdom of God’. However that may
be, if the “required of this generation” was fulfilled in 70 AD, as |
suppose, then the ‘apostles’ here are also historical.

| will now consider the other places where the phrase ‘prophets
and apostles’ occurs, albeit with the terms in reverse order:
Ephesians 2:20 and 3:5, and Revelation 18:20.

Ephesians 2:19-22—"So then, you are no longer strangers and
aliens, but fellow citizens with the saints and members of God’s
household, 20 built upon the foundation of the apostles and
prophets, Jesus Christ Himself being the chief cornerstone; 21 in
whom the whole building, being joined together, grows into a
holy temple in the Lord; 22 in whom you also are being built
together to become a habitation of God in spirit.” The truth that
Paul is expounding is that in Christ Gentiles join Jews as “fellow
citizens” and “members of God’s household”, part of “the whole
building”. In what sense can that “building” be built upon “the
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foundation of the apostles and prophets”? Presumably “proph-
ets” is short for the writings that make up the Old Testament
Scriptures, or Canon. The Faith is based on revealed Truth, not
individual people. Analogously, presumably “apostles” is short
for the writings that make up the New Testament Scriptures, or
Canon. Again, the Faith is based on revealed Truth, not individ-
ual people. Our “growing into a holy temple” (verse 21) depends
upon the Holy Spirit and His Sword (not individuals whom God
used). Note that Paul mentions the ‘apostles’ first. In any case,
the ‘apostles’ here are historical.

Ephesians 3:1-7—“For this reason |, Paul, the prisoner of Christ
Jesus on behalf of you Gentiles—2 surely you have heard of the
dispensation of the grace of God that was given to me for you,

3 how that by revelation He made known to me the ‘secret’? (as
| have written briefly already, 4 with reference to which, when
you read, you can understand my insight into Christ’s secret),

5 which in different generations was not made known to the
sons of men, as it has now been revealed by Spirit? to His holy
apostles and prophets: 6 that the Gentiles are joint-heirs, of the
same body, and fellow partakers of His promise in the Christ
through the Gospel, 7 of which | became a servant according to
the gift of God’s grace, the gift given to me according to the out-
working of His power.” The use of “now” in verse 5 indicates
that Paul is referring to the NT Canon. An apostle, upon receiv-
ing a revelation, would also function as a prophet, but people
like Mark and Luke were prophets without being apostles. | take
the ‘apostles’ here to be historical.

Revelation 18:20—“Rejoice over her, O heaven, yes you saints
and apostles and prophets, because God has pronounced your

1| consider that ‘secret’ is a better rendering than ‘mystery’. The truth about
the Church is not all that mysterious; it just had not been explained before.

2 There being no article with ‘spirit’, it could be either ‘by Spirit’ (used as a
proper name) or ‘in spirit’ (referring to the manner). Both are true and
legitimate, but | have chosen the first option in the translation.
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judgment against her!”! Perhaps this verse should be connected
to 18:6-7, and in that event the judgment was pronounced in
faith. But just who are these apostles? | take it that “saints and
apostles and prophets” is in apposition to “heaven”, and in that
event, whoever they are, they are already in heaven. It follows
that this text is irrelevant to the occasion for this study.

The hinge

As a hinge to link the past to the present, | will now consider the
two texts that refer to ‘false apostles’; they are 2 Corinthians
11:13 and Revelation 2:2.

2 Corinthians 11:12-15—“Further, | will keep on doing what | do
in order to cut off the opportunity from those who desire an
opportunity to be considered equal with us in the things of
which they boast. 13 Such men are really false apostles, deceit-
ful workers, transforming themselves into ‘apostles’ of Christ.?
14 And no wonder, because Satan himself masquerades as an
angel of light. 15 So it is no great thing if his servants also mas-
guerade as ministers of righteousness, whose end will be
according to their works.” It is well to remember that neither
Satan nor his servants are in the habit of appearing with horns
and tails. Just because someone ‘looks good’ does not mean
that he is. We need spiritual discernment at all times. Note that
Paul affirms that such people are Satan’s servants, and they evi-
dently declared themselves to be ‘apostles’. In our day we have
a veritable plague of self-proclaimed ‘apostles’ (that | call
‘apustles’); now whom do you suppose they are serving?

! Instead of “saints and apostles”, a small minority of the Greek manuscripts
has ‘holy apostles’, as in AV and NKJV.

2 There have always been those who want to ‘get on the band-wagon’, to get
a free ride; who traffic in spiritual things for personal, temporal advantage.
Since such people only do damage, Paul’s desire to expose them stems
from his concern for the Corinthians’ welfare.
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Going back to the title of this study, when is an apostle? In Gala-
tians 1:1 Paul affirms that his apostleship was “not from men
nor through a man”, but through both the Father and the Son.
Paul’s apostleship did not depend upon human ordination or
recognition. So what about apostleship today? In Romans 1:1
Paul says he is a “called apostle”. | take the point to be that true
apostles are not ordained by man; they are designated by God,
who has a specific reason for doing so.! In the case of Paul, it
was “to promote obedience of faith among all ethnic nations”
(verse 5). Any genuine apostle will have a specific task to fulfil.
Although God does not take back His gifts (Romans 11:29), a gift
may be ignored (because the church’s doctrine does not allow
it), or neglected (1 Timothy 4:14), and hence aborted. Far
worse, even an apostle that Jesus chose personally can be
‘rejected’ (1 Corinthians 9:27). If Paul recognized the possibility
for himself, how about all the ‘apustles’ in our day?

In Revelation 2:2 the glorified Christ is writing to the church in
Ephesus: “I know your works, yes the labor, and your endur-
ance, and that you cannot stand those who are evil. And you
have tested those who claim to be apostles and are not, and
found them to be liars.” The glorified Christ Himself declares
that there are false apostles (and this at the close of the first
century), and that the church in Ephesus knew how to test
them.? Unfortunately, at least from my point of view, we are
not told how they did it, the criteria that they used. There is one
text that speaks of the ‘signs of an apostle’, 2 Corinthians 12:12.
“Truly the apostolic signs were produced among you with all
perseverance, by signs and wonders and miracles.”

11t follows that there is no ‘apostolic succession’, since an apostle is not
‘ordained’ by men. There is only ‘discipolic’ succession.

2 |s there not an implication here that there were also genuine apostles? If
there were no such thing as an apostle, there could be no candidates, and
hence no need for criteria. When John wrote this he was the last survivor
of the Twelve (also Paul), and he himself would soon die.
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Both Stephen and Phillip, ‘mere’ deacons, performed miracles,
but evidently that did not transform them into apostles. And
then there are the words of Sovereign Jesus Himself in John
14:12. “Most assuredly | say to you,* the one believing into me,
he too will do the works that | do; in fact he will do greater
works than these,? because | am going to my Father.”

This is a tremendous statement, and not a little disconcerting.
Notice that the Lord said, “will do”; not ‘maybe’, ‘perhaps’, ‘if
you feel like it’; and certainly not ‘if the doctrine of your church
permits it’! If you believe you will do! The verb ‘believe’ is in the
present tense, 2" person singular; if you (sg) are believing you
will do; it follows that if you are not doing, it is because you are
not believing. 2 + 2 = 4. Doing what? “The works that | do.”

Well, Jesus preached the Gospel, He taught, He cast out de-
mons, He healed all sorts and sizes of sickness and disease, He
raised an occasional dead person, and He performed a variety of
miracles (water to wine, walk on water, stop a storm instanta-
neously, transport a boat several miles instantaneously, multiply

1 “Most assuredly” is actually “amen, amen” —rendered “verily, verily” in the
AV. Only John registers the word as repeated, in the other Gospels it is just
“amen”. In the contemporary literature we have no example of anyone
else using the word in this way. It seems that Jesus coined His own use, and the
point seems to be to call attention to an important pronouncement: “Stop
and listen!” Often it precedes a formal statement of doctrine or policy, as
here.

2 Well now, if we cast out demons, heal and perform miracles, is that not
enough? Jesus wants more, He wants “greater things” than those just men-
tioned. Notice again that He said “will do”, not maybe, perhaps, or if your
church permits. But what could be ‘greater’ than miracles? This cannot
refer to modern technology because in that event such ‘greater things’
would not have been available to the believers during the first 1900 years.
Note that the key is in the Lord’s final statement (in verse 12), “because |
am going to my Father”. Only if He won could He return to the Father, so
He is here declaring His victory before the fact. It is on the basis of that vic-
tory that the ‘greater things’ can be performed. Just what are those
‘greater’ things? For my answer, see my outline, “Biblical Spiritual
Warfare”, available from www.prunch.org.
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food, shrivel a tree—and He implied that the disciples should
have stopped the storm and multiplied the food, and He stated
that they could shrivel a tree [Peter actually took a few steps on
water]). So how about us? The preaching and teaching we can
handle, but what about the rest?

| once heard the president of a certain Christian college affirm
that this verse obviously could not mean what it says because it
isn’t happening! Well, in his own experience, and in that of his
associates (cessationists all), | guess it isn’t. But many people to-
day cast out demons and heal. Miracles are also happening. So
how about me? And you? But to get back to the ‘signs of an
apostle’, if all of us are supposed to be producing miracles, that
does not make us all apostles, so there must be further criteria.
(Please notice the ‘further’,  am not denying the ‘signs’.)

| suggest that we must consider the matter of spiritual author-
ity, and | begin with 2 Corinthians 10:8 and 13:10. 10:8 reads
like this: “Now even if | boast a little to excess about our author-
ity (which the Lord gave us for building up, not to tear you
down), .. ."” 13:10 reads like this: “This is why | write these
things while absent, so that when present | may not have to
deal harshly, according to the authority that the Lord gave me,
for building up and not tearing down.” In both verses Paul states
that the authority is for building up, not tearing down, although
his mention of harsh dealing indicates that such may be in-
cluded in the process, as circumstance may require. (In fact, on
at least two occasions, Paul actually turned someone over to
Satan!—1 Corinthians 5:5 and 1 Timothy 1:20.)

Is this not what we are to understand from 1 Timothy 1:3? “You
recall that | urged you to remain in Ephesus, when | went into
Macedonia, in order that you should command certain persons
to stop teaching a different doctrine . . .” Now the church was
well established in Ephesus, yet Timothy had authority to com-
mand; | suppose that Paul designated him as his deputy. And
what about 1 Timothy 5:19-20? “Do not entertain an accusation
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against an elder except on the basis of two or three witnesses.
20 Those who are sinning rebuke publicly, so that the rest also
may be in fear.” Evidently Timothy had authority over the
elders, being competent to rebuke them publicly.

Now consider Jeremiah 1:10—"“See, | have this day set you over
the nations and over the kingdoms, to root out and to pull
down, to destroy and to throw down, to build and to plant.” Of
course this was before the Church, but there is a principle here
that remains valid. If you plan to build on a site that is covered
with ruins and rubble, where must you start? You must remove
the wreckage. If God sent you to the church in Laodicea (Revela-
tion 3:14-19), to try to straighten it out, where would you have
to start? You might have to depose the leaders, as well as de-
nounce the error. Presumably, also, you would have to be able
to establish your authority over them. In Timothy’s case, Paul
presumably took care of that.

Something similar happened with Titus; consider: “I left you in
Crete for this reason, that you should set in order the things
that were lacking and appoint elders in every town, as | directed
you” (1:5). “Because there really are lots of rebels, loudmouths
and deceivers, especially those of the circumcision group, who
must be silenced” (1:10-11). “Speak these things, whether you
exhort or reprove, with all authority” (2:15). If Titus was to
appoint elders, he evidently had authority over them. And to
silence ‘rebels’ evidently requires authority. Now then, does
anyone imagine that such situations, requiring apostolic author-
ity, ceased to exist in 100 AD? History records no lack of such
situations, and far worse, down through the centuries and mil-
lennia. In our day the degree of perversity in the churches is
such that | don’t know how God can stand the stench! We
desperately need people with apostolic authority who are
prepared to function.

But to get back to the Text, consider Ephesians 4:11-13. “Yes, He
Himself gave some to be apostles, some to be prophets, some
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to be evangelists, and some to be pastors and teachers,* 12 for
the equipping of the saints into the work of the ministry, so as

1 One might imagine that this list follows the chronological sequence of the
several ministries. An apostle introduces the Gospel into an area or con-
text; a prophet gets the people’s attention and an evangelist urges them to
believe; but once people are regenerated then pastors and teachers come
to the fore—they are the ones who equip the saints. However, in practice,
especially in a pioneer missionary situation, there are seldom that many
people around. The missionary preaches the Gospel and it is up to him to
teach the first converts; he is alone. A pioneer missionary, the first one to
introduce the Gospel to an ethnic group or area, has an apostolic function
(whether or not he himself is an apostle). But he must also function as an
evangelist and as a teacher (whether or not he has those gifts).

However, most of us live and work where there are established, func-
tioning congregations. So what would be the function of an apostle within
an established, functioning congregation? If he lives and worships in that
community, probably none at all, in that specific capacity—he might func-
tion as a teacher or a prophet. In a country, or area, where there is no
more pioneer missionary work to be done, the exercise of the apostolic
function would be itinerant, acting as God'’s special emissary, an official in-
tervener, for disciplinary and correctional purposes.

| will take up evangelist next; what would his function be within an es-
tablished congregation? Well, can you evangelize someone who is already
regenerated? Evidently the function of an evangelist is directed to unbe-
lievers, who should not be members of the congregation (although some
often are). Of course an evangelist might also function as a pastor or
teacher. A truly gifted evangelist will function beyond the limits of a local
congregation.

As for the prophetic function, | will address the question of supernatural
revelation of information not available through existing channels. (1 Corin-
thians 14:3 speaks of ‘edification’, ‘exhortation’ and ‘comfort’ as coming
from a prophet, but | will not take up such activity here.) We understand
that the Canon of Scripture is closed; God is no longer giving written revela-
tion that is of general or universal application. But that does not mean that
God no longer speaks into specific situations. Divine guidance is a type of
prophecy; He is giving information not otherwise available. | myself have
been contemplated with a prophecy delivered by someone who had no
idea who | was, and not in the context of a local congregation. The function
of a true prophet cannot be limited to one congregation. Indeed, God may
use a prophet at city, state or country level. Our world desperately needs
prophetic voices.
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to build up the body of Christ, 13 until we all attain into the
unity of the faith and of the real knowledge of the Son of God,
into a complete man, into the resulting full stature of Christ.” If
verses 12 and 13 are still being worked on, then the apostles,
etc. are still necessary. Verse 13 emphasizes the truth in verse
12—every believer is supposed to grow into full stature. Just be-
cause we do not reach a goal does not invalidate that goal. |
would say that one of the principal causes for the lamentable
spiritual condition of most churches is the total lack of the apos-
tolic function among us—itinerant, acting as God’s special emis-
sary, an official intervener, for disciplinary and correctional pur-
poses. The idea of Christian or ministerial ‘ethics’, where one
must not criticize a neighbor, is clearly designed to silence any
prophetic or apostolic voice. It is designed to protect error.

Now consider 1 Corinthians 12:27-31. “Now you are the body of
Christ, and members individually. 28 And those whom God has
appointed in the Church are: first apostles, second prophets,
third teachers; after that miracles, then presents of healings,
helps, administrations, kinds of languages. 29 All are not apos-
tles, are they? All are not prophets, are they? All are not teach-
ers, are they? All are not miracle workers, are they? 30 All do
not have presents of healings, do they? All do not speak lan-
guages, do they? All do not interpret, do they?? 31 But earnestly
desire the best gifts.”

A teacher will normally reside in a specific community, but his ministry
may range beyond it. A pastor’s function is local, just as he is chosen and
ordained locally. It is simply a fact of life that someone with a shepherd’s
heart is not necessarily a good teacher, and an honest to goodness teacher
often lacks a shepherd’s heart. The functions are supposed to be comple-
mentary, and the object is to get all true believers involved in the work of
the ministry. Life in Christ is not a spectator sport!

1 The Greek grammar of verses 29 and 30 is plain: no gift is given to every-
body—not everyone is an apostle and not everyone speaks languages.
Those churches that teach that speaking in tongues is the necessary sign of
being ‘baptized in the Spirit’ (and until you are ‘baptized’ you are a 2" class
citizen, if a citizen at all), have done untold damage to their people. Since
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It should be observed that the terminology here is clearly hierar-
chical: “1%t, 2", 3 then, then, .. .” (similar lists in other places
lack this terminology) [the Kingdom of God is not a democracy].
Next, if God has appointed these functions, there must be a
good reason for them, and to deliberately exclude any of them
is to go against God. Here in Brazil, with a few exceptions, the
churches have no place for a true teacher; they simply are not
allowed. The consequences are not pretty.

Presumably even the most ardent ‘cessationist” will grant that
“teachers”, “helps” and “administrations” are still around. But
this letter was written around 55 AD, well into the Church Age,
therefore. Why would God “appoint in the Church” things that
would be extinguished in a few decades. If miracles come
“after” teachers, how can miracles be gone if teachers are still
here? We have the command to “earnestly desire the best
gifts”, so which ones are the best? Presumably those at the top
of the hierarchical list. Why would God command us to ear-
nestly desire a gift like apostleship, if He was going to extinguish
it before the end of the first century? In such an event the
command would be meaningless for the last 1900 years!

The present

the Holy Spirit simply does not give ‘tongues’ to everybody, those who do
not get it are out in the cold. But the social pressure is intolerable, so many
end up faking it. Since many of the leaders are also faking it, the social
problem is solved; the person is ‘in’. But since Satan is the source of all lies,
someone who fakes it is living a lie and invites Satan into his life. | have
been in many Pentecostal, neo-Pentecostal, charismatic, whatever
churches and have heard thousands of people ‘speaking in tongues’—a
large majority were faking it, while a few were speaking a real language,
but under demonic control. (I am a linguist, PhD, and can tell when | am lis-
tening to a real language, even though | don’t understand it, because real
language has structure. To know whether or not a language is demonic re-
quires spiritual discernment.) A church that teaches a lie invites Satan into
the church, and he does not hesitate. Of course some had the genuine gift.
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Somewhere along the line, | heard this: ‘the status quo’ is Latin
for ‘the mess we’re in’. Whether Latin or English, | imagine that
most of us would agree that the world is in a bad way, and that
is at least partly because the Church is in a bad way. By and
large, ‘Christians’ have ceased to be salt and light in the sur-
rounding culture (Matthew 5:13-16); they are part of the prob-
lem, rather than part of the solution. As | have already opined,
the lamentable spiritual condition of most churches is a direct
result of the total lack of the apostolic function among us. It
would appear that that ‘lack’ began early on.

In the writings of the ‘church fathers’ that have come down to
us, there appears to be no mention of ‘apostles’ after the first
century. Already in the second century, the concept of a
‘bishop’ came into being, an elder having authority over other
elders in a given area—so a ‘bishop’ could exercise the apostolic
function within his area (but all too often the bishop became
part of the problem, since bishops were not chosen by God). It
did not take long before the ‘bishop of Rome’ started to claim
authority over other ‘bishops’, and then there were archbish-
ops, and so on. If | am correct in defining the apostolic function
as someone ‘acting as God’s special emissary, an official inter-
vener, for disciplinary and correctional purposes’, and if there
has been a general lack of this function for 1900 years, then we
should not be surprised at the ‘status quo’.

In our day we have denominations, defined by different doctri-
nal and procedural ‘packages’, and there is no end of splitting
within such denominations. Here in Brazil we have at least five
‘Baptist’ denominations, four ‘Presbyterian’ ones, and no end of
‘Assemblies of God’, plus any number of ‘independent’ ones.
We have literally thousands of self-proclaimed ‘apustles’; every-
where you turn there is an ‘apostolic ministry’. It is a general-
ized ego trip; no one wants to be left behind, or to appear infe-
rior to his neighbor. They are building private empires, and
fleecing the sheep in the process. | am not aware of any theo-
logical seminary in this country that teaches the students how
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to study the Bible, and much less how to expound it; expository
preaching is almost nonexistent. In consequence, the variety of
abject stupidities promulgated from the pulpits appears to be
without end, doing ever increasing damage to the hearers. | am
not aware of any denomination here where the biblical Text has
objective authority.

But it gets worse. We actually have self-proclaimed ‘apostles’
who pontificate like this: “ am an apostle on a level with Peter
or Paul, so | can disagree with them; | can change what the Bible
says.” And they do; they reject plain biblical teaching and im-
pose their own ideas on their flocks. It should be evident to any
true subject of Sovereign Jesus that all such ‘apustles’ are in the
service of Satan. We have already noted Ephesians 2:20, God’s
household is “built upon the foundation of the apostles and
prophets, Jesus Christ Himself being the chief cornerstone.” 1
Corinthians 3:11 says that “no one can lay any foundation other
than what is laid, which is Jesus Christ.” And Revelation 21:14
informs us that the foundations of the New Jerusalem are “the
twelve apostles of the Lamb”. No pipsqueak ‘apustle’ of our day
is competent to alter the Sacred Text—they obviously do not
believe what the glorified Christ said in Revelation 22:18-19.

To someone who intends to be totally committed to Christ and
His Kingdom, the following question is obvious and necessary:
What can be done to remedy, to correct the calamitous reality |
have described? We must cry out to God to raise up true apos-
tles; but this raises another question: How is an apostle to be
recognized, and how can he establish his authority so as to be
able to bring about necessary changes in actual situations? | see
only one way, the use of supernatural power; and that power
must be used to clear out wreckage before it can be used to
build. | see a difference between a prophet and an apostle in
this connection: a prophet warns; an apostle inflicts. In Acts 5
Peter simply executed Ananias and Sapphira, without warning
and without chance for repentance. In Acts 13 Paul inflicted
blindness on the sorcerer Elymas, again without ado.
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It should be obvious that anyone who starts functioning in this
way will promptly be declared to be ‘public enemy number
one’. Any and all leaders who are serving Satan will do all in
their power to eliminate a true apostle, because of the threat to
them personally and to the perverse structures they have cre-
ated and maintained. It will be all out war. | am reminded of 1
Corinthians 4:11-13—"“To this very hour we go hungry and
thirsty; we are poorly dressed, brutally treated, and wander
homeless; 12 yes, we labor, working with our own hands. Upon
being reviled, we bless; upon being persecuted, we endure it;

13 upon being slandered, we exhort. We have been made as the
refuse of the world, the off-scouring of whatever, to this mo-
ment.” Well now, how many of the plague of self-styled ‘apos-
tles’ in our day would maintain their pretentions if they had to
experience the conditions described above? They would run and
hide.

We need to understand what Paul is saying here. To be looked
down on and criticized by believers among whom one has
labored is one thing. Local people with personal ambition know
how to do that. For God to make us “as the refuse of the world”
is something very different. How should we understand this? If
we insist on proclaiming a ‘gospel’ that the world considers to
be stupid, abject foolishness, we will certainly be ridiculed. But
if we insist on biblical values that the world has declared to be
‘hate crimes’, we will certainly be hated and persecuted, treated
as refuse. The choice of Hebrews 13:13 is upon us: “So then, let
us go out to Him, outside the camp, bearing His disgrace.” The
above applies to any true subject of Sovereign Jesus, but any
true apostle will be the target of the total fury of the religious
leaders as well. In short, to be an apostle is not for the
fainthearted.

And now please consider 2 Thessalonians 2:8-12, noting espe-
cially verses 10 and 11. “And then the lawless one will be
revealed, whom the Lord will consume with the breath of His
mouth and abolish by the splendor of His coming; 9 that one’s
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coming is according to the working of Satan with all power and
signs and lying wonders, 10 and with all wicked deception
among those who are wasting themselves, because they did not
receive the love of the truth?® so that they might be saved.?

11 Yes, because of this God will send them an active delusion so
that they will believe the lie* 12 and so that all may be con-
demned who have not believed the truth but have taken pleas-
ure in wickedness.”* Notice the sequence: first they reject the
love of the truth; it is as a consequence of that choice that God
sends the delusion. The implication is that there is a point of no
return; God sends the delusion so that they may be condemned.
The only intelligent choice is to embrace the truth!

Consider with me the consequences of the facts enunciated in
verses 10-12 for a whole nation, like Brazil, where | now live. We
have many thousands of local churches that call themselves
Christian. But | know of almost none that could be characterized
as ‘loving the truth’. No one wants a Bible with objective author-
ity. Humanistic, relativistic, materialistic values have taken over
the churches. Biblical values are no longer acceptable. In conse-
guence, Satan has control of the government, of education, of

! The use of the verb ‘receive’ clearly implies an act of volition on their part;
that love was offered or made available to them but they did not want it;
they wanted to be able to lie and to entertain lies told by others. But the
consequences of such a choice are terrible; they turned their back on
salvation.
Since there are only two spiritual kingdoms in this world, that of Sovereign
Jesus and that of Satan, “those who are wasting themselves”, in this text,
are still in Satan’s kingdom and therefore wide open to his “wicked decep-
tion”. The Text states plainly that they are wasting themselves “because
they did not receive the love of the truth so that they might be saved”.
They are not saved.
Perhaps “the lie” is best illustrated in our day by the theory of evolution:
‘There is no Creator’—so there will not be any accounting; so you can do
what you feel like. How terrible will be the awakening!
4 “Taking pleasure in wickedness” involves rejecting the Truth of a moral
Creator who will demand an accounting, or even overt rebellion against
that Creator (like Lucifer/Satan).

2

3

~ 285 ~



health services, of commerce, of the entertainment industry, in
short, of the whole culture. The churches that have rejected
biblical values are part of the problem—since they have re-
jected “the love of the truth”, they have been taken over by “ac-
tive delusion”.

Note that God Himself sends that delusion with the declared
objective of condemning all those who believed the lie. If God
Himself visits “active delusion” upon a whole country, what pos-
sible escape is there? The only possible ‘medicine’ is “the love of
the truth”. Those of us who consider ourselves to be true sub-
jects of Sovereign Jesus need to appeal to Him to show us how
to promote the love of the truth to the churches and to the
society at large. Here in Brazil it may be too late, but if God’s
grace still offers us a window of opportunity, we must devote
ourselves to promoting the love of the truth by all possible
means. | imagine that the most effective means would be the
exercise of the apostolic function, and that at more than one
level. | am thinking of the following: local congregations, whole
denominations, and the various levels of civil government.

Dear God, please send us apostles!

The Root Cause of the Continuous Defection
from Biblical Infallibility and Consequent
Objective Authority

That part of the academic world that deals with the biblical
Text, including those who call themselves ‘evangelical’, is domi-
nated by the notion that the original wording is lost, in the
sense that no one knows for sure what it is, or was (if indeed it
ever existed as an Autograph).! That notion is basic to all that is

1 There are those who like to argue that none of the books was written by its
stated author, that they are forgeries, the result of editorial activity spread
over decades (if not centuries) of time. Of course they were not there, and
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taught in the area of New Testament (NT) textual criticism in
most schools. In an attempt to understand where that notion
came from, | will sketch a bit of relevant history.

A Bit of Relevant History

The discipline of NT textual criticism, as we know it, is basically a
‘child' of Western Europe and its colonies; the Eastern Orthodox
Churches have generally not been involved. (They have always
known that the true NT Text lies within the Byzantine tradition.)
In the year 1500 the Christianity of Western Europe was domi-
nated by the Roman Catholic Church, whose pope claimed the
exclusive right to interpret Scripture. That Scripture was the
Latin Vulgate, which the laity was not allowed to read. Martin
Luther's ninety-five theses were posted in 1517. Was it mere
chance that the first printed Greek Text of the NT was published
the year before? As the Protestant Reformation advanced, it
was declared that the authority of Scripture exceeded that of
the pope, and that every believer had the right to read and in-
terpret the Scriptures for himself. The authority of the Latin Vul-
gate was also challenged, since the NT was written in Greek. Of
course the Vatican library held many Greek MSS, no two of
which were identical (at least in the Gospels), so the Roman
Church challenged the authenticity of the Greek Text.! In short,
the Roman Church forced the Reformation to come to grips with
textual variation among the Greek MSS. But they did not know
how to go about it, because this was a new field of study and
they simply were not in possession of a sufficient proportion of

do not know what actually happened, but that does not deter them from
pontificating.

1 Probably no two MSS of the Latin Vulgate are identical either, but that was
not the issue. Indeed, so far as | know, there is no way to establish what
may have been the original wording of the Latin Vulgate, in every detail.
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the relevant evidence.! (They probably didn't even know that
the Mt. Athos peninsula, with its twenty monasteries, existed.)

In 1500 the Roman Catholic Establishment was corrupt, morally
bankrupt, and discredited among thinking people. The Age of
Reason and humanism were coming to the fore. More and more
people were deciding that they could do better without the god
of the Roman Establishment. The new imagined freedom from
supernatural supervision was intoxicating, and many had no in-
terest in accepting the authority of Scripture (sola Scriptura).

Further, it would be naive in the extreme to exclude the super-
natural from consideration, and not allow for satanic activity
behind the scenes. Consider Ephesians 2:2—“in which you once
walked, according to the Aeon of this world, the ruler of the
domain of the air, the spirit who is now at work in the sons of
the disobedience.” Strictly speaking, the Text has “according to
the Aeon of this world, according to the ruler of the domain of
the air”—the phrases are parallel, so ‘Aeon’ and ‘ruler’ have the
same referent, a specific person or being. This spirit is presently
at work (present tense) in ‘the sons of the disobedience’. ‘Sons’
of something are those characterized by that something, and
the something in this case is ‘the’ disobedience (the Text has the
definite article)—a continuation of the original rebellion against
the Sovereign of the universe.? 'Sons of the disobedience' joined

! Family 35 (for an introduction to this family please see chapter seven of my
book, The Identity of the New Testament Text 1V), being by far the largest
and most cohesive group of MSS with a demonstrable archetype, was
poorly represented in the libraries of Western Europe. For that matter,
very few MSS of whatever text-type had been sufficiently collated to allow
for any tracing of the transmissional history. Worse, the lack of complete
collations made it impossible to refute an erroneous hypothesis within a
reasonable timeframe.

2 Anyone in rebellion against the Creator is under satanic influence, direct or
indirect (in most cases a demon acts as Satan’s agent, when something
more than the influence of the surrounding culture is required—almost all
human cultures have ingredients of satanic provenance; this includes the
academic culture). Anyone in rebellion against the Creator will also have
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the attack against Scripture. The so-called 'higher criticism'
denied divine inspiration altogether.! Others used the textual
variation to argue that in any case the original wording was
'lost', there being no objective way to determine what it may
have been (unfortunately, no one was able to perceive such a
way at that time).

The uncritical assumption that 'oldest equals best' was an im-
portant factor, and became increasingly so as earlier uncials
came to light.? Both Codex Vaticanus and Codex Bezae were
available early on, and they have thousands of disagreements
between themselves, just in the Gospels (in Acts, Bezae is wild
almost beyond belief). If 'oldest equals best', and the oldest
MSS are in constant and massive disagreement between /
among themselves, then the recovery of a lost text becomes
hopeless. Did you get that? Hopeless, totally hopeless! How-
ever, | have argued (and continue to do so) that 'oldest equals
worst', and that changes the picture radically.

The benchmark work on this subject is Herman C. Hoskier's
Codex B and its Allies: A Study and an Indictment (2 vols.; Lon-
don: Bernard Quaritch, 1914). The first volume (some 500
pages) contains a detailed and careful discussion of hundreds of
obvious errors in Codex B; the second (some 400 pages) con-
tains the same for Codex Aleph. He affirms that in the Gospels

strongholds of Satan in his mind. Since Satan is the 'father' of lies (John
8:44), anytime you embrace a lie you invite him into your mind—this ap-
plies to any of his sophistries (2 Corinthians 10:5) currently in vogue, such
as materialism, humanism, relativism, Marxism, Freudianism, Hortianism,
etc.

! The Darwinian theory appeared to be made to order for those who wished
to get rid of a Creator, or any superior Authority, who might require an ac-
counting. The ‘higher criticism’ served the purpose of getting rid of an au-
thoritative Revelation, that might be used to require an accounting. Rebels
don’t like to be held accountable.

2 Appeal was made to the analogy of a stream, where the purest water
would presumably be that closest to the source. But with reference to NT
manuscripts the analogy is fallacious, and becomes a sophistry.
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alone these two MSS differ well over 3,000 times, which num-
ber does not include minor errors such as spelling (I1, 1). [Had he
tabulated all differences, the total would doubtless increase by
several hundreds.] Well now, simple logic demands that one or
the other has to be wrong those 3,000+ times; they cannot both
be right, quite apart from the times when they are both wrong.
No amount of subjective preference can obscure the fact that
they are poor copies, objectively so.! They were so bad that no
one could stand to use them, and so they survived physically
(but had no ‘children’, since no one wanted to copy them).

Since everyone is influenced (not necessarily controlled) by his
milieu, this was also true of the Reformers. In part (at least) the
Reformation was a 'child' of the Renaissance, with its emphasis
on reason. Recall that on trial Luther said he could only recant if
convinced by Scripture and reason. So far so good, but many did
not want Scripture, and that left only reason. Further, since
reason cannot explain or deal with the supernatural, those who
emphasize reason are generally unfriendly toward the

! John William Burgon personally collated what in his day were ‘the five old
uncials’ (N,A,B,C,D). Throughout his works he repeatedly calls attention to
the concordia discors, the prevailing confusion and disagreement, that the
early uncials display among themselves. Luke 11:2-4 offers one example.
"The five Old Uncials" (X ABCD) falsify the Lord's Prayer as given by St.
Luke in no less than forty-five words. But so little do they agree among
themselves, that they throw themselves into six different combinations
in their departures from the Traditional Text; and yet they are never
able to agree among themselves as to one single various reading: while
only once are more than two of them observed to stand together, and
their grand point of union is no less than an omission of the article.
Such is their eccentric tendency, that in respect of thirty-two out of the
whole forty-five words they bear in turn solitary evidence. (The Tradi-
tional Text of the Holy Gospels Vindicated and Established. Arranged,
completed, and edited by Edward Miller. London: George Bell and Sons,
1896, p. 84.)

Yes indeed, oldest equals worst. For more on this subject, please see pages

130-36 in The Identity of the New Testament Text IV.
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supernatural. [To this day the so-called historic or traditional Protestant
denominations have trouble dealing with the supernatural.]

Before Adolf Deissmann published his Light from the Ancient
East (1910), (being a translation of Licht vom Osten, 1908),
wherein he demonstrated that Koine Greek was the lingua
franca in Jesus' day, there even being a published grammar
explaining its rules, only classical Greek was taught in the uni-
versities. But the NT was written in Koine. Before Deissmann's
benchmark work, there were two positions on the NT Greek:
1) it was a debased form of classical Greek, or 2) it was a 'Holy
Ghost' Greek, invented for the NT. The second option was held
mainly by pietists; the academic world preferred the first, which
raised the natural question: if God were going to inspire a NT,
why would He not do it in 'decent' Greek? The prevailing idea
that Koine was bad Greek predisposed many against the NT.

All of this placed the defenders of an inspired Greek Bible on the
defensive, with the very real problem of deciding where best to
set up a perimeter they could defend. Given the prevailing igno-
rance concerning the relevant evidence, their best choice
appeared to be an appeal to Divine Providence. God providen-
tially chose the TR, so that was the text to be used (the 'tradi-
tional' text).! | would say that Divine Providence was indeed at
work, because the TR is a good Text, far better than the eclectic
one currently in vogue.

To all appearances Satan was winning the day, but he still had a
problem: the main Protestant versions (in German, English,
Spanish, etc.) were all based on the Textus Receptus, as were
doctrinal statements and 'prayer books'. Enter F.J.A. Hort, a
quintessential 'son of the disobedience'. Hort did not believe in
the divine inspiration of the Bible, nor in the divinity of Jesus

1 Please note that | am not criticizing Burgon and others; they did what they
could, given the information available to them. They knew that the Hortian
theory and resultant Greek text could not be right.
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Christ. Since he embraced the Darwinian theory as soon as it ap-
peared, he presumably did not believe in God.! His theory of NT
textual criticism, published in 1881, was based squarely on the
presuppositions that the NT was not inspired, that no special
care was afforded it in the early decades, and that in conse-
guence the original wording was lost—lost beyond recovery, at
least by objective means. His theory swept the academic world
and continues to dominate the discipline to this day.3

1 For documentation of all this, and a good deal more besides, in Hort's own
words, please see the biography written by his son. A.F. Hort, Life and
Letters of Fenton John Anthony Hort (2 vols.; London: Macmillan and Co.
Ltd., 1896). The son made heavy use of the father's plentiful correspond-
ence, whom he admired. (In those days a two-volume 'Life', as opposed to
a one-volume 'Biography', was a posthumous status symbol, albeit of little
consequence to the departed.) Many of my readers were taught, as was |,
that one must not question/judge someone else's motives. But wait just a
minute; where did such an idea come from? It certainly did not come from
God, who expects the spiritual person to evaluate everything (1 Corinthians
2:15). Since there are only two spiritual kingdoms in this world (Matthew
6:24, 12:30; Luke 11:23, 16:13), then the idea comes from the other side.
By eliminating motive, one also eliminates presupposition, which is some-
thing that God would never do, since presupposition governs interpretation
(Matthew 22:29, Mark 12:24). Which is why we should always expect a
true scholar to state his presuppositions. | have repeatedly stated mine, but
here they are again: 1) The Sovereign Creator of the universe exists; 2) He
delivered a written revelation to the human race; 3) He has preserved that
revelation intact to this day.

2 B.F. Westcott and F.J.A. Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek (2

Vols.; London: Macmillan and Co., 1881). The second volume explains the

theory, and is generally understood to be Hort's work.

For a thorough discussion of that theory, please see chapters 3 and 4 in

Identity V. Chapters 3 and 4 in Identity V are little different from what they

were in 1977. It has been over forty-five years, and so far as | know no one

has refuted my dismantling of Hort’s theory. It has not been for lack of de-
sire. Nowadays one frequently hears the argument that to criticize Hort is
to flay a dead horse, since now the ruling paradigm is eclecticism (whether

‘reasoned’ or ‘rigorous’). But eclecticism is based squarely on the same

false presuppositions, and is therefore equally wrong.

3
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But just how was it that the Hortian theory was able to take
over the Greek departments of the conservative schools in
North America? The answer begins with the onslaught of liberal
theology upon the Protestant churches of that continent at the
beginning of the twentieth century. The great champion of the
divine inspiration of Scripture was Benjamin B. Warfield, a Pres-
byterian. His defense of inspiration is so good that it is difficult
to improve it. Somewhere along the line, however, he decided
to go to Germany to study; | believe it was at Tubingen. When
he returned, he was thanking God for having raised up Westcott
and Hort to restore the text of the New Testament (think about
the implication of ‘restore’). One of his students, Archibald T.
Robertson, a Baptist, followed Warfield’s lead. The prestige of
those two men was so great that their view swept the theologi-
cal schools of the continent. | solicit the patience of the reader
while | try to diagnose what happened to Warfield in Tubingen.

At Tubingen Warfield found himself among enemies of an in-
spired Bible. Now he was a champion of divine inspiration, but
for an inspired text to have objective authority today, it must
have been preserved.! Given the prevailing ighorance concern-
ing the relevant evidence at that time, Warfield was simply not
able to defend preservation in objective terms (and neither was
anyone else—this is crucial to understanding what happened).
He was faced with the fact of widespread variation between and
among the extant Greek manuscripts. Even worse—far worse—
was the presupposition that ‘oldest equals best’, because the
oldest manuscripts are hopelessly at odds among themselves.

1 This has always been a favorite argument with enemies of inspiration; it
goes like this: “If God had inspired a text, He would have preserved it (or
else why bother inspiring). He did not preserve the NT; therefore He did
not inspire it.” | confess that | am inclined to agree with that logical connec-
tion, except that | am prepared to turn the tables. | believe | can demon-
strate that God did in fact preserve the NT Text; therefore He must have
inspired it!
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For example: the two great early codices, Vaticanus and Sinait-
icus, differ between themselves well over 3,000 times just in the
four Gospels. Well now, they cannot both be right; one or the
other has to be wrong, quite apart from the places where they
are both wrong. So what was poor Warfield to do?

Enter Westcott and Hort. Hort claimed that as a result of their
work only a thousandth part of the NT text could be considered
to be in doubt, and this was joyfully received by the rank and
file, since it seemed to provide assurance about the reliability of
that text—however, of course, that claim applied only to the
W-H text (probably the worst published NT in existence to this
day, so the claim was false).! Warfield grasped at this like a
drowning man grasps at a straw, thereby doing serious damage
to North American Evangelicalism.?

Why the Defection Is Continuous

1] would say that their text is mistaken with reference to 10% of the words—
the Greek NT has roughly 140,000 words, so the W-H text is mistaken with
reference to 14,000 of them. | would say that the so-called 'critical’ (read
‘eclectic’) text currently in vogue is 'only' off with reference to some
12,000, an improvement (small though it be). And just by the way, how
wise is it to use a NT prepared by a servant (or servants) of Satan? (On the
other hand, | claim that God has preserved the original wording to such an
extent that we can, and do, know what it is.)

2 However, | should not be unduly harsh in my criticism of Warfield; no one
else knew what to do either. The cruel fact was that the relevant evidence
did not exist in usable form at that time. (It follows that any defense of di-
vine preservation at that time had to be based upon faith, faith that God
would produce the evidence in His time.) Part of the damage produced by
Hort’s theory was its disdain for the vast bulk of later manuscripts—they
were not worth the bother to collate and study. Since it is precisely those
disdained MSS that furnish the necessary evidence, that soporific effect of
Hort’s theory delayed the availability of the relevant evidence for a cen-
tury. | remember one day in class (in 1957), the professor filled his lungs
and proclaimed with gusto, “Gentlemen, where B and Aleph agree, you
have the original.” The poor man had obviously never read Herman C.
Hoskier’'s Codex B and its Allies: A Study and an Indictment (published in
1914).
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To understand the full impact of the onslaught of liberal theol-
ogy, one must take account of the milieu. Reason has always
been important to the historic or traditional Protestant denomi-
nations. In consequence, academic respectability has always
been important to their graduate schools of theology. The diffi-
culty resides in the following circumstance: for at least two cen-
turies academia has been dominated by Satan, and so the terms
of ‘respectability’ are dictated by him. Those terms include
‘publish or perish’, but of course he controls the technical jour-
nals. Since he is the father of lies (John 8:44), anyone who
wished to tell the whole truth has always had a hard time get-
ting an article published, no matter how good it was. To get an
article published one had to toe the party line. ‘Taking account
of the existing literature’ obliges one to waste a great deal of
time reading the nonsense produced by Satan’s servants, all of
which was designed to keep the reader away from the truth.

The TRUTH—aye, there’s the rub. Consider 2 Thessalonians
2:9-12: “The coming of the lawless one is according to the work-
ing of Satan, with all power, signs, and lying wonders, 10 and
with all unrighteous deception among those who perish, be-
cause they did not receive the love of the truth, that they might
be saved. 11 And for this reason God will send them strong de-
lusion, that they should believe the lie, 12 that they all may be
condemned who did not believe the truth, but had pleasure in
unrighteousness” (NKJV). Although verse ten is in the context of
the activity of the Antichrist, who will find an easy target in
‘those who are wasting themselves’ (my translation), it does not
follow that no one will be wasting himself before that activity.
Obviously, people have been wasting themselves all down
through history, and the underlying cause for that ‘wasting’ has
never changed—“they did not receive the love of the truth”. (It
began in the Garden.)

Please notice carefully what is said here: it is God Himself who
sends the strong delusion! And upon whom does He send it?
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Upon those who do not receive the love of the truth.! And what
is the purpose of the strong delusion?—the condemnation of
those who do not believe the truth. Dear me, this is heavy.
Notice that the truth is central to anyone’s salvation. This raises
the necessary question: just what is meant by ‘the truth’? In
John 14:6 Sovereign Jesus declared Himself to be ‘the truth’.
Praying to the Father in John 17:17 He said, “Thy Word is truth”.
Once each in John chapters 14, 15 and 16 He referred to the
third person of the Trinity as “the Spirit of the truth”. Since the
Son is back in Heaven at the Father’s right hand, and the Spirit is
not very perceptible to most of us, most of the time, and since
the Word is the Spirit’s sword (Ephesians 6:17), our main access
to ‘the truth’ is through God’s Word, the Bible. The Bible offers
propositional truth, but we need the Holy Spirit to illumine that
truth, and to have the Holy Spirit we must be adequately related
to Sovereign Jesus.

Now then, for something to be received, it must be offered; one
cannot believe in something he has never heard about (Romans
10:14). The use of the verb ‘receive’ clearly implies an act of vo-
lition on the part of those not receiving the truth; that love was
offered or made available to them but they did not want it; they
wanted to be able to lie and to entertain lies told by others. But
the consequences of such a choice are terrible; they turned
their back on salvation. | suspect that not many Christians in the
so-called “first world’ really believe what Sovereign Jesus said in
Matthew 7:14: those who find the way of Life are few! And do
not forget Revelation 22:15; “whoever loves and practices a lie”
is excluded from the heavenly City [any lie, including Hort’s].? |

! Please note that it is not enough to merely ‘accept’ the truth; it is required
that we love the truth. Satan tantalizes us with fame and fortune (on his
terms, of course), so to love the truth requires determination.

2 Help! “A lie” is rather general, open-ended. What happens if | accepted a lie
without realizing that it was one? But the text does not say ‘accepts’; it says
‘loves’ and ‘practices’. The implication is that the contrary evidence, to the
lie, is available, but has been rejected, or deliberately ignored—the person
sold himself to the lie.
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will here consider the implications for a student entering a
graduate school of theology, because of what happens if he
becomes a professor, or NT scholar, in his turn.!

Most such students presumably come from an evangelical envi-
ronment, and were doubtless taught that the Bible is God’s
Word, and therefore inspired. Some may even have been taught
verbal, plenary inspiration. However, in most theological
schools you cannot get a job as a teacher if you do not agree to
use the eclectic Greek text, with all that implies. (Just as you
cannot get a teaching job in most universities unless you at least
pretend to believe in evolution.) If the school is at least nomi-
nally conservative, they will still say that the Bible is inspired.
But if a student brings up the question of the preservation of
the text in class, there will be an uncomfortable silence. If it was
preserved, no one knows what or where it is. The brainwashing
has been so complete that many (most?) seminary graduates do
not even know that there is any question about what they were
taught. They were taught an eclecticism based on Hort’s theory,
and for them that is all there is.

But to go back to our student, he finds himself surrounded by
professors whose job it is to destroy his faith in an inspired Bible
with objective authority. Of course, presumably, very few such
professors have ever thought in those terms (so they would ob-
ject to my statement). They would say that they are just doing
their job, doing what they are paid to do, without troubling
themselves with the whys and wherefores.? But of course the

! At the graduate level, a student has the responsibility to evaluate what is
being taught—if it goes contrary to the Text, it should not be accepted. | re-
member one day in chapel, a visiting scholar was expounding Romans 10:9.
He stated that the Greek Text plainly means “Jesus as Lord”, but then went
on to try to explain why the school didn’t believe that. His effort was rather
lame; so much so that | determined to delve into the question for myself.

2 For older, established scholars there is also the matter of pride and vested
interest; who wants to admit that he has been wrong all his professional
life? Then there is the doctrine of professional ethics, one must respect his
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student is not expecting that; he believes that his professors
must be men of God, and so he is predisposed to believe them.
Besides that predisposition (and it is powerful), what are the
tools at their disposal for doing their job? Well, they have ridi-
cule, sarcasm, brainwashing, peer pressure, the ‘emperor’s new
clothes’ gambit, and satanic assistance, for starters. (There may
also be threats, failing grades, disciplinary actions, foul play, and
so on—| write from experience.) Most of the terms above are
self-explanatory, but some readers may not be familiar with the
ancient myth about the emperor—it boils down to this: you
don’t want to admit that you can’t ‘see’ it, when everyone else
claims to be doing so. But by far the most serious is ‘satanic
assistance’, and here | must needs go into detail.

Returning to 2 Thessalonians 2:10 and the ‘love of the truth’, as
explained above, our main access to ‘the truth’ is through God’s
Word, the Bible. Our student may have gone to Sunday school,
probably heard sermons with at least some biblical content, and
certainly has his own copy of the Bible. In short, he has had, and
continues to have, access to ‘the truth’. However, the Holy Spirit
does ‘talk’ to us, if we will listen. For example: my father was
born in 1906, and in due time went to Moody Bible Institute and
Wheaton College. In those days the American Standard Version
(ASV) was touted as the best thing since the Garden of Eden; it
was ‘the rock of biblical integrity’, etc. etc. Now my father had
the practice of reading through the entire Bible once a year, a
practice that he maintained all his life. Due to the hype sur-
rounding the ASV, he got a copy and began to read it. It was
hard going from the start, and he soon had to stop—the Holy
Spirit simply would not let him go on. He returned to his trusty
AV.

colleagues (respect for the colleague trumps respect for the truth). [One
must not ask where that doctrine came from.] One other thing: where a
school or institution depends on financial help from outside, it will be
threatened with the loss of that help, if it does not toe the line, and its very
existence may depend on that help.
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| imagine that at least some of my readers will have a question
at this point. Am | implying that anyone who embraced the ASV
was not listening to the Holy Spirit when he made that decision?
The answer is, “Yes”. Obviously, the same holds for the Hortian
theory, etc. Unfortunately, few students of theology are in the
habit of consulting the Holy Spirit, and those who do are marked
for persecution. No Establishment can tolerate anyone who
listens to the Holy Spirit. Surely, or have you forgotten John 3:8?
“The wind blows where it wishes, and you (sg) hear its sound,
but you do not know where it comes from or where it goes. So it
is with everyone who has been begotten by the Spirit.” Notice
that the Lord is saying here that it is we who are to be unpre-
dictable, like the wind, or the Spirit (“comes” and “goes” are in
the present tense). If you are really under the control of the
Spirit you will do unexpected things, just like He does.* An
Establishment is defined by its ‘straightjacket’, and the Holy
Spirit does not like straightjackets, and vice versa.

In John 8:44 Sovereign Jesus declared that “there is no truth” in
Satan, and that he is the father of the lie. Since God cannot lie,
Titus 1:2, it being contrary to His essence, any and all lies come
from the enemy. So what happens if you embrace a lie? You
invite Satan into your mind. And what does he do there? He sets
up a stronghold that locks you into that lie; you become blind to
the truth on that subject.? It is a specific application of the truth
expressed in 2 Corinthians 4:4—Satan blinds minds. So what
happens to our student? With very few exceptions, he suc-
cumbs to the pressure exerted by the tools already mentioned.
He accepts the party line, and since it is a lie, Satan goes about
blinding him to the truth. If he goes on to become an influential

1 Since Satan is forever muddying the water with excesses and abuses,
spiritual discernment is needed.

2 On that one subject—you will not necessarily be blinded on other subjects,
or at least not at first.
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scholar, he will almost certainly come under demonic surveil-
lance (since Satan is not omnipresent).

There is a common misapprehension that trips people up at this
point. Since any genuinely regenerated person has the indwell-
ing Holy Spirit, how can Satan or a demon be in that person’s
mind? There is a fundamental difference between presence and
control. Very few Christians have consciously turned over every
area of their lives to the control of the Holy Spirit. The Holy
Spirit is a gentleman, he will not take over an area against your
will (see John 4:23-24). Any areas not under the Spirit’s control
are open to the enemy’s interference, and most especially if you
embrace a lie. By embracing a lie you grieve the Holy Spirit; not
wise (Ephesians 4:30). You also resist Him; also not wise (Acts
7:51). So why does God not protect you? Because you rejected
the love of the truth, and that turned God against you! When
God turns against you, what are your chances? Without God’s
protection, you become Satan’s prey (1 Peter 5:8).1

Anyone in rebellion against the Creator is under satanic influ-
ence, direct or indirect (in most cases a demon acts as Satan’s
agent, when something more than the influence of the sur-
rounding culture is required—almost all human cultures have
ingredients of satanic provenance; this includes the academic
culture). Anyone in rebellion against the Creator will also have
strongholds of Satan in his mind. Since Satan is the 'father' of
lies (John 8:44), anytime you embrace a lie you invite him into
your mind—this applies to any of his sophistries (2 Corinthians
10:5) currently in vogue, such as materialism, humanism,
relativism, Marxism, Freudianism, Hortianism, etc.

1 please keep in mind the sequence of cause and effect—it begins with the
rejection of the love of the truth. It is not enough to merely ‘accept’ the
truth, one must love it. For those who have embraced a lie, the only ‘medi-
cine’ is to return to the love of the truth, rejecting the lie. God may require
a public renunciation of the lie.
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The selling of the lie is carried on from generation to generation,
resulting in a continuous defection. Most professors are ‘par-
rots’, simply repeating what they were taught, without ever
going back to check the facts. Some older scholars may have
become aware of the facts, but because of vested interest they
do not mention them to their students; they maintain the party
line.

Is there a Way to Stop the Defection?

| believe there is, and it must begin with the TRUTH. To be more
precise, it must begin with the love of the truth, which necessi-
tates that the truth be made available. We must promote the
love of the truth, and to do that we must also denounce the lie.!
To promote something, we need vehicles for doing so. To
succeed, we must be convincing. Most important, we must do
something about the interference in people’s minds.

Vehicles for promoting the truth:

It is modern technology that comes to our aid here. Blogs are
being used to promote anything and everything. We can use
them to promote the truth. | have done a fifteen-hour lecture
series (in Portuguese) on the divine preservation of the NT Text.
It was filmed and is available on the net via blog. Websites are
being used. AlImost all of my work is available from my website,
www.prunch.org. And then there is Twitter, Facebook and so
on—the fact is that the technical journals no longer have a
stranglehold on any discipline; there are other ways of ‘publish-
ing’ your ideas. And there has always been word-of-mouth, peo-
ple telling their friends and acquaintances. | suspect that we
may soon see a groundswell of this sort of thing.

1 My own denunciation of the Hortian lie has been in print since 1977, and |
continue to stand by every bit of it.
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The advent of self-publishing represents a real boon to those of
us who reject a party line, and do not have the financial means
to use an established publishing house. For various reasons it
has become increasingly difficult to use a publisher. The con-
tracts place all the onus on the author (including the cost of law-
suits). One must cover the cost of several thousand copies up
front, and even so, only if the publisher decides he can make a
profit on the book, not to mention an ‘acceptable’ content
(publishers are not charitable institutions). It is the advent of
‘print-on-demand’ that saves those of us who have no money—
copies are produced only as they are ordered. Since a machine
does it all, one can order a single copy at the going price, and
receive it.

Permit me to cite my own experience. My first book, The
Identity of the New Testament Text, was published in 1977 by
Thomas Nelson Publishers. Each time they wished to do another
printing, they graciously allowed me to do some revising. Their
final (4™7?) printing came out in 1990, so they kept the book in
print for at least fifteen years, for which | give them my sincere
thanks.! It had been out of print for some years when Wipf and
Stock Publishers asked for permission to publish it as an aca-
demic reprint. So a revised edition came out in 2003, as The
Identity of the New Testament Text Il. Wipf & Stock also did
Identity Ill, in 2012. It was during that interval that | tuned in to
Family 35, so Identity Ill was the first edition to present and
defend that family. Then Identity IV, with further heavy revision,
| self-published with Amazon, as also I/dentity V. My other books

1 By then there were well over 10,000 copies is use around the world, quietly
making a difference in people’s lives. Every now and again | hear from
someone, thanking me for the book, including some Greek professors. Such
professors are no longer destroying the faith of their students. There is a
stirring at the grassroots level, that the Establishment is doing its best to
ignore. When obliged to take notice, it is ‘pooh-pooh’; but the time is
coming, indeed now is, when that will no longer work.
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are also available there—what established publisher would have
accepted The Greek New Testament According to Family 357?

Self-publishing also permits one to make a book available in
electronic form, as | have done with mine. This allows people to
download into their notebooks, or whatever, so they do not
have to carry a book (or several). This is becoming increasingly
important, as more and more people are joining the smart-
phone culture. That said, however, we should not despise the
good old hard copy; for serious study many still prefer a book
(you can make notes in a book). In short, we should use both,
electronic and printed.

Especially in cultures where ‘who you know’ is more important
than ‘what you know’, but also in others, we should promote
the ‘social’ vehicle, the sharing with friends and acquaintances.
We can invite people over for a cup of coffee (or tea), spread
the word wherever we have contacts.

A convincing presentation:

What is the best way to protect a caged lion? Just open the
cage! What is the best way to promote the Truth? Just turn it
loose! As Sovereign Jesus said in John 8:31-32, “If you abide in
my word, you are my disciples indeed. And you shall know the
truth, and the truth shall make you free” (NKJV). The truth will
make us free from what? In the immediate context (verse 34), it
is from sin, but with reference to the topic in hand, it is able to
free us from Satan’s blinding and his lies. The Word is the Holy
Spirit’s sword, and a sword cuts, whether someone believes it or
not. That said, however, what can we do so that people will
listen to us?

Bombast and ranting should be avoided. They may appeal to the
emotions of those who are already on our side, but they will
have a negative effect on those we are trying to reach. The truth
is best served by the facts, the evidence. And the evidence
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should be presented in a straightforward fashion, without
undue appeal to emotion. However, emotion must be distin-
guished from presupposition (as well as from principles of rea-
soned debate). It is impossible to work without presuppositions;
everyone has them. It follows that if someone criticizes me for
having presuppositions, while pretending that he has none, that
someone is being dishonest and perverse (or perhaps just
brainwashed and blinded).

Ever since Burgon, who stated his presuppositions honestly and
openly (as any true scholar should), there has been a constant
and insistent attack against those presuppositions, and even the
stating of them. A psychosis has been created to the extent that
even some modern defenders of the majority text have become
paranoid on the subject; they have actually reached the point of
excluding the supernatural from their model. However, in Luke
11:23 the Sovereign Creator, Jehovah the Son incarnate, de-
clares: “He who is not with Me is against Me, and he who does
not gather with Me scatters.” Here is a plain statement—there
are only two teams in this world; there are only two sides, two
kingdoms; there is no neutral ground; there is no true agnosti-
cism.! If you are not with Jesus, you are automatically against
Him; if you are not gathering with Him, you are automatically
scattering. If you do not receive Jesus’ affirmations about
Scripture, you have rejected them. Neutrality does not exist.

But how can we reach those who pretend that they have no
presuppositions, who refuse, or in any case fail, to declare their
presuppositions openly? If those same people criticize us for
declaring ours, we may question their basic honesty; but how
can we get them to listen? How can you get a blind person to
see? How can you get a deaf person to hear? Something must
be done about the cause of the condition. The ‘cause of the con-
dition’ in the area we are discussing is the satanic interference
in their thought processes that the Text, 2 Corinthians 4:4, calls

1 Agnosticism is a passive rejection; the agnostic is not accepting the claim.
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‘blinding’ (the brainwashing is a consequence of, and an acces-
sory to, that blinding). Just how to address that cause will be
treated in the next section. In the meantime, it is necessary to
discuss the question of presupposition, but we should attempt
to do so with a calm and irenic spirit.!

But to return to the matter of presenting the evidence in a con-
vincing fashion, we must keep in mind that brainwashed people
are generally ignorant of the evidence. Most professors are
‘parrots’, simply repeating what they were taught, without ever
going back to check the facts. Some older scholars may have
become aware of the facts, but because of vested interest they
do not mention them to their students; they maintain the party
line. For the truth to set people free, the truth must be pre-
sented. So | repeat: we must present the evidence in a
straightforward manner.

The primary evidence is furnished by the continuous text manu-
scripts (Greek) of the NT. The evidence furnished by the lection-
aries is secondary. The evidence furnished by ancient versions
and patristic citations is tertiary. Genuine historical evidence (to
the extent that this can be determined) is ancillary. Where the
primary evidence is unequivocal, the remaining types should
not come into play. For example, at any given point in the four
Gospels there will be around 1,700 extant continuous text MSS,
representing all lines of transmission and all locales.? Where
they all agree, there can be no legitimate doubt as to the
original wording.

It should also be evident that a variant in a single MS, of what-
ever age, is irrelevant—it is a false witness to its family arche-
type, at that point, nothing more. If a number of MSS share a

variant, but do not belong to the same family, then they made

11 am well aware that it is not easy, which is why | use ‘attempt’.
2 Of course we know that there are many MSS not yet 'extant’, not yet identi-
fied and catalogued, so the number can only go up.
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the mistake independently and are false witnesses to their
respective family archetypes—there is no dependency. Where a
group of MSS evidently reflect correctly the archetypal form of
their family, then we are dealing with a family (not the individ-
ual MSS). Families need to be evaluated just as we evaluate indi-
vidual MSS. It is possible to assign a credibility quotient to a
family, based on objective criteria. But of course, any and all
families must first be empirically identified and defined, and
such identification depends upon the full collation of MSS.

Although the discipline has (so far) neglected to do its home-
work (collating MSS), still a massive majority of MSS should be
convincing. For example, if a variant enjoys 99% attestation
from the primary witnesses, this means that it totally dominates
any genealogical 'tree', because it dominated the global trans-
mission of the text. The INTF Text und Textwert series, practi-
tioners of the Claremont profile method, H.C. Hoskier, von
Soden, Burgon, Scrivener—in short, anyone who has collated
any number of MSS—have all demonstrated that the Byzantine
bulk of MSS is by no means monolithic. There are any number of
streams and rivulets. Frederick Wisse posited thirty-four groups
within the Byzantine bulk, with seventy subgroups.? It is clear
that there was no 'stuffing the ballot box'; there was no 'papal’
decree; there was no recension imposed by ecclesiastical

! The more recent work of Frederick Wisse furnishes a strong objective
demonstration of the diversity within the "Byzantine" textform. The Profile
Method for Classifying and Evaluating Manuscript Evidence (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1982), is an application of the "Claremont Profile Method" to
1,386 MSS in Luke 1, 10 and 20. He isolated 15 major groupings of MSS
(which sub-divide into at least 70 subgroups), plus 22 smaller groups, plus
89 "mavericks" (MSS so mixed that they neither fit into any of the above
groupings nor form groupings among themselves). One of the 15 "major"
groups is the "Egyptian" ("Alexandrian")—it is made up of precisely four
(04) uncials and four (04) cursives, plus two more of each that were "Egyp-
tian" in one of the three chapters. If | understand him correctly he consid-
ers that virtually all the remaining MSS fall into the broad "Byzantine"
stream. In other words, when we talk of examining the "Byzantine" text
there are at least 36 strands of transmission that need to be considered!
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authority. In short, the transmission was predominantly
normal.l

But to get back to presenting the evidence, we should call atten-
tion to the evidence that has been presented down through the
years: Herman C. Hoskier’s Concerning the Text of the Apoca-
lypse and Codex B and its Allies, a Study and an Indictment; Her-
mann von Soden’s magnum opus—in spite of its imperfections,
it contains valuable information; S.C.E. Legg’s editions of Mat-
thew and Mark; the IGNTP’s edition of Luke; Reuben J. Swan-
son’s editions of Matthew through Galatians; Frederik Wisse on
Luke; W.F. Wisselink’s Assimilation as a Criterion for the Estab-
lishment of the Text; Tommy Wasserman on Jude; the Text und
Textwert series from the INTF, and even better, their Editio
Critica Maior series.

Last, but not least, is my own work. My Greek NT is the first to
give the archetype of Family 35, and its critical apparatus is the
first to offer percentages with the variants, besides including six
published editions. The series on f3° variants, book by book,
gives the detailed result of my collations of representative MSS,
usually at least thirty per book. All of this is now freely available
on the internet from my site, prunch.org (mostly in English, but
also some in Portuguese). We have ways of making evidence
available, but how can we get people to look at it? The best, if
not the only, way is to use the spiritual authority that Sovereign
Jesus has given us.

Neutralizing the interference:

On what basis might we neutralize interference? The most fun-
damental question for human life on this planet is that of au-
thority: who has it, to what degree, and on what terms? As the
chief priests said to Jesus, “By what authority are you doing
this?” (Luke 20:2). After His death and resurrection Sovereign

1 For a fuller discussion, please see my Identity IV, pages 367-69.
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Jesus said, “All authority in heaven and on earth has been given
to me” (Matthew 28:18). So He is perfectly within His rights,
clearly competent, to delegate a piece of that authority to us.
Consider Luke 10:19: “Take note, | am giving you the authority
to trample on snakes and scorpions,* and over all the power of
the enemy, and nothing at all may harm you.” Instead of ‘am
giving’, perhaps 2.5% of the Greek manuscripts, of objectively
inferior quality, have ‘have given’ (as in NIV, NASB, LB, TEV,
etc.)—a serious error. Jesus said this perhaps five months
before His death and resurrection, addressing the seventy (not
just the twelve). The Lord is talking about the future, not the
past, a future that includes us!

! The Lord gives us the authority to “trample snakes and scorpions”. Well
now, to smash the literal insect, a scorpion, you don’t need power from on
High, just a slipper (if you are fast, you can do it barefoot). To trample a
snake | prefer a boot, but we can kill literal snakes without supernatural
help. It becomes obvious that Jesus was referring to something other than
reptiles and insects. | understand Mark 16:18 to be referring to the same
reality—Jesus declares that certain signs will accompany the believers (the
turn of phrase virtually has the effect of commands): they will expel de-
mons, they will speak strange languages, they will remove ‘snakes’, they
will place hands on the sick. (“If they drink . ..” is not a command; it refers
to an eventuality.) But what did the Lord Jesus mean by ‘snakes’?

In a list of distinct activities Jesus has already referred to demons, so the
‘snakes’ must be something else. In Matthew 12:34 Jesus called the Phari-
sees a ‘brood of vipers’, and in 23:33, ‘snakes, brood of vipers’. In John
8:44, after they claimed God as their father, Jesus said, “You are of your fa-
ther the devil”. And 1 John 3:10 makes clear that Satan has many other
‘sons’ (so also Matthew 13:38-39). In Revelation 20:2 we read: “He seized
the dragon, the ancient serpent, who is a slanderer, even Satan, who de-
ceives the whole inhabited earth, and bound him for a thousand years.” If
Satan is a snake, then his children are also snakes. So then, | take it that our
‘snakes’ are human beings who have chosen to serve Satan, who have sold
themselves to evil. | conclude that the ‘snakes’ in Luke 10:19 are the same
as those in Mark 16:18, but what of the ‘scorpions’? Since they also are of
the enemy, they may be demons, in which case the term may well include
their offspring, the humanoids (for more on this see “As were the Days of
Noah”, below. | am still working on the question of just how the removal is
done.
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Consider further John 20:21: Jesus said to them again: “Peace to
you! Just as the Father sent me, | also send you.” “Just as. .. so
also”—Jesus is sending us just like the Father sent Him. So how
did They do it? The Father determined and the Son obeyed: “Be-
hold, | have come to do your will, O God” (Hebrews 10:7). And
what was that will? To destroy Satan (Hebrews 2:14) and undo
his works (1 John 3:8). Since Jesus did indeed defeat Satan
(Colossians 2:15, Ephesians 1:20-21, etc.), but then went back to
Heaven, what is left for us is the undoing of his works.! It seems
clear to me that to undo any work we must also undo its conse-
guences (to the extent that that may be possible).

Consider also Ephesians 2:4-6: “But God—being rich in mercy,
because of His great love with which He loved us, even when we
were dead in our transgressions—made us alive together with
Christ (by grace you have been saved) and raised us up together
and seated us together in the heavenly realms in Christ Jesus.”
This is tremendous! Here we have our authority. Christ is now
seated at the Father’s right, ‘far above’ the enemy and his hosts.
This verse affirms that we who are in Christ are there too! So in
Christ we also are far above the enemy and his hosts.? Surely, or
is that not what is stated in Ephesians 1:16-217

| really do not stop giving thanks for you, making mention of

you in my prayers: that the God of our Lord, Jesus Christ, the
Father of glory, may give you the spirit of wisdom and revela-
tion in the real knowledge? of Himself, the eyes of your heart
having been enlightened, that you may know what is the

! For more on this subject see my article, “Biblical Spiritual Warfare”
(available from prunch.org).

2 We should be consciously operating on that basis, but since few churches
teach this, most Christians live in spiritual defeat.

3| finally settled on ‘real knowledge’ as the best way to render eriyvwoi,
the heightened form of yvwoig, ‘knowledge’. Real knowledge is more than
mere intellectual knowledge, or even true theoretical knowledge —it in-
volves experience. The Text goes on to say, “the eyes of your heart having
been enlightened”. Real knowledge changes your ‘heart’, who you are.
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hope of His!fl calling, and what the riches of the glory of His
inheritance in the saints, and what the exceeding greatness
of His power into! us who are believing, according to the
demonstration of the extent of His might which He exercised
in the Christ when He raised Him from among the dead and
seated Him at His[f right, in the heavenly realms, far above
every ruler and authority and power and dominion—even
every name that can be named, not only in this age but also
in the next.

Now then, “far above every ruler and authority and power and
dominion—even every name that can be named, not only in this
age but also in the next” must include Satan and his angels. If
Christ, seated at the Father’s right, is “far above” them, and we
are in Him, seated at the Father’s right, then we too are above
all the hosts of the enemy. That is our position and authority for
neutralizing interference.

Well and good, but just how are we to go about doing it? Well,
at what level should we ‘neutralize’? The candidates that sug-
gest themselves are: institutions, teachers, students, church
leaders, and lay people. How about working at all levels? Next,

! “Into us” —that is what the Text says. Note that ‘believing’ is in the present

tense. Consider Ephesians 3:20. “Now to Him who is able to do immeasura-
bly more than all we ask or imagine, according to the power that is working
in us.” Note that “is working” is also in the present tense; having believed
yesterday won’t hack it, we must believe today. This tremendous power
that God pours into us, as we believe, exceeds our powers of imagination.
Well now, my personal horizon is limited and defined by my ability to imag-
ine. Anything that | cannot imagine lies outside my horizon, and so obvi-
ously I won’t ask for it. | sadly confess that | have not yet arrived at a spir-
itual level where | can unleash this power—I have yet to make the truth in
this verse work for me. But | understand that the truth affirmed here is lit-
eral, and | only hope that others will get there before | do (so | can learn
from them), if | keep on delaying. The whole point of the exercise (verse
21) is for God to get glory, and to the extent that we do not put His power
in us to work we are depriving Him of glory that He could and should have.
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what procedures are at our disposal to do the neutralizing? | of-
fer the following: a) forbid any further use of Satan’s power, in a
specific case; b) claim the undoing of the consequences of the
use of that power that there has been (to the extent it may be
possible); c) destroy any strongholds of Satan in their minds (in-
cluding blind spots); d) bind any demons involved and send
them to the Abyss, forbidding any further demonic activity;

e) take their thoughts captive to the obedience of Christ. In my
experience, to be efficient we need to be specific: name the
institution; name the person.

But just a minute, | submit for consideration that faith is a basic
prerequisite for making use of our position and authority. The
theological training | myself received programmed me not to
expect supernatural manifestations of power in and through my
life and ministry. As a result, | personally find it to be difficult to
exercise the kind of faith that the Lord Jesus demands. Consider:

In Matthew 8:5-13 the centurion understood about authority—
he gave orders and they were obeyed, promptly and without
question.! But the Lord Jesus said he had unusually great faith—
faith in what? Faith in the Lord’s spiritual authority; He could
simply give an order and it would happen. Perhaps we should
understand this sort of faith as an absolute confidence, without
a taint of doubt or fear. In Matthew 21:21 the Lord said, “Assur-
edly . .. if you have faith and do not doubt” (see Mark 11:23,
“does not doubt in his heart”) you can (actually “will”) shrivel a
tree or send a mountain into the sea. See also Hebrews 10:22,
“full assurance of faith”, 1 Timothy 2:8, “pray . . . without doubt-
ing”, James 1:6, “ask in faith with no doubting”. Mark 5:34 and

1 The centurion did not say, “In the authority of Rome . . .”, he just said, “Do
this; do that.” The Lord Jesus did not say, “In the authority of the Father ..
.”, He just said, “Be clean! Go!” In Luke 10:19 He said, “I give you the au-
thority over all the power of the enemy” —so we have the authority, so it is
up to us to speak! Just like Jesus did.
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Matthew 15:28 offer positive examples; while Peter blew it
(Matthew 14:31, “why did you doubt?”).

If someone gives a commission, they will presumably back it up
to the limit of their ability. Since Christ’s ability has no limit, His
backing has no limit (on His end). In Matthew 28:18 He said, “All
authority has been given to me in heaven and on earth.” Then
comes the commission: “As you go, make disciples . . . teaching
them to obey all things that | have commanded you” —the pro-
noun refers back to the eleven apostles (verse 16). So what
commands had Jesus given the Eleven? Among other things,
“heal the sick, cleanse the lepers, cast out demons” (in Matthew
10:8 perhaps 94% of the Greek manuscripts do not have “raise
the dead”). The Eleven also heard John 20:21. Knowing that we
are being backed by the Sovereign of the universe, who has all
authority and power, we can and should act with complete
confidence.

A word of caution is necessary at this point. Consider James
4:7—"“Therefore submit to God. Resist the devil and he will flee
from you.” Note the sequence: we need to verify that we are in
submission to God before taking on the devil. Then we should
claim our position in Christ at the Father’s right hand. Since few
Christians have received any remotely adequate level of instruc-
tion in the area of biblical spiritual warfare (most have received
none), | need to explain the procedures.

a) Forbid any further use of Satan’s power:

This procedure is based on Luke 10:19. Sovereign Jesus gives us
‘the’ authority over all the power of the enemy. Authority con-
trols power, but since we have access to God’s limitless power
(Ephesians 3:20), we should not give Satan the satisfaction of
our using his (and he could easily deceive us into doing things
we shouldn’t). We should use our authority to forbid the use of
Satan’s power, with reference to specific situations—in my
experience, we must be specific. (I have tried binding Satan
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once for all until the end of the world, but it doesn’t work; pre-
sumably because God’s plan calls for the enemy’s continued
activity in this world. We can limit what the enemy does, but
not put him completely out of business, or so | deem.) But just
how should we go about it?

In the armor described in Ephesians 6 we find “the sword of the
Spirit” (verse 17). A sword is a weapon for offense, although it is
also used for defense. The Text tells us that this sword is “the
pnuo of God” —pnua, not Loyoc. It is God’s Word spoken, or
applied. Really, what good is a sword left in its sheath? However
marvelous our Sword may be (Hebrews 4:12), to produce effect
it must come out of the scabbard. The Word needs to be
spoken, or written—applied in a specific way.

In the Bible we have many examples where people brought the
power of God into action by speaking. Our world began with a
creative word from God—spoken (Genesis, 1:3, 6, 9, 11, 14, 20,
24, 26; and see Hebrews 11:3). Moses did a lot of speaking.
Elijah spoke (1 Kings 17:1, 18:36, 2 Kings 1:10). Elisha spoke (2
Kings 2:14, 21, 24; 4:16, 43; 6:19). Jesus did a great deal of
speaking. Ananias spoke (Acts 9:17). Peter spoke (Acts 9:34, 40).
Paul spoke (Acts 13:11; 14:3, 10; 16:18; 20:10; 28:8). In short,
we need to speak!

b) Claim the undoing of the consequences of the use of that
power that there has been:

This procedure is based on 1 John 3:8, allied to Luke 10:19. It
should be possible for us to command Satan to use his own
power to undo messes he has made, thereby obliging him to
acknowledge his defeat (which will not sit well with his pride).
The Son of God was manifested for the purpose of “undoing the
works of the devil” (1 John 3:8), and it is incumbent upon us to
continue His work here in this world (John 20:21). How can you
undo a work without undoing its consequences as well? The
Father sent the Son to undo Satan’s works, and the Lord Jesus
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Christ is sending us to undo Satan’s works. Again, | understand
that we must be specific.

c) Destroy any strongholds of Satan in the person’s mind:

This procedure is based on 2 Corinthians 10:4 and 1 John 3:8.
Since strongholds, and blind spots, in the mind are a work of
Satan, and we are here to undo such works, this falls within the
area of our competence. It is done by claiming such destruction
in so many words, being specific.

d) Bind any demons involved and send them to the Abyss:

This procedure is based on Mark 3:27 and Luke 8:31. “No one
can plunder the strong man’s goods, invading his house, unless
he first binds the strong man—then he may plunder the house”
(Mark 3:27). Since the definite article occurs with ‘strong man’
the first time the phrase occurs, the entity has already been in-
troduced, so the reference is to Satan. Here is a biblical basis for
binding Satan, which is now possible because of Christ’s victory.
If we can bind Satan, evidently we can also bind any of his sub-
ordinates. “And he? kept imploring Him that He would not order
them to go away into the Abyss” (Luke 8:31).2 | take it that Jesus
did not send them to the Abyss at that time because He had not
yet won the victory, and the demons were ‘within their rights’,
under Satan, who was still the god of this world. But the de-
mons were obviously worried! (They knew very well who Jesus
was, and what He could do.) | would say that this is one of the
‘greater things’ (John 14:12) that we may now do—rather, that
we should do. As for forbidding any further demonic activity, we
have the Lord’s example (Mark 9:25), and we are to do what He
did (John 14:12).

1 The boss demon does most of the talking, representing his cohort.
2 The Text has ‘the Abyss’, presumably the same one mentioned in Revela-
tion 20:3. The demons knew something that most of us do not.
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e) Take their thoughts captive to the obedience of Christ:

This procedure is based on 2 Corinthians 10:5. In the context,
the thoughts are of people who are serving Satan (even if unwit-
tingly). (Of course we should always be checking to be sure that
we ourselves are operating within ‘the mind of Christ’, 1 Corin-
thians 2:15-16.) Now this procedure moves away from simply
neutralizing the enemy’s interference, since it introduces a posi-
tive ‘interference’, but it is relevant to the issue being discussed
here, since it is protection against falling back into the former
error. Again we must be specific.

f) Some further texts that may apply: Luke 4:18-21, Psalm
149:5-9, John 14:12.

In Luke 4:18-21 Jesus includes “to set at liberty those who are
oppressed” (Isaiah 58:6) as one of the things He was sent to do.
Turning to Isaiah 58:6, we find Jehovah stating what kind of
‘fast’ He would like to see: “To loose the fetters of wickedness
[a], to undo the yoke-ropes [b]; to let oppressed ones go free
[a], and that you (pl.) break every yoke [b].” As is typical of He-
brew grammar, the two halves are parallel. “To loose the fetters
of wickedness” and “to let oppressed ones go free” are parallel.
Who placed the “fetters” and who is doing the oppressing?
Well, although people can certainly forge their own bonds
through their own wicked lifestyle, | take it that the point here is
that wicked beings have placed the fetters on others. “To undo
yoke-ropes” and “that ye break every yoke” go together. First
we should untie the ropes that bind the yoke to the neck, then
we should break the yokes themselves. | gain the clear impres-
sion that this text is talking about the activity of Satan’s serv-
ants, men and angels. Using culture, worldview, legal devices,
threats, blackmail, lies, deception and just plain demonizing and
witchcraft, they bind individuals, families, ethnic groups, etc.,
with a variety of fetters and instruments of oppression.
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So what does this have to do with our subject? Well, fasting was
an important and required component in their worship of God.
So this kind of ‘fasting’ is something that Jehovah overtly wants
to see; it is specifically His will. So when we see any work of
Satan in someone’s life, it is God’s will that we undo it. If we
know it is God’s will, we can proceed with complete confidence.
And it is part of our commission (John 20:21).

Notice also Psalms 149:5-9. “Let the saints exult in glory; let
them sing for joy in their beds. Let the high praises of God be in
their mouth, and a two-edged sword in their hand—to execute
vengeance upon the nations and punishments upon the peo-
ples; to bind their kings with chains and their nobles with fetters
of iron; to execute upon them the written judgment. This honor
is for all His saints.” Note that the saints are in their beds, so the
activity described in the subsequent verses must take place in
the spiritual realm. | assume that the ‘kings’ and ‘nobles’ include
both men and fallen angels. The activity described is the prerog-
ative of “all His saints” —if you are one of those saints, it is up to
you. There are a number of ‘written judgments’ in the Text:
Zechariah 5:2-4, Proverbs 20:10, Isaiah 10:1-2, Romans 1:26-36
and 1 Corinthians 6:9-10, at least.

In John 14:12 the Lord Jesus said: “Most assuredly | say to you,
the one believing into me, he too will do the works that | do; in
fact he will do greater works than these, because | am going to
my Father.” “Most assuredly” is actually “amen, amen” —ren-
dered “verily, verily” in the AV. Only John registers the word as
repeated, in the other Gospels it is just “amen”. In the contem-
porary literature we have no example of anyone else using the
word in this way. It seems that Jesus coined His own use, and
the point seems to be to call attention to an important pro-
nouncement: “Stop and listen!” Often it precedes a formal
statement of doctrine or policy, as here.

“The one believing into me, he too will do the works that | do.”
This is a tremendous statement, and not a little disconcerting.
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Notice that the Lord said, “will do”; not ‘maybe’, ‘perhaps’, ‘if
you feel like it’; and certainly not ‘if the doctrine of your church
permits it’! If you believe, you will do! The verb ‘believe’ is in
the present tense; if you are believing you will do; it follows that
if you are not doing, it is because you are not believing. 2 + 2 =
4. Doing what? “The works that | do.” Well, Jesus preached the
Gospel, He taught, He cast out demons, He healed all sorts and
sizes of sickness and disease, He raised an occasional dead per-
son, and He performed a variety of miracles (water to wine,
walk on water, stop a storm instantaneously, transport a boat
several miles instantaneously, multiply food, shrivel a tree—and
He implied that the disciples should have stopped the storm and
multiplied the food, and He stated that they could shrivel a tree
[Peter actually took a few steps on water]). So how about us?
The preaching and teaching we can handle, but what about the
rest? | once heard the president of a certain Christian college
affirm that this verse obviously could not mean what it says
because it is not happening! Well, in his own experience and in
that of his associates | guess it isn’t. But many people today cast
out demons and heal. Miracles are also happening. So how
about me? And you?

“In fact he will do greater works than these.” Well now, if we
cast out demons, heal and perform miracles, is that not
enough? Jesus wants more, He wants “greater things” than
those just mentioned [do not forget what He said in Matthew
7:22-23]. Notice again that He said “will do”, not maybe, per-
haps, or if your church permits. But what could be ‘greater’ than
miracles? This cannot refer to modern technology because in
that event such ‘greater things’ would not have been available
to the believers during the first 1900 years. Note that the key is
in the Lord’s final statement (in verse 12), “because | am going
to my Father”. Only if He won could He return to the Father, so
He is here declaring His victory before the fact. It is on the basis
of that victory that the ‘greater things’ can be performed. Just
what are those ‘greater’ things? For my answer, see my outline,
“Biblical Spiritual Warfare”.
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In verse 12 the verb ‘will do’ is singular, both times, so it has to
do with the individual. Observe that the Lord did not say, “you
apostles”, “only during the apostolic age”, “only until the canon
is complete”, or whatever. He said, “the one believing”, present
tense, so this applies to any and all subsequent moments up to
our time. To deny the truth contained in this verse is to make
the Lord Jesus Christ out to be a liar. Somehow | do not think

that is very smart.?

The 'Crux' of a 'Lost' Original

Returning to the opening paragraph, is/was the original wording
lost? | answer with an emphatic, "No". It certainly exists within
the Byzantine bulk. To my mind, any time at least 90% of the
primary witnesses agree, there can be no reasonable question;
it is statistically impossible that a non-original reading could
score that high.2 Any time a reading garners an attestation of at
least 80% its probability is high. But for perhaps 2% of the words
in the NT the attestation falls below 80% (a disproportionate
number being in the Apocalypse), and at this point we need to
shift our attention from MSS to families. Once all MSS have
been collated and have been empirically assigned to families,
then we can confine our attention to those families from the
start (as | have done in the Apocalypse). | have mentioned else-
where assigning a credibility quotient to each family, based on
objective criteria, and this needs to be done. Unfortunately,

! Also, to affirm that the miraculous gifts ceased when the last shovelful of
dirt fell on the Apostle John’s grave is an historical falsehood. Christians
who lived during the second, third and fourth centuries, whose writings
have come down to us, affirm that the gifts were still in use in their day. No
20 or 21°t century Christian, who was not there, is competent to contra-
dict them. And please see the footnote at 1 Corinthians 13:12 in my trans-
lation, The Sovereign Creator Has Spoken. Any ‘cessationist’ will have a
stronghold of Satan in his mind on that subject, because he has embraced a
lie. Any doctrine that derives from reaction against excesses and abuses
gives victory to Satan. Any argument designed to justify lack of spiritual
power cannot be right.

2 See Appendix B in my Identity V.
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there is a great deal of 'homework' waiting to be done in this
area. So far as | know, only Family 35 has an empirically defined
profile (defined by a complete collation of a representative
number of the MSS that make up the family), at least to this
date.!

About the 2% with attestation below 80%, in a heavy majority of
the cases the difference can hardly be reflected in a translation.
A reader will understand the intended meaning with either vari-
ant. But within Family 35 there is very little significant variation,
and the archetypal form is demonstrable. For example, of the
forty-three family members | have collated for the General Epis-
tles, twenty-eight are identical (perfect) for 2 & 3 John (but not
always the same MSS), twenty-two are identical for Jude, five
for 2 Peter, four each for James and 1 John, and three for 1
Peter.

For my article, “Copyist Care Quotient” (see prunch.org), | col-
lated fifty-one (now 53) representatives of Family 35 for Mark. |
analyzed the variants contained in MS 1384 (eapr, XI, Andros)—
of the fifty-three MSS | collated, at least forty-four are better
than 1384, so it is only a mediocre representative. However,
with four exceptions, only a single letter or syllable is involved,

1 So far as | know, neither f* nor f*2 exists outside of the Gospels, but even

there, has anyone ever produced an empirically defined profile for either

one? Consider the following statement by Metzger:
It should be observed that, in accord with the theory that members of f!
and f*3 were subject to progressive accommodation to the later Byzan-
tine text, scholars have established the text of these families by adopt-
ing readings of family witnesses that differ from the Textus Receptus.
Therefore the citation of the siglum f* and f** may, in any given in-
stance, signify a minority of manuscripts (or even only one) that belong
to the family. (A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament
[companion to UBS?], p. xii.)

Would it be unreasonable to say that such a proceeding is unfair to the

reader? Does it not mislead the user of the apparatus? At least as used by

the UBS editions, those sigla do not represent empirically defined profiles.
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and nowhere is the meaning seriously affected. Someone read-
ing MS 1384 would not be misled as to the intended meaning
at any point in the book. | say this is noteworthy, and it is
typical of almost all 3> MSS. Down through the centuries of
transmission, anyone with access to an f*° representative could
know the intended meaning of the Autograph.! Not only that,
most lines of transmission within the Byzantine bulk would be
reasonably close, good enough for most practical purposes. This
is also true of the much maligned Textus Receptus; it is certainly
good enough for most practical purposes. Down through the
centuries of Church history, most people could have had
reasonable access to God’s written revelation.

Some years ago now, Maurice Robinson did a complete colla-
tion of 1,389 MSS that contain the P.A. (John 7:53-8:11),2 and |
had William Pierpont's photocopy of those collations in my pos-
session for two months, spending most of that time studying
those collations. As | did so, it became obvious to me that von
Soden 'regularized' his data, arbitrarily 'creating' the alleged ar-
chetypal form for his first four families, M¥%3% —if they exist at
all, they are rather fluid. His M>%8 do exist, having distinct pro-
files for the purpose of showing that they are different, but they
are a bit 'squishy', with enough internal confusion to make the
choice of the archetypal form to be arbitrary. In fact, | suspect
that they will have to be subdivided. In contrast to the above,
his M7 (that | call Family 35) has a solid, unambiguous profile—

1 Since 3 MSS are scattered all over, or all around, the Mediterranean world,
such access would have been feasible for most people.

2 240 MSS omit the P.A., 64 of which are based on Theophylact’s commen-
tary. Fourteen others have lacunae, but are not witnesses for total omis-
sion. A few others certainly contain the passage but the microfilm is illegi-
ble. So, 1389 + 240 + 14 + 7(?) = about 1650 MSS checked by Robinson.
That does not include Lectionaries, of which he also checked a fair number.
(These are microfilms held by the INTF in Minster. We now know that
there are many more extant MSS, and probably even more that are not yet
‘extant’.) Unfortunately, so far as | know, Robinson has yet to publish his
collations, thus making them available to the public at large.
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the archetypal form is demonstrable, empirically deter-
mined.

As for the Apocalypse, of the nine groups that Hoskier identi-
fied, only his Complutensian (that | call Family 35) is homoge-
nous. Of the others, the main ones all have subdivisions, which
will require their own profile.

Given my presuppositions, | consider that | have good reason for
declaring the divine preservation of the precise original wording
of the complete New Testament Text to this day. That wording
is reproduced in my edition of the Greek NT. My presupposi-
tions include: the Sovereign Creator exists; He inspired the bibli-
cal Text; He promised to preserve it for a thousand generations
(1 Chronicles 16:15); so He must have an active, ongoing inter-
est in that preservation [there have been fewer than 300 gener-
ations since Adam, so He has a ways to go!]. If He was preserv-
ing the original wording in some line of transmission other than
35, would that transmission be any less careful than what | have
demonstrated for f3°? | think not. So any line of transmission
characterized by internal confusion is disqualified—this includes
all the other lines of transmission that | have seen so far!?

On the basis of the evidence so far available | affirm the
following:

1. The original wording was never ‘lost’, and its transmission
down through the years was basically normal, being
recognized as inspired material from the beginning.

2. That normal process resulted in lines of transmission.

3. To delineate such lines, MSS must be grouped empirically on
the basis of a shared mosaic of readings.

4. Such groups or families must be evaluated for independence
and credibility.

1 Things like M® and M® in John 7:53-8:11 come to mind.
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5. The largest clearly defined group is Family 35.

6. Family 35 is demonstrably independent of all other lines of
transmission throughout the NT.

7. Family 35 is demonstrably ancient, dating to the 3™ century,
at least.?

8. Family 35 representatives come from all over the Mediterra-
nean area; the geographical distribution is all but total.?

9. Family 35 is not a recension, was not created at some point
subsequent to the Autographs.

10. Family 35 is an objectively/empirically defined entity
throughout the NT; it has a demonstrable, diagnostic profile
from Matthew 1:1 to Revelation 22:21.

11. The archetypal form of Family 35 is demonstrable—it has
been demonstrated (see Appendix B in my I/dentity IV).

12. The Original Text is the ultimate archetype; any candidate
must also be an archetype—a real, honest to goodness,
objectively verifiable archetype—there is only one (so far),
Family 35.3

13. God’s concern for the preservation of the biblical Text is evi-
dent: | take it that passages such as 1 Chronicles 16:15, Psalm
119:89, Isaiah 40:8, Matthew 5:18, Luke 16:17 and 21:33,

! Family 35 readings are attested by early witnesses, but without pattern,
and therefore without dependency. But there are many hundreds of such
readings. So how did the 3 archetype come by all those early readings?
Did its creator travel around and collect a few readings from Aleph, a few
from B, a few from P*>%¢75 3 few from W and D, etc.? Is not such a sugges-
tion patently ridiculous? The only reasonable conclusion is that the 35 text
is ancient (also independent).

2 And for some places in Greece, based on their surviving copies, it was all
they used.

3 |f you want to be a candidate for the best lawyer in your city, you must be a
lawyer, or the best carpenter, or oncologist, or whatever. If there is only
one candidate for mayor in your town, who gets elected?

~ 322~



John 10:35, 1 Peter 1:23-25 and Luke 4:4 may reasonably be
taken to imply a promise that the Scriptures (to the tittle) will
be preserved for man's use (we are to live "by every word of
God"), and to the end of the world (“for a thousand genera-
tions”), but no intimation is given as to just how God pro-
posed to do it. We must deduce the answer from what He
has indeed done—we discover that He did!

14. This concern is reflected in Family 35; it is characterized by

incredibly careful transmission (in contrast to other lines). [l
have a perfect copy of the Family 35 archetypal text for most
NT books (22); | have copies made from a perfect exemplar
(presumed) for another four (4); as | continue to collate MSS |
hope to add the last one (Acts), but even for it the archetypal
form is demonstrable.]

15. If God was preserving the original wording in some line of

transmission other than Family 35, would that line be any
less careful? | think not. So any line of transmission charac-
terized by internal confusion is disqualified—this includes all
the other lines of transmission that | have seen so far.

16. | affirm that God used Family 35 to preserve the precise

original wording of the New Testament Text; it is reproduced
in my edition of the Greek Text. (And God used mainly the
Eastern Orthodox Churches to preserve the NT Text down
through the centuries—they have always used a Text that
was an adequate representation of the Original, for all
practical purposes.)

| claim to have demonstrated the superiority of Family 35 based
on size (number of representatives), independence, age, geo-
graphical distribution, profile (empirically determined), care

(see my “Copyist Care Quotient”) and range (all 27 books). |
challenge any and all to do the same for any other line of
transmission!

Divorce and remarriage
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The reason for divorce is to legalize or 'legitimize' another mar-
riage. It also serves to escape from the commitment. Before
proceeding, it must be made clear that a man having more than
one woman did not represent adultery, as long as he main-
tained them all. Many men in O.T. had more than one wife,
without being condemned for it. Men want divorce, but what is
the teaching of the Bible? A basic rule of correct hermeneutics is
to start with the clear texts and then look at any texts that are

ambiguous, or that offer some complexity. So that is what | will
do.

1) "Keep yourselves in your spirit, and let no one be disloyal to
the wife of his youth. Because the LORD, the God of Israel, says
that he hates divorce" (Malachi 2:15-16). Here we have a sol-
emn declaration - the LORD hates divorce. So how could He
approve it? He may tolerate it, just as He tolerates sin. In fact, |
suppose there is no such thing as a divorce without sin. In the
circumstances that culminate in divorce there is always sin.

2) Luke 16:18 presents us with the basic way in which God sees
the issue, since it is a declaration made by Sovereign Jesus:
"Whoever divorces his wife and marries another woman com-
mits adultery, and whoever marries her who is divorced from
her husband commits adultery”. If the one who marries a
divorced woman "commits adultery", it is because the first mar-
riage still exists in the eyes of God. But the use of the word
'adultery' by the Sovereign makes the matter very serious, since
in the Law of Moses adultery carried the maximum penalty
(Leviticus 20:10).

3) Answering the Pharisees in Mark 10:2-5, the Lord Jesus clari-
fied that Moses allowed men to repudiate a wife "because of
the hardness of your hearts". Neither here, nor in Matthew
19:3-9, does the idea of an ‘innocent party’ appear. Divorce is
generally based on hardness of heart—to this day. However,
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there are cases where separation is necessary to avoid
premature death, but not to remarry.

4) ""For this reason a man shall leave his father and mother and
be joined to his wife, and the two will be turned into one flesh’.
... Therefore, what God has joined together, let man not sepa-
rate.” Mark 10:7-9). In both Mark 10:9 and Matthew 19:6, the
Text says "what God has joined", not "whom God has joined". It
is clear that the Sovereign did not refer to people, but to the
fact of 'one flesh'. So, for someone to argue that his partner was
not chosen by God, won’t work. It is the fact of sexual union,
not the identity of the partners, that is being discussed. See also
1 Corinthians 6:16.

It is clear that the ideal that God states is monogamy—"his wife"
is singular, "the two" can only refer to one man and one
woman. (It is "two", not three, four, five, etc. "The two" cannot
refer to two men, a man with an animal, a woman with a
demon, or whatever—it cannot.) When a man and a woman
unite, they become "one flesh", and God holds that union to be
sacred—"therefore what God has joined together, let man not
separate". Anyone! Even the spouses themselves. Here is a clear
prohibition against divorce. Even the spouses themselves can-
not separate what God has joined together. In fact, it seems
clear that nothing that can happen afterwards alters the fact
that the union took place — "one flesh" was made, and it
remains. Other eventual unions complicate the situation (sin
always complicates), but are unable to make the first union non-
existent. That is exactly why God calls other unions "adultery"—if
the first union had been annulled, the word 'adultery' would no
longer be applicable, since the word refers precisely to infidelity
to a union that still exists.

5) This is what Jesus says in verses 11 and 12 (still Mark 10):
"Whoever divorces his wife and marries another commits adul-
tery against her; and if a woman divorces her husband and gets
married to another, she commits adultery." In Luke 16:18 the
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woman is presented as passive—she is left, then taken by an-
other. Here (verse 12) she is presented as taking the initiative—
she is the one who divorced her husband. Conclusion: whether
it is the man or the woman who takes the initiative, at the
moment when she is united with another, she adulterates,
because the first union still exists.

6) In Matthew 5:27-28 we read this: "You have heard that it was
said, ‘You shall not commit adultery’. But | say to you that who-
ever looks at a woman to lust for her has already committed
adultery with her in his heart." Of course, adulterating in the
heart does not undo the first union, and adulterating in fact
does not undo it either. Matthew 5:31-32 repeats material that
we have already commented on, but adds the caveat, "except
for a case of fornication". Since the caveat is repeated in Mat-
thew 19:9 and the context there is broader, | will comment on it
within the context of Matthew 19:3-10, as follows.

7) The Pharisees came to Jesus asking, “Is it permissible for a
man to divorce his wife for just any cause?". In reply, Jesus
appealed to the Creator's purpose, namely, monogamy, and
repeated the prohibition against divorce, "what God joined
together, let man not separate" (including the spouses them-
selves, presumably). But they didn't like that and trotted out the
"certificate of divorce" spoken of by Moses. Then Jesus replied:
"Because of your hard-heartedness Moses permitted you to
divorce your wives, but from the beginning it has not been so."
Notice, "Moses permitted", but that was not the Creator's idea,
and Moses permitted "because of your hardness of heart" (no
‘innocent party’). So far we haven't found anything to say that
God condones divorce, but let's go to the 'caveat'.

8) "And | say to you that whoever divorces his wife, except for
fornication, and marries another commits adultery; and who-
ever marries a divorcee commits adultery.” The key issue is the
exact meaning of "fornication". In the New Testament, the term
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refers to prostitution (it would be the central meaning),
premarital sex, incest and homosexuality. There is no clear case
to defend the meaning of ‘adultery’. In fact, in Matthew 15:19,
Mark 7:21, 1 Corinthians 6:9 and Galatians 5:19, 'fornication'
and 'adultery' are presented as different, distinct things and it
would be surprising if the Holy Spirit were to later confuse the
two. In the present case (Matthew 19:9) it would be like insult-
ing the Holy Spirit to say that "fornication" has only the meaning
of 'adultery'—it would be to impute dishonesty to Him, or at the
very least to say that He intended to confuse the reader. If the
desired meaning was 'adultery’, then the Author would have
written 'adultery'. Indeed, by saying "fornication" Jesus made
clear that the marriage had not yet taken place, otherwise He
would have said ‘adultery’.

That is exactly why it seems to me more likely that this is a case
similar to Joseph's dilemma with Mary, pregnant, but not by
him. In the culture of that time, once promised in marriage, a
woman was considered to belong to the groom, even before the
actual marriage and the consummation of the physical union. If,
before the actual wedding, it was proved that the bride was no
longer a virgin (as a result of fornication, inevitably), normally
the groom would break off the marriage, refusing to actually
marry her. The bride would be repudiated, and if the man later
married another there would be no adultery, for he had never
been sexually united with the first one. If another man later
married the repudiated bride, it would not be adultery, because
although no longer a virgin, she did not get married. In fact,
Matthew 19:9 does not contradict Luke 16:18 and Mark
10:11-12; the three passages are unanimous—God does not
recognize divorce. Only death undoes the marital union. Infidel-
ity complicates, but does not undo. That is why Jesus calls any
second marriage ‘adultery’, because the first union still exists. It
seems clear that the disciples understood it at the time.
Consider their reaction.
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9) "His disciples said to him: ‘If that is the situation of a man
with his wife, it is better not to marry!"" (Matthew 19:10). Come
now, why so much despair? Obviously Jesus' word was very
hard for them to assimilate. They were used to the ease that
Moses allowed, although there were several positions at the
time as to the type of thing that would justify divorce. But it
seems that everyone agreed that infidelity justified repudia-
tion—at least that. Multiplied thousands (if not millions) of men
have accepted marriage, thinking of no way out unless (God
forbid) because of the woman's infidelity, in the event—so that
interpretation seems inadequate to explain the disciples' reac-
tion. It follows that Jesus simply closed the door—there is no
divorce that permits remarrying. Only death opens the door
again. Consider what follows.

10) "Do you not know, brothers (for | am speaking to those who
know law), that the law has authority over someone only as
long as he lives? 2 For example, a married woman is bound by
law to her husband while he lives, but if the man should die, she
is released from the law about the husband. 3 So then, if she
should ‘marry’ another man while her husband is living, she will
be labeled an adulteress; but if the husband should die, she is
free from that law, not being an adulteress if she marries an-
other man."(Romans 7.1-3). "While her husband is living, she
will be labeled an adulteress"—no ‘innocent party’, no divorce;
as long as the first spouse is alive, the union exists, and any
additional union is characterized as "adultery." Only death
breaks the union. See 1 Corinthians 7:39 as well.

11) Returning to Matthew 19, let us consider Jesus’ response to
the disciples' despair (verses 11 and 12): "So He said to them:
‘Not all can assimilate this word, but those to whom it has been
given. 12 For there are eunuchs who were born that way, from
their mother’s womb; and there are eunuchs who were cas-
trated by men; and there are eunuchs who castrated them-
selves for the sake of the kingdom of the heavens. He who is
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able to assimilate it, let him assimilate.”" Wow, what a strange
thing to say. What in the world do 'eunuchs' have to do with
divorce and remarriage? Well, do eunuchs have sexual rela-
tions? It seems clear—Jesus is saying that whoever separates
from his wife should then live as a ‘eunuch’; no new marriage
until the first spouse dies.

12) It remains to comment on 1 Corinthians 7:10-17: "Now to
the married | command (not |, but the Lord): a wife is not to be
separated from her husband (but if she does separate herself,
let her remain unmarried, or be reconciled to her husband), and
a husband is not to divorce his wife" (verses 10-11). Everything
is consistent—no divorce. Even in the case of separation, let
them remain unmarried! This is for a believing couple, but will
the rules be different for a mixed marriage? Please note that it
is the Lord who orders them to remain unmarried. Then, in
verse 12, Paul offers his own opinion.

13) After affirming that the believing party should never leave
the unbelieving party, the apostle continues: "But if the unbe-
liever separates, let him separate—in such cases the brother or
the sister is not enslaved, but God has called us to peace" (verse
15). If re-marriage is not allowed if a believing partner leaves
(verses 10-11), with what logic can it be argued that the rule
changes if the partner is an unbeliever? It simply does not fol-
low. (Is Paul's opinion worth more than the Lord's command-
ment?) On the contrary, the believer is called upon to make a
special effort to win the other. However, if the unbeliever is
determined to leave, an effort by the believer to go along at any
cost will only prolong a climate of strife, and God has called us
to peace. There is nothing in the text to justify the idea that the
abandoned believer is entitled to another marriage, absolutely.
So much so that the apostle closes the chapter reiterating that
only death frees the survivor for remarriage (1 Corinthians
7:39).
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CONCLUSION: For God, there is no divorce. It is never lawful to
enter into a second marriage as long as the first spouse is alive.
God takes sex seriously! So much so that He decrees the death
penalty for certain abuses. Any kind of incest incurs death;
homosexual practice incurs death; having sex with an animal
incurs death; having sex with a woman in menstruation incurs
death—read carefully Leviticus 20:10-21. Why does God react
so severely? | suppose it is because of the following: the last
three procedures destroy the seed of the man (the first one dis-
torts it), and it is the seed that transmits ‘the image of the Crea-
tor’. He did not create sex for our pleasure, except on a second-
ary level, but to guarantee the continuity of the race. The main
purpose of the creation is to glorify God, not to satisfy the
desires of men. Any argument that relates to the pleasure or
convenience of men is suspect and inadequate. Humanism in-
creasingly invades evangelical churches, but humanism is idola-
try and contrary to God. There is more; even in that severity
about sex, God was foreseeing the well-being of the human
race. In Malachi 2:15 we read: “Did He not make them one? . ..
And why one? He seeks godly offspring. Therefore take heed to
your spirit, and let no one deal treacherously with the wife of
his youth.” The word translated 'one' is ehad, which includes
plurality within the unit. | understand that the reference is to
'one flesh'. The responsible use of sex aims to avoid the
debasement of the race — the fear of God serves for that as well.

All right, God never wanted divorce, but what to do in the face
of the confusions and complications that already exist? Under
the Law of Moses, which was given by God, adultery carried the
death penalty for both participants (Leviticus 20:10). As a result,
since death frees people, ‘widows’, surviving spouses, could
remarry. When a society does not execute an adulterer, the way
out that death would provide no longer exists.

1) The Bible never uses the expression 'to live in adultery'; it
uses 'to commit adultery'. Even having an adulterous beginning,
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a second union also exists and is recognized by God. Perez
entered the line of the Messiah although he was the product of
the shameful union of Judah and Tamar (Genesis 38). Prostitute
Rahab became King David's great-great-grandmother despite
her sordid life. The crowning example must be that of David and
Bathsheba. Their union started in the most sinful and criminal
way possible (adultery and murder, very cowardly, by the way),
but even so God recognized it and even blessed it to the point
of putting the fruit of that union, Solomon, on the throne and
even allowing him to build the temple, which God honored with
His Shekinah glory. That is, if someone is faithfully living with a
second spouse, the phrase 'living in adultery' does not apply,
even if they committed adultery at the beginning of the union.
Once there is a second union, it exists as much as the first and
there is no way to undo it. A second divorce does not solve any-
thing.

2) In fact, there is a procedure that God absolutely forbids. After
a woman marries a second man, she will never be able to return
to the first, even if the second one dies (Deuteronomy 24:1-4).
The reason given is that such a woman has already been "con-
taminated", and if she goes back to the first one, God considers
it an "abomination". The expedient of requiring a newly con-
verted person, who has already gone through two (or more)
unions, to return to the first spouse is sadly unbiblical —it only
makes things worse.

3) I know that there are horrifying cases, even of criminal abuse
by one of the spouses, where separation becomes a necessity
precisely to avoid the premature death of one of the parties.
Violence may justify separation, but not remarriage. In my view,
one of the most wretched aspects of sin is that almost always
the worst consequences fall on others, often truly innocent with
regard to the sin whose consequences they are suffering. We
spend our lives victimizing and being victimized. What then?

~ 331 ~



Can we undo or escape? Even when the case is totally tragic, un-
fair, disgusting? As a rule, no. The way to go is to avail ourselves
of the grace of God and "run with endurance the race that is set
before us . . . looking unto Jesus, the Founder and Perfecter of
the Faith, who for the joy that was set before Him endured a
cross, scorning its ignominy, and took His seat at the right hand
of the throne of God." (Hebrews 12: 2).

4) Sin is sin and sin receives punishment, but it also may receive
forgiveness (except for blasphemy against the Holy Spirit). The
past is beyond our reach; we cannot change it, nor can we undo
our sins, but the blood of Christ can cover the past and cleanse
us from sin. Qualifications for service in the Church of Christ are
stated in the present tense. (And who among us would score
100% on all the qualifications?) Despite the past, God deals with
us in the present based on our current reality. However, there
seems to be an exception.

5) There is grace and forgiveness, but they do not free us from
the consequences of our sins in this life. It is certain that there
seems to be a difference between deliberate sin after being
converted and what was done before. Paul explains that
although he came to the point of persecuting believers (even to
death) [he was executing, not murdering—there is a fundamen-
tal difference], he achieved grace and a ministry (quite promi-
nent, by the way) because he did it "ignorantly, in unbelief"

(1 Timothy 1: 12-14). After being converted, he subjugated his
body "lest | myself should be rejected" (1 Corinthians 9:27). Sin
can disqualify you from ministry—this is clear from 1 Timothy
3:1-12, among other passages. There we find "the husband of
one wife". In Malachi, "the LORD hates divorce" is part of a
larger context where He is punishing the priests who divorced
their wives. In Malachi 2:13-14 God states that for that very
reason He no longer took notice of their offerings. Everything
indicates that God wants neither a priest nor a pastor who is
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divorced, and will retain the blessing if they persist anyway
(even worse if they divorced after being converted).

“As were the days of Noah”

Mathew 24:37—"“Just as were the days of Noah, so also will be
the coming of the Son of the Man”*—spoken by the Lord Jesus
Christ.

According to Ezekiel 33:6-7, a watchman who sees danger
approaching has the obligation to warn the populace. | believe
that God has designated me as a watchman with reference to
the matter in hand—most unpleasant but terribly serious—so |
consider that | am obligated to sound the alarm. Unfortunately,
I myself have taught error on this subject in the past (in
Portuguese, if not in English).

The Fact

1. Sovereign Jesus declares that at the time of His second
coming the situation in the world will be similar to what it was
in Noah’s day (Matthew 24:37-44, Luke 17:26-35). Many of us
believe that the Second Coming is upon us, so let us consider
the reality of our day.

2. The people were completely evil and perverse: “Jehovah saw
that the wickedness of man was great in the earth, and that
every intent of the thoughts of his heart was only evil continu-
ally” (Genesis 6:5). If a person is as he thinks in his heart (Prov-

1 That is what the Text says, “the Son of the Man”, which appears to be a
phrase coined by the Lord Jesus to refer to Himself; the phrase does not
make very good sense in English, at first glance, but if “the man” refers to
pristine Adam and “the son” to an only pristine descendent, it makes great
sense. It seems to indicate a perfect human prototype, like Adam was
before the fall—the human side of the God-man.
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erbs 23:7), then in Noah’s time a majority (evidently) of the peo-
ple practiced only evil, were incapable of doing good. And what
about our day? 2 Timothy 3:1-5—“Now understand this: In the
last days there will be grievous times; because people will be
self-lovers, money lovers, boasters, arrogant, blasphemers,
disobedient to parents, ungrateful, unholy, without family affec-
tion, unforgiving, slanderers [or, ‘devils’], without self-control,
brutal, despisers of good, betrayers, reckless, conceited, lovers
of pleasure rather than lovers of God; wearing a form of godli-
ness while having denied its power! You must avoid such
people.”! Now is that not a faithful picture of our present-day
society at large? (See also Romans 1:28-32.)

3. Sovereign Jesus affirmed that marriage would be similar. So
how was that marriage? “The sons of God saw the daughters of
men, that they were beautiful; and they took wives for them-
selves of all whom they chose” (Genesis 6:2). The phrase, ‘the
sons of God’, is a translation of the Hebrew phrase, bene-  ha-
elohim, that in the other places where it occurs—Job 1:6, 2:1
and 38:7—clearly refers to angelic beings, apparently of high
rank. The inspired commentary in the New Testament, Jude 6-7
and 2 Peter 2:4-7, makes clear that they were in fact angelic

! Note that the order is to avoid such people. But, wait a minute—how can
we evangelize them if we are ordered to avoid contact with them? Could it
be that they have passed a point of no return, or might they be a type of
being that is not an object of salvation? Matthew 7:6 comes to mind; this
verse may be a chiasmus, ab,ba. But just who are 'the dogs' and 'the pigs'?
A pig will sniff the pearl and perhaps think it a stone—it not being edible
the pig will ignore it and it will get trampled into the mud. So a 'pig'is
someone who is incapable of recognizing or appreciating the 'pearl' (per-
haps a materialist with a completely closed mind) —the reaction will be
one of total indifference. So do not waste your time. In contrast a 'dog'
reacts in an aggressively hostile manner against what is 'holy'. So a 'dog' is
presumably someone who is committed to evil and will therefore attack
what is holy. So do not innocently offer what is holy to a 'dog' —you will get
chewed up! Anyone who has sold out to Satan will almost certainly have a
resident demon, and we have the authority to bind such.
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beings, albeit in rebellion against the Creator.* (In Luke 20:36
the Lord Jesus said, with reference to the resurrected, that
“they are equal to angels and are sons of God”.) Note that the
fallen angels acted on their own initiative, taking ‘whom they

! Jude makes clear that the phrase in Genesis 6:2 is not an exception. “And
the angels who did not keep their proper domain but deserted their own
dwelling He has kept bound in everlasting chains under darkness for the
judgment of the great day. So also Sodom and Gomorrah and the surround-
ing towns—who gave themselves up to fornication and went after a differ-
ent kind of flesh [Greek etepog] in a manner similar to those angels—stand
as an example, undergoing a punishment of eternal fire” (Jude 6-7). The au-
thor, inspired by God, affirms that the people of Sodom did what certain
angelic beings had done; they wanted sex with a different kind of flesh. Re-
call that the men of Sodom, old and young, from every quarter, wanted to
rape the angels that were with Lot (Genesis 19:4-5). Whatever kind of flesh
an angel has (when he materializes), it is not human flesh; it is precisely “a
different kind of flesh”. The parallel text in 2 Peter 2:4-6 links the crime of
those angels to the Flood. (In Matthew 22:30 [Mark 12:25, Luke 20:35-36]
the Lord does not say that angels do not have a sex/gender. Evidently no
baby angels are born [whether good or bad], but if angels are of only one
gender then they cannot reproduce in kind. In the Bible, whenever an angel
materializes it is in the form of a man, not a woman.)

The argument that ‘the sons of God’ would be a reference to the male
descendants of Seth, while ‘the daughters of men’ would be a reference to
the female descendants of Cain, is totally unfounded. Genesis 6:1 says that
the men (Hebrew haadam, ‘the man’ or ‘Adam’, but in 5:1 we find adam
twice without the article, referring to ‘Adam’ and ‘the man’ respectively)
began to multiply, which included daughters. It should be obvious that the
reference is to the human race as a whole, not just to the descendants of
Cain—surely, otherwise there would be no male descendants of Seth to
take the female descendants of Cain (on that hypothesis). Verse 2 goes on
to say that ‘the sons of God’ saw those daughters of men (Hebrew haadam,
just as in verse 1)—if haadam in verse 1 refers to the human race as a
whole, then the identical vocabulary item in verse 2 ought to have the
same meaning. Further, in verse 3 Jehovah declares that He is not going to
strive with man (adam) forever and in verse 7 further declares that He will
destroy man (haadam) from the face of the earth. It is clear that the Flood
destroyed the descendants of Seth just as much as those of Cain. So then,
the Hebrew word haadam refers to the human race as a whole. (Will any-
one argue that the female descendants of Seth were not also ‘daughters of
men’?)
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chose’. And what was the result of those ‘marriages’? “There
were giants [Hebrew Nephilim] on the earth in those days, and
also afterward,* when the sons of God came in to the daughters
of men and they bore children to them” (Genesis 6:4). A race of
‘humanoids’ was born, half-breeds of demon and woman,
beings that were totally perverse, malignant, and of impressive
size. And what about our day? Is our society at large not replete
with beings that are totally perverse and malignant? The
impressive size is lacking, but | think | can explain why.

4. An objection will probably be raised: “But, but, but, didn’t
Jesus say that angels don’t marry?” Let us check it out; the text
is: “When they rise from the dead, they neither marry nor are
given in marriage, but are like angels in heaven” (Mark 12:25;
see also Matthew 22:30 and Luke 20:35-36). Jesus was answer-
ing the captious question posed by the Sadducees, who denied
the existence of resurrection; He affirms that in Heaven mar-
riage, as we know it, does not exist; once there we will no
longer procreate (since no one will die, there will be no need to
produce new people to replace the old). In Heaven the angels
do not procreate either, but that could be the consequence of
there being only one sex (Jesus did not say that angels do not
have gender, or a sex). Whenever an angel materializes in the
appearance of a human being in the Bible, it is always as a male

! Unfortunately, | once taught all over Brazil that apparently God had
changed the rules after the Flood, with the result that we no longer see
that happening; at least we no longer have giants, and although demons
are certainly having sexual relations with women, we do not hear of any-
thing being born as a result. But, just a minute, how would | know that no
offspring of demons were being born? In Brazil we have a great many sin-
gle mothers (and presumably that is not just here), and are they going to
trumpet to the world that their baby’s father is a demon? How can we
know? [And what about the babies found in the trash or in the brush;
might they be demonic offspring that the mother did not want?] But the
Text is clear, “and also afterward”, and | am to blame for having ignored
this plain statement.
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or man, never as a woman.! The lack of females among them
could explain why angelic beings are fascinated by the female of
our species (see 1 Corinthians 11:10, that | will discuss below).

5. Before proceeding, let us go back to the “and also afterward”
to check out what happened after the Flood. Based on Deuter-
onomy 2:10-12 and 20-21 we may understand that already in
Abraham’s day, and even before, other mongrel races had
appeared, and of impressive size. Deuteronomy 3:11 states
overtly that Og, king of Bashan, was the last of his race, the Re-
phaim, that were similar to the Anakim; it states further that his
bed was some 4% meters in length, which allows us to deduce
that Og himself was around four meters tall. Thirty-eight years
before, the spies, wishing to badmouth the land, spoke of a
number of giants, sons of Anak, that are overtly called Nephilim
(Numbers 13:33). Four hundred years later David still had to
face Goliath, and others of his race (1 Chronicles 20:4-8), but his
height was ‘only’ three meters, no longer four (1 Samuel 17:4).

As soon as God promised the land of Canaan to Abraham, it was
entirely predictable that Satan would attempt to louse things
up.?2 So much so, in fact, that although all the fallen angels who
married women before the Flood had been confined in Tartarus
(2 Peter 2:4), which would have been a rather severe warning to
the rest, Satan obliged (so | imagine) a number of others to
repeat the stunt. The severity used by God in the case of Sodom
and Gomorrah indicates that the level of perversity there had
reached uncommon proportions—Genesis 13:13 affirms that
“the men of Sodom were exceedingly wicked”. Although the
Text does not make direct mention of giants in Sodom, we may
deduce that yes there were, because Deuteronomy 2:10-12 says
that Moab, that occupied what was left of the area controlled

1 The women in Zechariah 5 are part of a vision, not materializations; what
Zechariah saw was women, not angels. In contrast, the Text says plainly
that it was an angel who was talking with him.

2 And with the reappearing of Israel as a nation in that land, will anyone
suppose that Satan is doing nothing?
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by Sodom and Gomorrah (that was not under the Dead Sea),
took the area away from the Emim (who were the same size as
the Anakim—it becomes evident that there were several mon-
grel races). God’s severity with reference to the Amalekites,
commanding Saul to annihilate them, including babies and even
animals (1 Samuel 15:3), is probably to be explained by a mas-
sive demonic infestation of some sort. Just as we destroy ani-
mals and poultry to keep an epidemic from spreading, perhaps
the contamination of the Amalekites was such that the only so-
lution was destruction. (Cancerous cells cannot be recovered,
returned to normal; they need to be destroyed in order to save
the organism as a whole.)

6. And now about the size: why do we not have giants in our
day? To begin, the phrase ‘sons of God’ evidently referred to
angelic beings of high rank. Next, in Noah’s day the women
would have numbered in the thousands, or tens of thousands,
certainly not more than hundreds of thousands; but there are
over 50 million fallen angels (Revelation 12:4 and 5:11).% There
simply were not enough women to go around! So then, it seems
to me to be perfectly logical that it would be the biggest/strong-
est demons that got the women. However, all that gang was
imprisoned in Tartarus as punishment for their incredible crime;
so all of a sudden thousands of high-ranking demons are
removed from the scene, which would open up the opportunity

! We understand that ‘the dragon’ (12:3-4) refers to Satan. The term ‘star’
frequently refers to an angel, and in the context it should be obvious that
the reference cannot be to literal luminaries—since the stars are many
times larger than our planet, just one would have blown it to smithereens,
and the Text refers to a third of them. Therefore we understand that Luci-
fer managed to recruit a third of the original angels to join him in his rebel-
lion against the Creator. In 5:11 the Greek Text says that the angels around
the throne of God numbered ten thousand times ten thousand and thou-
sands of thousands. Well, 10,000 X 10,000 = 100,000,000 (one hundred
million), but there were more than that. It follows that if the two thirds
that remained true to the Creator number a hundred million, then the one
third that went with Satan must number over 50 million. What a calamity!

~ 338 ~



for the lesser ones. | cannot prove it, but it seems to me logical
that the size of the offspring would reflect the size of the
‘father’, just as with us. (However, everything was bigger before
the Flood than after—people, animals, plants—so the pre-Flood
women were much larger than women today.) In any case,
Goliath was certainly smaller than Og, who was probably
smaller than the Nephilim destroyed by the Flood. Although the
Text is silent, it would not be strange for God to keep on send-
ing to Tartarus any other high-ranking demons that perpetrated
the same crime. Since Satan needs his high-ranking subordi-
nates for other purposes, he himself would tell them to stop.! It
could be that lesser demons are allowed to escape, and their
offspring would not be of abnormal size. Further, with the re-
turn of Christ bearing down upon us, God may be permitting a
renewing of that activity. In any case, based on the declaration
of the Lord Jesus, something similar to what precipitated the
Flood must exist in our world today. He who hath an ear, let
him hear!

Implications

1. Consider Jude 18-19: “In the end time there will be scoffers
who live according to their own godless desires; these are the
division-causers;? they are soulish [characterized by soul], not
having a spirit.” That is what the Text says. Our Bibles generally
read, “not having the Spirit”, but there is no article with ‘spirit’
in the Greek text; translators have supposed that the reference
is to the Holy Spirit, and in that event the ‘soulish’ people would

! There is another possibility. Jude 6 affirms that the bene-ha-elohim of Gen-
esis 6 “deserted their own dwelling”. The idea of deserting or abandoning
implies that there is no return. It may be that those fallen angels, in order
to be able to procreate with women, had to make an irreversible choice.
Upon taking on human form they could never return to their former condi-
tion. Following this hypothesis, again Satan would command them to stop,
since he needs his high-ranking subordinates for other purposes.

2 The ‘divisions’ they cause would be in the society at large, not in the
church.
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be the unconverted. But the description of such persons that
occupies verses 8-16 is almost violent—they are totally per-
verse. One is reminded of Genesis 6:5 and 2 Timothy 3:1-5. The
crucial question is precisely this: would the offspring of a demon
have a human spirit? The Sacred Text informs us that the human
spirit is transmitted by the sperm of the father, in which event
that hybrid race would have lost the human spirit, and
presumably the ‘image of God’ as well. Let us check it out.

In Genesis 5:3 the Text affirms that Adam “begot a son in his
own likeness, after his image”, that reminds us of Genesis 1:26.
“Then God said: Let us make man in our image, according to our
likeness.” In all the genealogies it is always the man who begets;
women conceive and gestate. | take it that Hebrews 7:9-10 is
clear enough. “Even Levi, who receives tithes, paid tithes
through Abraham, so to speak, for he was still in the loins of his
father when Melkizedek met him.” When Abraham paid the
tithe to Melkizedek, not even Isaac had been begotten, much
less Jacob and Levi. Still, the inspired author affirms that the
person of Levi was in Abraham’s reproductive system. It follows
that it is the sperm of the man that transmits the human spirit
and the image of the Creator. That is why Romans 5:12-21
teaches that Adam’s sin was transmitted to all his descendants,
and death as well.! As David explains, “Behold, | was brought
forth in iniquity, and in sin my mother conceived me” (Psalm
51:5). (It should be obvious that the reference is not to the
reproductive process itself, since the Creator Himself
commanded them to “be fruitful and multiply” —Genesis 9:1.)

Consider also Genesis 38:8-10. The Text affirms that God killed
Onan. Why? It was not because he did not want to perpetuate
his brother’s name—even under the more stringent demands of

1 When Eve sinned, she sinned alone. When Adam sinned, we did too,
because we were in his reproductive system. It was Adam who degraded
the race.
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the Law of Moses the penalty for that was ‘only’ public humilia-
tion, not death (Deuteronomy 25:5-10). In Onan’s day there was
no Law of Moses. Up to that point only one crime carried the
death penalty, precisely murder (Genesis 9:6). Since the life is in
the seed, when Onan spilled the seed on the ground, before
having intercourse with the widow, he was deliberately killing
the human life in the seed—it was murder. And God exacted the
penalty!! We may add Exodus 21:22-23 here as well. A human
fetus is a person, and whoever caused the death of a fetus was
liable to the death penalty.? It is the seed of the man that trans-
mits the human spirit; so the offspring of a demon will not have
one. The essence of a woman being her soul, the offspring has
the mother’s soul. Not having spirit, it most probably will not

1 To be sure, the life latent in the sperm is only set in motion when a sperma-
tozoon joins an ovum. Since a man produces many billions, if not trillions,
of spermatozoa during his life, almost all of them are wasted, one way or
another. It is mainly a perverse intention that the Creator punishes. How-
ever, if | am not badly mistaken, He is not pleased when people go after
pleasure without assuming the accompanying responsibility.

Leviticus 18:6-30 prohibits certain practices because they contaminate the
earth, and the situation can reach a point where the earth ‘vomits’ the
people. Now there is a dramatic picture for you: the very ground gets nau-
seated at the people that walk it! And what are those practices? Every kind
of incest (verses 6-17), sex with a woman in menstruation (verse 19), adul-
tery (verse 20), human sacrifice (verse 21), homosexualism (verse 22) and
sex with an animal (verse 23). Verse 29 decrees the death penalty for all
those practices. Leviticus 20:1-22 is a parallel passage. The Text states
plainly that innocent blood shed without punishment contaminates the
ground, and God demands the death penalty for murderers. But why does
the Creator react the same way to the practices listed above? | suppose for
the following reason: sex with an animal, anal sex and sex with a menstru-
ating woman destroys the man’s seed, and it is the seed that transmits ‘the
image of God’, human life. So they are kinds of homicide—remember the
case of Onan. Human sacrifice is obvious murder. Incest and adultery
degrade the seed. In short, the Creator attaches considerable importance
to His ‘image’!

2 In verse 22 the correct rendering is a premature birth, not a miscarriage.

The baby lives. In verse 23 the baby dies.
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have any conscience either.! Here in Brazil, where | live and
work, the papers and newscasts are full of cases where the
criminals appear to have no conscience at all—they say they
would do it again, and with pleasure!?

2. 1 Corinthians 11:9-10—“Nor was man created for the
woman, but woman for the man. For this reason the woman
ought to have authority upon her head, because of the angels.”
Our Bibles generally add ‘a symbol of’ before ‘authority’ —
there being nothing of the sort in the Text, it is an unwarranted
addition. The woman needs the protection of male authority,
precisely because of the angels. In Numbers 30:3-15 Jehovah
makes clear that the man exercises spiritual authority over the
woman. Recall that in Genesis 6:2 the angelic beings simply
took the women that they wanted, at their own initiative. A
woman without male protection is an easy target. In our day,
the feminist women who peremptorily reject any semblance of
male authority are asking for a demon (and what little demon is

! Down through the years many Christian writers have affirmed that every
human being has a ‘space’ in the soul that only the Creator can fill. Analo-
gously, humanoids probably have a demon-specific ‘socket’, being open to
demonic influence at any moment.

Modern medicine informs us that each person has the father’s blood, not
the mother’s; so the mixed race mentioned in Genesis 6:4 had demonic
blood in their veins, not human. Had Satan succeeded in contaminating
everyone, the Messiah, the second Adam, could not have been born, and
Genesis 3:15 could not have been fulfilled. The maneuver that Satan de-
vised against God’s plan was so incredible, and came so close to succeed-
ing, that the response was to destroy everything and start over, using eight
human beings not yet contaminated.

2 Please note, | am not suggesting that every perverse and violent individual
is a humanoid. Persons who turn themselves over to Satan grow progres-
sively worse. And then, there are the ‘robots’, people who voluntarily and
deliberately turn themselves over to the complete control of a demon;
they become under ‘remote control’. Over fifteen years ago | was informed
that at that time there was a network of thousands of ‘robots’ distributed
around the United States (we also have them in Brazil). | must confess that
| never troubled myself to study the problem and find a way to neutralize
such ‘persons’—it would be a welcome asset toward the subject in hand.
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going to object?). [It would not surprise me in the least if 100%
of such feminists have a demon.] And what about the lesbians
that want sex, but without a man—are they not an open invita-
tion? Well, and so what? Well, our society ought to be full of
single mothers, and many of the children would be humanoids.?
| understand that the return of Christ is upon us, and He Himself
declared that things would be like they were in Noah'’s day. In
that event, a significant percentage of the population today is
probably made up of humanoids, that mongrel race of demon
with woman. All of a sudden we are faced with an urgent neces-
sity—we need to be able to distinguish the imitation. We need
the gift of discerning spirits! On the way, let us think about the
probable characteristics of such beings.

The females, not having a spirit, will be very sensual, and will be
used by Satan to ruin men. A human male who has sex with one
of them will certainly be demonized, and if he marries her he
will be tormented; he can never be happy, and any children will
be perverse. As for the males, without a spirit, they will also be
sensual, as well as given to violence, to lying and to corruption.
The Lord Jesus affirmed that Satan is a murderer and a liar (John
8:44), as well as a thief and a vandal (John 10:10).% The descrip-
tion of Lucifer in Ezekiel 28:13 includes musical instruments, and
I think it is obvious that Satan uses music as a favorite tool to
destroy young people. Some time ago there was a rock group
called KISS (Knights in Satan’s Service) whose ‘music’ was openly
satanic, and so on. The description given in 2 Timothy 3:1-5 is
precisely to the point. They will be beings without conscience,
without remorse. They will kill their parents without any
emotion, etc. etc.

1 Of course married women can also produce humanoids.
” u

2 “Brood of vipers”, “your father is the devil” —like father, like son; if the
father is a ‘snake’, the children are too.
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3. “As it was in the days of Noah” —never before had | paused
and tried to imagine the emotions of Noah and the other ‘de-
cent’ people of his time as they saw their world being taken
over by those Nephilim, as they watched their culture being de-
stroyed, apparently without being able to do anything to stop,
much less reverse, the trend. There would be frustration, anger,
perplexity, melancholy and at last despair and panic. So how
about us in today’s world—are we not beginning to have the
same emotions as we observe a world without the political will
to confront the organized Islamic terror, organized crime run-
ning loose, violence rampant in the streets, corruption at home
in all levels and all areas of society, the growing lack of shame
and modesty in customs and culture, in short, a ‘church’ that is
absent and unable to promote biblical values in the public
sector and society at large?

For some time now Canada has had a law whereby if you voice a
criticism of the homosexual life style you go to prison. | believe
similar laws are in place in several European countries. The mili-
tant ‘gay’ lobby is hard at work to get similar laws in the US and
here in Brazil—a similar law has been passed by the House of
Representatives here and is presently being debated in the
Senate. According to the proposed law, moral or religious objec-
tions to homosexualism will not be tolerated; a church would
not be able to fire a pastor for being ‘gay’, and so on. The ‘gay’
lobby is openly working for an inversion of cultural values, the
destruction of any moral principles left over from our former
civilization. Those who study the militant ‘gay’ agenda are tell-
ing us that the movement is no longer concerned for the per-
son, but rather with the pleasure derived from their destructive
program itself—the pleasure of perverting what is natural, of
transforming the right into wrong and the wrong into right (see
Isaiah 5:20), of destroying the human being as a whole.! It is
simply satanic.

1| have used material from an e-mail written by Rozangela Justino.
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Our turn to live Hebrews 13:12-13 is coming, something that
Christians in China, North Korea, Islamic countries and those
persecuted elsewhere have known for some time. “Jesus also,
so that He might sanctify the people by His own blood, suffered
outside the city gate. So then, let us go out to Him, outside the
camp, bearing His disgrace.” | doubt that even 5% of the so-
called evangelicals here in Brazil are prepared to actually suffer
physical persecution for Jesus Christ. Do you suppose that the
percentage in North America will be any higher? Martin Luther
wrote the following:

If | profess with loudest voice and clearest exposition every
portion of the truth of God except precisely that little point
which the world and the devil are at the moment attacking, |
am not confessing Christ, however boldly | may be profess-
ing Christ. Where the battle rages, there the loyalty of the
soldier is proved, and to be steady on all the battlefield
besides, is merely flight and disgrace if he flinches at THAT
point.

Well then, | would say that the “little point” that the world and
the devil are presently attacking in Brazil, and elsewhere, is the
position on anal sex.

The position of the Bible is clear enough. God created two
sexes, male and female, and He expects that they be respected.
Homosexualism is not a work of the Creator—so much so that
He decrees the death penalty for the practice (Leviticus 18:22 &
29, and to this day, Romans 1:32). Whose work is it then? Ro-
mans 1:18-32 is to the point; homosexualism is a result of deny-
ing the existence of the Creator (Romans 1:26). Since God wants
adoration that is in spirit and truth (John 4:24), He will not force
us to adore; when people reach the point of actually denying His
existence (the ultimate stupidity), He removes His hand, aban-
doning them to their disgraceful passions, that Satan knows
how to manipulate very well.
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| believe that Hebrews 2:7 is relevant here: “You made him
[man, verse 6] lower than the angels, for a little while” (quoting
Psalm 8:5). The human being is superior to the angelic being in
essence; we bear the Creator’s image and they do not, and once
glorified that superiority will be obvious, but only for the
redeemed. Those who serve Satan subordinate themselves to
him, and thus can never rise above him. If Lucifer’s rebellion
was provoked, as | suppose, by the creation of a being superior
to himself, he is doing very well at getting his ‘revenge’, by de-
priving the vast majority of humanity of that superiority [and so
verse 8 would not apply to them]. Now Satan is controlled by
spite; he was demoted. Since he is unable to create, he gets his
satisfaction by degrading and destroying. His greatest ‘pleasure’
must be to drag the image of the Creator through the mire, and
for that purpose anal sex is just the ticket. Since it is a man’s
seed that transmits the ‘image’, anal sex mixes the image of
God with feces—a monstrous insult! The practice of anal sex is
the equivalent of spitting in the face of the Creator; it is an ex-
tremely serious offense (worse than a buck private spitting in
the face of a four star general). So then, as soon as God removes
His hand, Satan pushes men toward anal sex.!

Several years ago Dr. James Dobson, founder and president of
Focus on the Family, on the television program Larry King Live,
said that he never taught that the homosexual tendency was a
choice of the person. That made me stop and think. If the ten-
dency is not a choice (just supposing), where would it come
from? | see two possibilities: either someone is born with it, or
he gets it from a demon. Going on from there, in a society domi-

! Here in Brazil, people who come out of the various forms of spiritism affirm
that most of the men in those groups are homosexual; Satan pushes them
in that direction—they teach that anal sex gives power, and it becomes
necessary for those who wish to climb the hierarchical ladder.
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nated by a relativistic humanism, starting from pluralistic pre-
suppositions, there will be no perceived basis for combating
homosexualism.

But, can it be that someone is actually born with the tendency?
By an act of the Creator, no. Well, how about by an act of evolu-
tion? | owe to Dr. Ney Augusto de Oliveira (a surgeon) the
following observation: Even for someone who believes in evolu-
tion as an explanation of origins [even though it is scientifically
impossible], it would be a contradiction for the organism to
evolve a homosexual gene, because that gene would condemn
the organism to extinction. It should be obvious to all that anal
sex will never produce life—if during 50-60 years not a single
woman gave birth, our race would disappear from this planet.
Bye, bye. So then, if neither God nor evolution has produced, or
would produce, a homosexual gene, how can someone be born
with the tendency? Only as a work of Satan, that | understand to
be entirely possible.! Actually, the ambush that the enemy has
prepared for us is a whole lot worse than we have gotten
around to imagining. Consider.

The inspired commentary links Sodom to the Flood. The Sodo-
mites were known for their appetite for anal sex. If there was a
mixture of humanoids in Sodom, as | understand (Deuteronomy
2:10), they were probably born with the tendency. It seems to
me obvious that many (if not all) of the humanoids in our day
will have been born with the tendency, precisely in order to
create a social climate where approval for the practice becomes
irresistible. Which, of course, will cause the Creator to abandon
that society more and more, which will turn that society over to
Satan more and more. It is a vicious cycle of evil, a downward
spiral. Since we do not know how to distinguish between human
beings and humanoids, the sexual acrobatics of the humanoids

1 See my essay, “Concerning Pathogens—Origin and Solution”.
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become part of the culture at large and influence the behavior
of the real humans. Such perversity!!

| was recently informed that soybeans (if not fermented) con-
tain a good deal of female hormone, so that too much soy
represses the masculine libido, reducing the virility. During cen-
turies, if not millennia, Buddhist monks have taken soy precisely
to smother their sexual desire. There are no end of articles
available on the internet telling about the bad effects of soy,
that go beyond sex. (The Japanese make their soy sauce and
tofu out of soy that has been properly fermented, that removes
the harm.) In North America and Europe soy is sold to the public
as ‘health food’, and the negative effects are beginning to ap-
pear.? Here in Brazil the vast majority of the population cooks
with soybean oil, including the bars and restaurants.? So then,
the negative effects of soy will not result in sodomites, those
who take the male role in anal sex. Since soy inhibits precisely
that capacity, it will be the number of catamites that increases,
those who take the female role in anal sex. A catamite tendency
could come from soy, rather than a demon. Obviously such a
person can refuse to participate in anal sex, but it becomes dif-
ficult to blame him for the tendency (he could be the victim of
an irresponsible mother).

4. Jude 22-23: “Now be merciful to some, making a distinction;
but others save with fear, snatching them out of the fire.”* The

! Freud’s theory that sex is the mainspring of human life has been, and
continues to be, a most useful fool for Satan.

2 Women who do not wish to be bothered with breastfeeding their babies
and fill the poor things with soy milk do special harm to the boys. And it
might be that the girls reach puberty sooner—the number of eleven-year-
olds that get pregnant seems to be growing.

3 Every so often the local press comments on a growing level of impotence
among the men, now approaching 40% (which would help to explain the
increase in lesbianism among the women).

| confess that | do not understand how it could be possible to rescue some-
one who is already in the fire, but that is what the Text says.
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implication is clear: there is a third category, the without-mercy
(‘some’ plus ‘others’ does not equal 100%; in fact, one gains the
impression that the third category could be sizeable). 1 John
5:16-17 speaks of fatal sin, such that there is no point in praying
for the culprit. Such culprits would presumably be among the
‘without-mercy’. (See Solution, point 5, with special attention to
the discussion of Deuteronomy 7:10, Psalm 34:16 and 2 Peter
2:17.)' We need discernment in order to do the triage. Yes, but,
what can or should we do after that. According to the Sacred
Text, Jehovah the Son took on flesh and blood in order to abol-
ish Satan (Hebrews 2:14) and to undo his works (1 John 3:8). To
undo a work one needs to also undo its consequences—is that
not so? If someone crumples a fender of my car, how can we

11t may be that the ‘without-mercy’ category includes two types: the mortal
sinin 1 John 5:16-17 is presumably committed by a human being; but the
third class in Jude 22-23 may be made up of humanoids, since a major
share of the letter is describing them (as | see it).

A theological question presents itself: can a humanoid without a human
spirit be saved? The demons cannot be recovered; their final destiny is
sealed (Matthew 25:41). So, will the son of a demon fare any better? A
type of being with soul, but without spirit, would be very similar to an ani-
mal (mammal), that also has soul but not spirit. As far as | can understand
the Sacred Text, when an animal dies it simply stops existing. Since a hu-
manoid did not choose to be so born, and is not a candidate for salvation
(as best | can see), would it not be unjust to condemn it to spend eternity
in the Lake? The angels who fell chose to rebel against the Creator, and so
have guilt. A human being has the option of submitting to the Creator and
receiving salvation. But a humanoid, . . . . A rabid animal needs to be de-
stroyed, for the benefit of the rest. Just as we have the option of sending a
demon to the Abyss, so | understand the Text, stopping it from continuing
with its evil around here, perhaps we can find a way to get rid of a human-
oid as well, with the same objective, precisely. The question of discern-
ment becomes crucial. Why waste time ‘evangelizing’ a humanoid? It
would be like offering something holy to a dog, that will respond by attack-
ing you (Matthew 7:6). (Actually, | believe the Holy Spirit has confirmed to
me that the ‘dogs’ in Matthew 7:6, and possibly in Philippians 3:2 and Rev-
elation 22:15, can include humanoids.) If there have always been human-
oids, throughout human history, there must have been some in Jesus’ day.
In that event, it would be strange if He never touched on the subject, and
dangerous for His followers. See Asides, item1.
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undo that ‘work’? Someone has to take out the wrinkles,
re-paint, restore the fender to its former condition. If someone
kills my son, how can we undo that ‘work’? Only by bringing him
back from the dead, restoring his life. If someone rapes my
daughter, making her pregnant, how can we undo that ‘work’? |
doubt that even God could restore her virginity, but the fetus
could be aborted.! A son of a demon is an obvious work of
Satan; so, how can we undo that ‘work’?

A more or less literal translation of the Hebrew Text of Psalm
92:7 would be: “When the wicked flourish like grass, and all the
workers of iniquity blossom, it is for them to be destroyed for-
ever.” The preceding verse speaks of persons who ignore and
despise the Creator—for such there is no cure, only destruction.
Since a humanoid is not a candidate for salvation, and is in this
world for the sole purpose of doing evil, it is like a gangrene in
the body—if the gangrene is not excised, it will kill the body.
But, what if we get to the place where we can identify a human-
oid with certainty? So far as | know, there is no country in the
world whose civil law distinguishes between human beings and
humanoids. And many countries no longer have capital punish-
ment. So then, we must find a solution in the spiritual realm. (If
God removes someone, there is nothing the law of the land can
do.)

Consider also Matthew 6:22-23—“The lamp of the body is the
eye. So if your eye is sound your whole body will be full of light.
But if your eye is evil your whole body will be full of darkness. So
if the light that is in you is darkness, how great is that darkness!”
Of course we have two eyes, but the Text has “eye” in the singu-
lar. | take it that the Lord Jesus is referring to the way we inter-
pret what we see, which is our real ‘eye’ —two people, one pure

LIf the rape was perpetrated by a demon or humanoid, might aborting the
result not be an obligation to society? Why give birth to a being that will
only do evil in this world, and only be extinguished in the end anyway?
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and one vile, observing the same scene will give different inter-
pretations to it. Someone with a malignant mind will give an evil
interpretation to everything he sees, and in consequence his
being will be filled with unrelenting darkness. (Cf. Titus 1:15.)
Such persons reach a point where they are beyond help, beyond
recovery, and should be removed, for the good of society.!

Solution

1. First, let us consider our incumbency, what Sovereign Jesus
intends for us to do: “Just as the Father sent me, | also send
you” (John 20:21)—just as. It is the Lord Jesus Christ, our Com-
mander-in-chief, who is speaking. He is expecting, rather requir-
ing, that we do as He did. So, what did He do? The Father or-
dered and the Son obeyed: “I have come to do Your will, O God”
(Hebrews 10:7). (John 4:34—“My food is to do the will of Him
who sent me and to complete His work.”) Brothers, we too must
experience Hebrews 10:7. An effective participation in the spir-
itual war begins with a total commitment to the Lord Jesus, and
that needs to be renewed daily. Just like the Lord Jesus, our life
must revolve around the Father’s will. And what was that will, in
specific terms? It is stated in Hebrews 2:14—the Son took on
flesh and blood in order to abolish the devil; also to undo his
works (1 John 3:8).

So then, why are we here? To give continuity to the work of
Christ. He came to abolish Satan, and He succeeded, Hallelujah!
(Colossians 2:15, John 16:11, Ephesians 1:20-21, John 12:31, 1
Peter 3:22, 1 John 4:4). Yes indeed, Satan has been defeated, his
final destination has been decreed (Matthew 25:41), but for His
own sovereign reasons the Creator still allows the enemy to
operate in this world. It is up to us to ‘pay to see’—we must
impose the defeat on the devil, in practice (Matthew 18:18).

! Perhaps we should distinguish between two types of bad people: those
who deliberately devise evil and those who gradually lost the ability to dis-
tinguish between good and bad; perhaps these might still have a chance.
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Christ came to undo Satan’s works, and since he continues to
produce evil in this world, it is up to us to undo it. As soon as
Jesus won the victory He returned to Heaven, leaving the undo-
ing on our plate. Since the Church has been calamitously absent
in this area, we are all obliged to live with the negative conse-
guences of that neglect. We are here to undo the works of the
devil!

“Just as He is, so are we in this world” (1 John 4:17)—in this
world, not the next. The Church is the body of Christ, and so it is
mainly through her that He deals with this world. (When you
look at someone what you see is the person’s body.) We are the
Creator’s spokesmen in this world. (That could include the Trin-
ity!—1 John 4:13-14, Genesis 1:26.) Attention please: it is time
to wake up. It is time to really understand that we represent the
Creator down here, and He expects us to conduct ourselves in a
manner worthy of our office.

2. Second, let us consider our competence, as stated in Psalm
149:5-9. “Let the saints exult in glory; let them sing for joy on
their beds. Let the high praises of God be in their mouth, and a
two edged sword in their hand, to execute vengeance upon the
nations, and punishments upon the peoples; to bind their kings
with chains, and their nobles with fetters of iron; to execute
upon them the written judgment—this honor is for all His
saints.”?

Here are some observations based on the Text:

a) we are looking at commands (not optional points);

1 The type of warfare ordered in Psalm 149 is at the highest level, including
against fallen angels of high rank, ‘world rulers’. A woman should not
attempt it unless she is under the spiritual protection of a competent man
(an unbelieving or backslidden husband will not hack it; nor a pastor who
does not understand the subject [and does not want to learn]). (See 1
Corinthians 11:9-10 and Numbers 30:3-15.)
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b) the commands are to be obeyed in bed—the point being,
presumably, that we operate in the spiritual realm;

c¢) the battle is allied with praise, and the praise comes first
(see 2 Chronicles 20:21-22);

d) the ‘honor’, a consequence of the positive results of obe-
dience to the commands, is for “all His saints”. It follows
that if you are one of those saints, to obey those orders is on
your plate, within your competence (so they will be
required);

e) since our activity takes place in the spiritual realm, the
‘kings’ and ‘nobles’ presumably refer not only to the men
who occupy positions of authority but also to the fallen
angels (demons) who are behind them. In fact, a thorough
job must get rid of the demons, as well as the men;

f) the scope includes entire nations, whole peoples; in short,
any geographic or political entity that has a ruler;

g) since the battle is part of worshipping God, the ‘venge-
ance’ and ‘punishment’ need to be in accord with His char-
acter. It is where norms established by the Creator are being
blatantly rejected that we should concentrate our action.
NB: the point is to impose the Creator’s norms, not our pet
peeves;

h) since we operate in the spiritual realm, the authorities we
bind may not literally wind up in the penitentiary, but they
will be removed from power; being bound hand and foot
they cannot function;

i) there is no lack of ‘written judgment’ —Zechariah 5:2-4,
against thieves and perjurers; Proverbs 20:10 against diverse
weights and measures; Isaiah 10:1-2, against whoever
makes unjust laws; Romans 1:26-32, against homosexualism
and a sad list of other perversities (note that verse 32 says
that they are deserving of death, by the righteous judgment
of God; ‘are’, not ‘were’—and this within the age of Grace,
since Romans was written decades after Pentecost). (See
also 1 Corinthians 6:9-10, Revelation 21:8 and 22:15.) Since
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humanoids are here to do evil, they come within our
jurisdiction, without doubt.

Further, 1 Corinthians 6:2-4 affirms that saints judge the world;
the verb ‘judge’ is in the present tense (the first occurrence is
ambiguous with the future, but not the second one). Verse 3
adds that our jurisdiction includes angels. Well now, if we can
judge an angel, then we can judge the son of an angel.
Conclusion: judging humanoids is within our jurisdiction, our
competence.

3. Third, let us consider our authority and power. In Luke 10:19
the Lord Jesus said: “Behold, | give [so 98% of the Greek manu-
scripts] you the authority to trample on snakes and scorpions,
and over all the power of the enemy, and nothing shall by any
means hurt you.” The Lord is addressing the Seventy, not the
Twelve, and others were doubtless present; further, this was
said perhaps four months before His death and resurrection. It
follows that this authority is not limited to the apostles, and
there is no indication of a time limit. The Lord Jesus affirms that
He gives us the authority over all the power of the enemy. In
Matthew 28:18 He declares that He holds “all authority . . . in
heaven and earth”, and so He has the right and the competence
to delegate a portion of that authority to us. We may have any
number of enemies, but the enemy is Satan. The phrase, “all the
power”, presumably includes his works, followed by their conse-
guences. Someone with authority can forbid an action, and
therefore we can stop Satan from acting in a specific case.!

! Can we command Satan to undo his own works (including those of his serv-
ants)? | know a pastor here in Brazil whose car was stolen, so he ordered
Satan, by name, to return it within 24 hours, and within the stipulated time
it was parked in front of his house. But what about disease, would it not be
better to use God’s power (Ephesians 3:20)? | gather that the Lord Jesus al-
ways used God’s power (not the enemy’s), and we should follow His exam-
ple. Since we have access to Christ’s limitless power, we do not need
Satan’s, and should not give him the satisfaction of seeing us use it. And,
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I link Ephesians 3:20 to Luke 10:19. “Now to Him who is able to
do immeasurably more than all we ask or imagine, according to
the power that is working in us, . ..” “Is working” is in the pre-
sent tense; so it is valid for us today. There exists a power in us
(the redeemed) that even surpasses our ability to imagine. It
follows that to bring about something written should be easy.

Returning to Luke 10:19, the Lord gives us the authority to
“trample snakes and scorpions”. Well now, to smash the literal
insect, a scorpion, you do not need power from on High, just a
slipper. To trample a snake | prefer a boot, but we can kill literal
snakes without supernatural help. It becomes obvious that Jesus
was referring to something other than reptiles and insects. | un-
derstand Mark 16:18 to be referring to the same reality—Jesus
declares that certain signs will accompany the believers (the
turn of phrase virtually has the effect of commands): they will
expel demons, they will speak strange languages, they will
remove ‘snakes’, they will place hands on the sick. (“If they
drink ...” is not a command; it refers to an eventuality.) Your
Bible probably reads “they will take up serpents”, or something
similar. It happens that the Greek verb ‘take up’ covers a fairly
wide semantic area, and one of the main meanings is ‘to
remove’—a garbage collector picks up a bag in order to remove
it, get rid of it, not to keep it (he holds on to it only long enough

recalling how subtle he is, there is the distinct possibility that he could
deceive us and have us doing what we shouldn’t.

(There are those who argue that Satan was stripped of his power, based
on texts like Hebrews 2:14, Revelation 1:18, Colossians 2:15 and Matthew
28:18. The cruel facts of life that surround us and fill the world would seem
to weigh inconveniently against that thesis, but the Text itself goes against
it—what Satan will yet do through the Antichrist and the false prophet
reflects considerable power. | understand the texts above to refer to the
fact of Satan’s having been demoted and deposed from his position as god
/ prince of this world, along with the privileges and perks that go with the
office. Now he is obliged to act as a usurper, bluffing his ‘rights’.)

11 Corinthians 12:29-30 leaves clear that no gift is given to everybody; we
need the community, where all the gifts should be present.
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to throw it into the truck). | believe that is the intended mean-
ing here in Mark 16:18, but what did the Lord Jesus mean by
‘snakes’?

In a list of distinct activities Jesus has already referred to
demons, so the ‘snakes’ must be something else. In Matthew
12:34 Jesus called the Pharisees a ‘brood of vipers’, and in Mat-
thew 23:33, ‘snakes, brood of vipers’. In John 8:44, after they
claimed God as their father, Jesus said, “You are of your father
the devil”. And 1 John 3:10 makes clear that Satan has many
other ‘sons’. In Revelation 20:2 we read: “He seized the dragon,
the ancient serpent, who is a slanderer, even Satan, who
deceives the whole inhabited earth, and bound him for a thou-
sand years.” If Satan is a snake, then his children are also
snakes. So then, | take it that our ‘snakes’ are human beings
who chose to serve Satan, who sold themselves to evil—the
term could also include ‘humanoids’, who are literally devils’
children. I conclude that the ‘snakes’ in Luke 10:19 are the same
as those in Mark 16:18, but what of the ‘scorpions’? Since they
also are of the enemy, they may be demons, in which case the
term may well include their offspring, the humanoids.* So then,
whether as snakes or as scorpions, humanoids will be included,
and therefore Luke 10:19 grants us the authority over them,
explicitly so.2

In Matthew 8:5-13 the centurion understood about authority—
he gave orders and they were obeyed, without question or
delay (but only within the sphere of his competence). But the

! Since a snake is more dangerous than a scorpion (usually), and since a
human being is superior to an angelic one in essence, and a human being
in Satan’s service can produce more damage in the world than a demon
can, to associate scorpion with demon in this context is not unreasonable. |
understand the Text to affirm that we have the authority to free ourselves
from demons, humanoids, ‘robots’ and ‘snakes’ (human beings given over
to evil).

2 Yes, but the authority is to trample them; the intent is to kill or destroy.
Evidently the Lord Jesus is talking about eliminating those things.
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Lord Jesus said that he had great faith, to an unusually high
degree—but faith in what? Faith in Jesus’ spiritual authority; all
He had to do was give an order and it would happen. Perhaps
we should understand this type of faith as being an absolute
confidence, beyond a shadow of a doubt or a fear. In Matthew
21:21 the Lord said, “Assuredly | say to you, if you have faith
and do not doubt” (see Mark 11:23, “and does not doubt in his
heart”) you also can dry up a tree, and even transport a moun-
tain into the sea. See also Hebrews 10:22, “full assurance of
faith” and James 1:6, “ask in faith, with no doubting”. Mark 5:34
and Matthew 15:28 offer positive examples, and Matthew
14:30-31 the opposite.

If an authority gives a commission to someone, he will presuma-
bly back that commission up to the limit of his capacity. Since
Christ’s capacity is without limit, His backing should be so as
well (as far as He is concerned). In Matthew 28:18 He said: “All
authority in heaven and on earth has been given to me.” Then
comes the commission: “As you go make disciples . . . teaching
them to obey everything that | commanded you” —the pronoun
refers to the eleven apostles (verse 16). Very well, so what com-
mands had Jesus given to the Eleven? Among others, “heal the
sick, cleanse the lepers, cast out demons” (in Matthew 10:8—
perhaps 94% of the Greek MSS do not have “raise the dead”).
The Eleven also heard John 20:21. Knowing that we have the
backing of the Sovereign of the universe, who has all authority
and all power, we can and should do our duty with tranquil
confidence.

4. Very well, we have the incumbency, the competence and the
authority to face and solve the problem posed by humanoids in
our world. It remains to know how to proceed, in terms both
specific and concrete. | really cannot imagine that it could be
God’s will for His Church to be defeated or humiliated in this
matter. So there must be a solution, and we need to keep call-
ing out to God until He gives us a clear answer on this. Still, |
believe that a few observations may already be made.
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In the armor described in Ephesians 6 we find “the sword of the
Spirit” (verse 17). A sword is a weapon for offense, although it is
also used for defense. The Text tells us that this sword is “the
pnuo of God” —pnua, not Loyoc. It is God’s Word spoken, or
applied. Really, what good is a sword left in its sheath? However
marvelous our Sword may be (Hebrews 4:12), to produce effect
it must come out of the scabbard. The Word needs to be
spoken, or written—applied in a specific way.

In the Bible we have many examples where people brought the
power of God into action by speaking. Our world began with a
creative word from God—spoken (Genesis, 1:3, 6, 9, 11, 14, 20,
24, 26; and see Hebrews 11:3). Moses did a lot of speaking.
Elijah spoke (1 Kings 17:1, 18:36, 2 Kings 1:10). Elisha spoke (2
Kings 2:14, 21, 24; 4:16, 43; 6:19). Jesus did a great deal of
speaking. Ananias spoke (Acts 9:17). Peter spoke (Acts 9:34, 40).
Paul spoke (Acts 13:11; 14:3, 10; 16:18; 20:10; 28:8). In short,
we need to speak!

The centurion did not say, “In the authority of Rome . ..”; he
just said, “Do this; do that”. The Lord Jesus did not say, “In the
authority of the Father...”; He just said, “Be clean! Go!” In Luke
10:19 He said, “I give you the authority over all the power of the
enemy”—so we have the authority; so let us speak!! Just like
Jesusl!

In Luke 17:6 we have a ‘contrary to fact’ condition, that in a lit-
eral translation would be: So the Lord said, “If you had faith [but
you don’t] like a mustard seed has,! you would say [but you

| rather doubt that the Lord is commenting on the size of the faith; rather it
is a quality of faith. But, what type of ‘faith’ might a mustard seed have?
Although so small, it responds to the climatic circumstances without hesi-
tation, and grows to a remarkable size. If we would respond without ques-
tioning to the nudges of the Holy Spirit, our ‘climatic circumstances’, we
could literally transport a tree, just with our word. In Matthew 17:20 the
Lord Jesus said, “If you have faith as a mustard seed has, you will say to
this mountain, ‘Move from here to there,” and it will move; and nothing
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don’t] to this mulberry tree, ‘Be pulled up by the roots and be
planted in the sea,” and it would have obeyed you.” The second
apodosis is in a past tense, whereas the protasis and the first
apodosis are in the present tense.! It is a curious grammatical
construction, but | suppose that the Lord is emphasizing the
certainty of the response—if they would only speak!!

| would translate Hebrews 11:1 like this: “Now faith is a realiza-
tion of things being hoped for, an evidence of things not (being)
seen.” The concept of ‘hope’ in the New Testament includes an
element of certainty (it is not mere wishful thinking). To declare
as fact something we do not see is difficult for many (including
myself), but | believe that to be the meaning of the Text. True
faith is able to declare the existence of something before seeing
it. When the centurion gave an order he was declaring what was
going to happen, before the fact. He spoke, and it happened.?
Of course the Lord Jesus did precisely the same thing; He would
speak and it happened. | cannot help but wonder if some day
people will say about me, “Of course he did the same thing; he
would speak and it happened.”

5. Perhaps someone will say: “Sure, sure, we have to speak; but
exactly what are we going to say, and how and when and
where?” Good questions. On the way to an answer we need to
consider the following. Among all the sacrifices and burnt offer-
ings in the Old Testament there is nothing for premeditated

will be impossible for you.” That is what He said, but we just don’t believe
it.
(But why then did Jesus emphasize the size of the seed? However small

a seed may be, it can germinate and produce. However small a person may
be [or appear to be] in the Kingdom of God, if he has the faith of a seed he
will produce marvelously.)

1 Well, actually some 30% of the Greek manuscripts, including the best line of
transmission, have the protasis in the imperfect tense.

2 We do well to remember, however, that it only worked, or would work,
within the reach of his authority. That is why he appealed to Jesus—he
himself could not heal the servant.
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sin—something done with the intention of challenging or dis-
daining the Creator (‘with a raised fist’ in Hebrew), in short,
rebellion. Thus, Deuteronomy 17:12 imposes the death penalty
for rebellion; there was no sacrifice for that. According to Num-
bers 15:27-28, there was indeed sacrifice for unintentional sin,
but now notice verse 30: “But anyone who sins defiantly,
whether native-born or alien, blasphemes Jehovah, and that
person must be cut off from his people.” To insult Jehovah
carried the death penalty, there being no sacrifice for that.
Exodus 21:12-17 determines that those guilty of certain crimes
must be executed. Notice especially verse 14: “But if a man
schemes and kills another deliberately, you must take him away
from my altar and execute him.” Imagine that! At that time the
altar represented precisely the means for expiating sins. To run
to the altar was a way to plead for God’s mercy and protection,
but the Creator does not allow this recourse to a murderer—a
murderer must be executed. People can object all they like, but
the Creator is resolute—whoever deliberately kills the image of
God (without due cause) must be killed in his turn; there is no
indemnity. | have already commented on Leviticus 18:6-30 and
20:1-22, where incest, adultery, human sacrifice, homosexual-
ism and sex with an animal received the death penalty. To be
sure, since it was the society that applied, or was to apply, the
penalty, it would only happen in the community of God’s peo-
ple. Pagan peoples were ignorant of God’s laws. But none of
that alters the fact that there was no sacrifice for such practices.

But how about the New Testament, does not the age of Grace
change the picture? To try to argue that God’s grace annuls His
moral law will not work. Note Romans 1:18-32, where it is clear
that the application is current. In verse 32 ‘the righteous judg-
ment of God’ is that those who practice the things mentioned
(including the list in Leviticus 18) “are deserving of death”.
“Are”, not “were” —the verb is in the present tense, as in the
original Text. In other words, Paul affirms that the penalty has
not changed; even in the Church age, the age of grace, certain
persons continue to be subject to death—by divine sentence. 1
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Corinthians 10:6-12 declares that the experiences of Israel in
the desert are “examples for us” and “were written for our ad-
monition” (verse 11), and concludes with: “Therefore let him
who thinks he stands take heed lest he fall.” All the examples
given resulted in physical death, and if they were recorded for
our admonition, it is because we may face something similar.
We cannot be too careful! 1 Corinthians 6:9, Revelation 21:8
and 22:14-15 were also written after the day of Pentecost. And
notice Hebrews 10:26, “For if we sin willfully after we have
received the knowledge of the truth, there no longer remains a
sacrifice for sins” (see verses 26-31). We cannot be too careful!

As for blood guiltiness (see Deuteronomy 21:1-9, 19:13 and
Numbers 35:33), 1 Corinthians 11:27-30 makes clear that the
New Testament does not change the Creator’s position regard-
ing it. According to verse 27, whoever drinks the cup of the Lord
in an unworthy manner will be guilty of the blood of the Lord.
And what is the consequence? The answer is in verse 30: “For
this reason ... many sleep.” ‘Sleep’ means they are dead; in
other words, God executed them. The apostle Paul, inspired by
the Holy Spirit, declares that with reference to “many” the
Creator had exacted the penalty of blood guiltiness, literally—
the culprit died. | confess that God’s severity in this case sur-
prises me, but there it is. Let no one kid himself; the Creator is
still punishing blood guiltiness!

The Bible declares that God created man in His own image, and
from then till now men have tried to return the favor, creating
their own ‘god’ in their minds (of course any god you create will
be smaller than you are, inescapably—totally worthless). Some-
thing similar happens to God’s love, concerning which the vast
majority of people, including believers, have a mistaken view.
“Whom the Lord loves He chastens, and scourges every son
whom he receives” (Hebrews 12:6; see also Revelation 3:19). [l
myself have been on the business end of a horsewhip, and can
assure the reader that it isn’t pleasant.] In Deuteronomy 33:2-3
the “fiery law” is an expression of God’s love for the people.
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Precisely because He is concerned for our true wellbeing, the
Creator imposes the earthly consequences of our sins. The love
of God necessarily includes hating evil, because of the
consequences of the evil that will harm His ‘image’.

Hebrews 1:8-9 cites Psalm 45:6-7, declaring that it refers to the
Son: among other things it is affirmed that He hates iniquity.
The glorified Christ Himself declares that He hates the works of
the Nicolaitans (Revelation 2:6). Jehovah hates stealing (Isaiah
61:8), divorce (Malachi 2:16) and seven other transgressions
(Proverbs 6:16-19). “The fear of Jehovah is to hate evil” (Prov-
erbs 8:13; and see 9:10). In Psalm 97:10 we have a command:
“You who love Jehovah, hate evil!” Are we going to obey?

Psalm 5:5 informs us that Jehovah hates all workers of iniquity.
We are in the habit of teaching that God hates sin but loves the
sinner. It seems so, up to a point. But when someone decides to
join Satan, and makes a point of practicing evil, he attracts
God’s wrath—Deuteronomy 7:10. (See Psalm 26:5; 31:6; 101:3;
119:104, 113, 128, 163—these help us to understand David’s
attitude in Psalm 139:21-22; it is because they act with wicked
intent [verse 20] that he hates them.) We must learn to hate
sin, evil in any and all forms, Satan and his angels—since they
are beyond recovery (Matthew 25:41, 2 Peter 2:4, Revelation
20:10), we are in a war without pity, without quarter, to the
death.

The Sacred Text is clear: the character of God does not change,
cannot be altered. In Malachi 3:6 Jehovah Himself declares that
He does not change. James 1:17 affirms the same thing in other
words. Hebrews 13:8 affirms something similar about Jesus
Christ. Let us give special attention to 2 Timothy 2:13. “If we are
faithless, He remains faithful; He cannot deny Himself.” He
cannot deny Himself—is it not obvious? He cannot go against
His very nature, His own essence; it is one thing that God cannot
do. He is Truth, and so cannot be unfaithful. It is precisely for
that reason that He is incapable of lying (Titus 1:2).

~ 362 ~



Now let us consider Deuteronomy 7:9-10: “Therefore know that
Jehovah your God is God; He is the faithful God who keeps cov-
enant and mercy for a thousand generations with those who
love Him and keep His commandments; and He repays those
who hate Him to their face, to destroy them. He will not be slow
to repay to his face the one who hates Him.” If God repays hate
with destruction, and without delay, then He does not offer sal-
vation to that hater.! Obvious. Palm 34:16 reads like this: “The
face of Jehovah is against those who do evil, to cut off the
remembrance of them from the earth” (quoted in 1 Peter 3:12).
Well now, to erase the memory of someone you must begin by
erasing that someone himself. Any question? When a person
chooses to become an ally of evil, he is challenging the Creator
to kill him, literally. 2 Peter 2:17 affirms this about the allies of
evil described in verses 9-17: “for whom the blackest of the
darkness has been reserved forever”.2 We find the same expres-
sion in Jude 13. With an eternal reservation like that, what are
their chances? John 3:16 declares that giving His Son was an
expression of God'’s love for the world. So He offers salvation to
those He loves, not those He hates. Whoever decides to hate
God receives the hate back, and remains without salvation. In
John 6:44 (and verse 65) the Lord Jesus declares, “No one can
come to me unless the Father who sent me draws him”, and it
should be obvious that the Father is not going to draw someone
whom He hates.? Actually, when you stop and think about it, for

Y In Joel 3:4 Jehovah expresses Himself like this: “Indeed, what have you to
do with me, O Tyre and Sidon and all the coasts of Philistia? Will you retali-
ate against me? But if you retaliate against me, swiftly and speedily | will
return your retaliation upon your own head.” God demonstrates the same
attitude as in Deuteronomy 7:10—He does not tolerate perversity.

2 This darkness is associated with Satan’s kingdom, because “God is light and
in Him is no darkness at all” (1 John 1:5). Peter is affirming that they will
share the same destiny as their boss.

3 John 3:36 is also to the point: “The one believing into the Son has eternal
life, but the one disobeying the Son will not see life, but the wrath of God
remains upon him.” Will the Father ‘draw’ someone who remains under
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someone who hates God, being in Heaven would really be a sort
of ‘hell’.

In Matthew 10:25 the Lord Jesus affirms: “It is enough for a dis-
ciple that he be like his teacher, and a slave like his owner.” 1
John 4:17 says that “just as He is, so are we in this world”. So
then, if He hates those who work iniquity, Psalm 5:5, we have
the obligation to do the same thing. To permit a malevolent per-
son to continue doing damage in this world, when it is incum-
bent upon us to remove him, turns us into his accomplices. An
accomplice to a crime is a criminal. In Luke 10:19, when the Lord
Jesus gives us the authority to trample snakes and scorpions, it
follows that He is also giving us the incumbency —otherwise,
why give the authority? To ‘trample’ involves hostile intent. Just
to step on a scorpion, even without wanting to, will crush the
insect, will kill it. How much more if you do it with hostile in-
tent! The purpose of trampling a snake is also to kill it. Conclu-
sion: it is up to us to rid the world of ‘snakes’ and ‘scorpions’; it
is our responsibility; it is our incumbency! So, God is waiting on
us—we are the ones who have to do it! And we will do it by
speaking.

6. Conclusion: Humanoids are not candidates for salvation, do
only evil, and therefore need to be eliminated, for the public
good. Human beings who have chosen Satan, who have sold
themselves to him to devise and do evil, are haters of God and
therefore cannot be saved—they need to be eliminated for the
public good. The partisans of the militant ‘gay’ agenda are a
case in point; they are in open rebellion against the Creator and
His values. Since it is their declared intention to destroy our
culture, making it impossible for decent people to live in peace,
we are facing a question of life or death. If we do not react
adequately, we will lose the game.

His wrath? How? The Text declares that the person will not see life—not
ever.
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At least three times the Lord Jesus referred to the Holy Spirit as
being “the Spirit of the Truth” (John 14:17, 15:26, 16:13). It fol-
lows that to deliberately reject the Truth is to blaspheme the
Holy Spirit, the unpardonable sin (Mark 3:29). It adds to our
case. The enemies of God are without pardon, without salva-
tion, do only evil, and are therefore a type of cancer or gan-
grene in society—if the society does not get rid of it, the society
will be killed. Since the society at large does not have the slight-
est idea of the danger it faces, and even less of the solution, it is
up to us to save the day, we who know and can. Recalling the
exposition of Psalm 149 (Solution, 2.), | understand that all the
texts that speak of the divine intention to eliminate partisans of
evil enter the list of texts that state a ‘written judgment’. And it
is up to us to impose written judgment.

| invite attention to Psalm 91. The context is one of war. Since
God offers protection to those who take refuge in Him, the
terror, the arrow, the pestilence, the destruction come from the
enemy. Verse 13 says: “You shall tread upon the lion and the
cobra, the young lion and the serpent you shall trample under-
foot”, which reminds us of Luke 10:19. Verse 7 speaks of a thou-
sand falling on our left and ten thousand on our right. Why the
difference? Most people being right handed, a sword is nor-
mally held in the right hand. So a soldier would normally kill
more to the right than to the left.

Asides

2 Corinthians 10:4 teaches us that “the weapons of our warfare
are not carnal”. So we must do our duty in the spiritual realm,
using God’s power. | understand that this is done verbally in the
presence of the Righteous Judge of the whole earth (2 Timothy
4:8, Genesis 18:25, Hebrews 12:23), citing the written judg-
ments specifically and applying them by name to those who
deserve them. | myself am claiming before God the removal of
eleven thousand of Satan’s servants, and | am not alone in this.
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1. More than one person has asked: “If humanoids were a real-
ity that the Christians would have to face, why did not the Lord
Jesus teach about them, why did Paul not write about them, nor
any of the other authors of the New Testament?” The question
is based on a false premise, that the New Testament is silent on
the subject, but | will argue that it is not. Let us see.

It is a simple fact that the Bible frequently uses the term ‘man’
to refer to a materialized angel. In Genesis 18:2 Abraham saw
three ‘men’, two being angels and the third Jehovah Himself
(and the three ate the meal he prepared). As the story goes on,
19:1 says plainly that they were angels, but in verses 5, 10, 12
and 16 they are called ‘men’. Once more in Genesis 32:24 the
term ‘man’ refers to Jehovah Himself (see also Joshua 5:13). In
Judges 13:6 Samson’s mother refers to the Angel of Jehovah,
who had appeared to her, as a ‘man’ (also in verses 8, 10 and
11). See also Daniel 3:25 and 28, 8:15-16, 9:21, 10:5 and 16,
12:5-7; Ezekiel 2:26; Zechariah 1:8-11, 2:1-3. In the New
Testament angels had an important role at Jesus’ empty tomb,
sometimes appearing as angels, sometimes as men (Matthew
28:2-7, Mark 16:5-8, Luke 24:4-7, John 20:12-13). See also at the
ascension of Jesus, Acts 1:10-11. Well now, if an angel can be
called a ‘man’, why not, and all the more, the offspring of an
angel? Quite so.

In Genesis 6:4 the hybrid race, the half-breeds, are called ‘men’,
as also in the description that follows. Since the description in 2
Timothy 3:1-5 parallels the description in Genesis 6, the ‘men’
here presumably includes humanoids. The same holds for the
description in Jude 10-19 and in Romans 1:28-32. Consider also
1 John 2:18—“Children, it is the last hour, and just as you have
heard that the Antichrist is coming, even now many antichrists
have appeared, by which we know that it is the last hour.” Well,
the Lord Jesus was a hybrid being, Holy Spirit with woman. | do
not doubt that the actual Antichrist will also be a hybrid, Satan
with woman (his ‘thing’ is to be like God). So what about the
‘many antichrists’ to which John refers, what might they be? It
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seems to me to be perfectly possible that they also were
hybrids, precisely our ‘humanoids’.

Once we start ‘chewing’ on this subject, | think we are obliged
to conclude that humanoids themselves will marry and procre-
ate—perhaps with another humanoid, but | imagine that the
preference would be with a human. In that way the miscegena-
tion would become increasingly diluted, and such subsequent
generations would certainly be called ‘men’. If we stop and
think, the cultures where the parents choose a mate for their
children may not be so ‘stupid’ as some might like to imagine.
Really, to check out the lineage of a prospective mate is an
important proceeding, in fact necessary (an impulsive marriage
with a humanoid equals disaster).

Further, as | have already maintained, the ‘snakes’ in Mark
16:18 and Luke 10:19 and the ‘scorpions’ in Luke, presumably
include humanoids. Also, | understand that the Holy Spirit has
confirmed to me that the ‘dogs’ in Matthew 7:6 (and probably
in Philippians 3:2 and Revelation 22:15) include humanoids.?

Over thirty-five years ago, when | started ministering on the
subject of biblical spiritual warfare, | soon realized that not a
single text that treats of our ‘weapons’ or procedures explains
how to do it. For example: Mark 3:27 teaches that we must bind
Satan; but does not say how! In James 4:7 we have the
command to resist the devil; but it does not say how. 2 Corinthi-
ans 10:4 says we have some great weapons; but does not iden-
tify them—if they are the gerundive clauses in verses 5 and 6,
again we are not told how to do it!! | take it that God uses Satan
and his angels (the demons) to test and train the successive
generations of people, and if all the procedures were clearly laid
out, God’s people would have wiped out the enemy long since.
So, it is cheerfully foreseeable that the references to humanoids

1 Although the Jews were in the habit of referring to Gentiles as ‘dogs’, the
context here calls for a different meaning.
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in the New Testament will be veiled, none of which justifies the
claim that the New Testament does not mention the subject.

2. InJohn 14:12 the Lord Jesus said: “Most assuredly | say to
you, the one believing into me, he too will do the works that |
do; in fact he will do greater works than these, because | am
going to my Father. “Most assuredly” is actually “amen,
amen”—rendered “verily, verily” in the AV. Only John registers
the word as repeated, in the other Gospels it is just “amen”. In
the contemporary literature we have no example of anyone else
using the word in this way. It seems that Jesus coined His own
use, and the point seems to be to call attention to an important
pronouncement: “Stop and listen!” Often it precedes a formal
statement of doctrine or policy, as here.

“The one believing into me, he too will do the works that | do.”
This is a tremendous statement, and not a little disconcerting.
Notice that the Lord said, “will do”; not ‘maybe’, ‘perhaps’, ‘if
you feel like it’; and certainly not ‘if the doctrine of your church
permits it’! If you believe you will do! The verb ‘believe’ is in the
present tense, 2" person singular; if you (sg.) are believing you
will do; it follows that if you are not doing, it is because you are
not believing. 2 + 2 = 4. Doing what? “The works that | do.”
Well, Jesus preached the Gospel, He taught, He cast out de-
mons, He healed all sorts and sizes of sickness and disease, He
raised an occasional dead person, and He performed a variety of
miracles (water to wine, walk on water, stop a storm instanta-
neously, transport a boat several miles instantaneously, multiply
food, shrivel a tree—and He implied that the disciples should
have stopped the storm and multiplied the food, and He stated
that they could shrivel a tree [Peter actually took a few steps on
water]). So how about us? The preaching and teaching we can
handle, but what about the rest? | once heard the president of a
certain Christian college affirm that this verse obviously could
not mean what it says because it is not happening! Well, in his
own experience and in that of his associates | guess it isn’t. But

~ 368 ~



many people today cast out demons and heal. Miracles are also
happening. So how about me? And you?

“In fact he will do greater works than these.” Well now, if we
cast out demons, heal and perform miracles, is that not
enough? Jesus wants more, He wants “greater things” than
those just mentioned [do not forget what He said in Matthew
7:22-23]. Notice again that He said “will do”, not maybe, per-
haps, or if your church permits. But what could be ‘greater’ than
miracles? This cannot refer to modern technology because in
that event such ‘greater things’ would not have been available
to the believers during the first 1900 years. Note that the key is
in the Lord’s final statement (in verse 12), “because | am going
to my Father”. Only if He won could He return to the Father, so
He is here declaring His victory before the fact. It is on the basis
of that victory that the ‘greater things’ can be performed. Just
what are those ‘greater’ things? For my answer, see my outline
(essay), “Biblical Spiritual Warfare”. Now | would add to the list
‘get rid of humanoids’ (‘robots’ and ‘snakes’ should also receive
appropriate attention).

In verse 12 the verb ‘will do’ is singular, both times, so it has to
do with the individual. Please note that the Lord did not say,
‘you apostles’, ‘just during the apostolic era’, ‘only until the
Canon is completed’, or whatever. What He did say is, “the one
believing”, present tense, and so it applies to any subsequent
time including the present day. To deny the truth contained in
this verse is to call the Lord Jesus a liar. Not a good idea!?

3. In Luke 4:18-21 Jesus includes “to set at liberty those who are
oppressed” (Isaiah 8:6) among the things He was sent to do.

1 One other point: to affirm that the miraculous gifts ceased when the last
clod of dirt fell on the Apostle John’s grave is an historical falsehood.
Christians who lived during the 2", 3™ and 4t centuries, whose writings
have come down to us, affirm that these gifts still existed in their time. No
Christian of the 20t or 21° century, who was not there, is competent to
contradict them.
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Turning to Isaiah we find that Jehovah is declaring what type of
‘fast’ He wants to see: “To loose the fetters of wickedness [a], to
untie the yoke thongs [b]; to set the oppressed free [a], and that
you break every yoke [b].” As is typical of Hebrew grammar, the
two halves are parallel. “To loose the fetters of wickedness” and
“to set the oppressed free” are parallel. Who placed the fetters
and who is doing the oppressing? Well, although people can
certainly forge their own chains through a sinful lifestyle, it
seems to me that in this context it is evil beings putting the fet-
ters on others. “To untie the yoke thongs” and “that you break
every yoke” go together. First we should untie the thongs/cords
that bind the yoke to the neck, and then we should break the
very yokes. It seems clear to me that this text treats of the activ-
ity of Satan’s servants: men, demons, humanoids. Using culture,
worldview, legal maneuvers, threats, blackmail, lies, deceit and
plain demonization and witchcraft, they bind individuals, fami-
lies, ethnic groups, etc. with a variety of fetters and instruments
of oppression.

Well, but so what? What does that have to do with our subject?
Well, fasting was an important/obligatory component of their
worship of God. It follows that this kind of ‘fasting’ is something
that Jehovah overtly wants; it is His declared will. And so, when-
ever we see the work of Satan in someone’s life, it is God’s will
that we undo it. If we know that it is God’s will, we can proceed
with complete confidence. It is also included in our commission
(John 20:21).

Well, and what if we do nothing?

James 4:17—"“Therefore, to the one knowing to do good and
not doing it, to him it is sin.” So, if | do not undo Satan’s works,
it shows up on my bill as sin, and | will have to answer for it.
Ezekiel 22:30-31—"“1 sought for a man among them who would
make a wall, and stand in the gap before me on behalf of the
land, that | should not destroy it; but | found no one. Therefore |
have poured out my indignation on them; . ..” The Text is clear:
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just one person could have made the difference, and averted
the destruction. See also Malachi 1:10, that asks for just one
person to act. So then, if | do not undo Satan’s works, people
will continue to suffer, without need. If | reject the plain mean-
ing of the Text, | am closing my mind against the Truth, and
thereby condemning myself to continue living with error and its
consequences. Condemning myself and any others who depend
on me or follow me. Help!

We need the gift of discerning spirits! [Note that ‘spirits’ is
plural.]?

| regret that | must confess that during 20 years of ministering on Biblical
spiritual warfare around Brazil | never taught this gift, and | never heard
anyone else explain it. We must try to diminish the damage. To deny the
existence of cancer, AIDS, aviary flu, etc., would be to guarantee that a so-
lution would never be found. Analogously, to deny the existence of hu-
manoids will carry the same guarantee. Not a valid option! To ignore the
word of Sovereign Jesus can only bring negative consequences—it was He
who said, “As were the days of Noah”!!
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