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This essay defends the New Testanent as historically accurate, as not
bei ng dependent for its doctrinal content on pagan religions and phil osophy,
and as having properly used the nmessianic texts of the Ad Testanent. It
attacks Darrell Conder's Mystery Babylon and the Ten Lost Tribes in the End
Ti me, which advocates conversion to sonme type of Judaism This docunment was
originally in WrdPerfect 5.1 format for Wndows 3.1, with elite (12 point)
type and six lines of text per vertical inch, with footnotes. | w sh to thank
John Wheel er, a d obal Church of God | aynenber who can read Hebrew, for his
assistance on interpreting the nmessianic prophecies.
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| S CHRI STI ANI TY A FRAUD?
A Prelimnary Assessnent of the Conder Thesis

third edition
by Eric V. Snow

The New Testanent's descriptions of Jesus' birth in Bethlehemand his
ancestry being fromthe House of David "were clearly fabul ous tales, contrived
solely to connect Jesus to that place and famly because of a sinple
m sunder standing by the Gentile forgers of the Gospels."' It is clained that
"history clearly tells us is that the Babyl onian Mystery Religion is al nost
identical to Christianity" (MB, p. 47). The old Wrldw de Church of God was
"not much different fromthe first century Samaritans whose religion consisted
of about one-third 'Judaism' and two-thirds Mthraisnt (M, p. 47). Taking
the wi ne and bread during the Passover service as synbolic of personally

accepting Jesus' sacrifice is as pagan as Easter and Christmas. It should be
abandoned as "an abom nation before your Creator!"™ (MB, p. 48). The New
Testament witers are guilty of anti-Semitism "It is an indisputable fact

that the two thousand years of Christian persecution against the Tribe of
Judah can be laid right at the door step of the Gospels" (M3, p. 59). Jesus
is said not to be the prom sed Messiah, to save the world fromits sin:

TO BE BLUNT, THE REASON THE TRUE PROPHECI ES OF | SRAEL' S MESSI AH
ARE NOT USED IN REFERENCE TO JESUS | S THAT THE NEW TESTAMENT WAS
NEVER WRI TTEN ABOUT | SRAEL'S MESSI AH. I T WAS WRI TTEN ABOUT THE
GOD- SAVI CR OF BABYLONI AN MYTHOLOGY! THEREFORE, THE SATAN- | NSPI RED
NT WRI TERS HAD TO LOOK FOR EXCUSES | N QUT- OF- CONTEXT VERSES TO
DECElI VE THE LATTER DAY TEN TRI BES OF | SRAEL I N THEI R CONTI NUI NG
BAAL WORSHI P! THE GOD OF THE NEW TESTAMENT AND THE MESSI AH OF THE
HOLY SCRI PTURES ARE NOT ONE AND THE SAME, AND THERE IS SI MPLY NO
WAY TO MAKE THE TWD RECONCI LABLE! (MB, p. 80).

As these statements show, Darrell Conder has converted to sone type of
Judai sm and he castigates the New Testanent (NT) as anti-Semitic, pagan-

i nfluenced, historically inaccurate, and full of m sused A d Testament (OI)
guot es about the Messiah. Below, it shall be maintained that the Conder
thesis is false, that the New Testanent is historically accurate, that it is
not a product of pagan thought but of Messianic Jew sh thinking, and that the
nmessi ani ¢ prophecies of the Ad Testament did point to Jesus of Nazareth
crucified in AAD. 31 as the prom sed Savi or of manki nd.

USI NG THE | DEAS OF HI GHER CRITICS AND JEWS5, CONDER S | DEAS AREN T NEW

Conder | aunches his attack in three broad areas, which are considered
each in turn: (1) Is the NT historically reliable? (2) Was the NI was

'Darrell W Conder, Mystery Babylon and the Lost Ten Tribes in the End
Time (Salt Lake Gty, UT: Commonweal th Publishing, 1996), p. 113. Bel ow,
this work will be referred to as "MB" Footnotes to it are placed internally
to the text because of frequent citations made. All enphasis in quotes are
original to the work cited, unless otherwi se noted, with the exception of
Scripture. The time-honored practice of capitalizing the first word of
uncapitalized words in quotes has al so been followed in some pl aces.




i nfl uenced by pagan thought, especially the nystery religions of the Roman
Enpire such as Mthraisn? (3) Did the NT msuse the OI's messianic
prophecies? It is very inportant to realize that nost of Conder's ideas are
hardly new. Agnostics, atheists, liberal higher critics, and various assorted
infidels in the fields of theology and Biblical criticismhave |ong attacked
the NT as historically unreliable and (nostly earlier in this century) as

i nfluenced by the Mystery Religions and Grhosticism Conder's originality

mai nly consists in harnessing various liberal, higher critic works (such as
comment ari es, encycl opedias, etc.) to the service of Judai sminstead of
agnosticismor Deism (i.e., unbelief, plain and sinple). Hi s attacks on the
NT' s use of the messianic prophecies |largely appear to reflect how Jews in the
centuries since the crucifixion have worked hard to evade the fulfillnment of
the OI Scriptures in Jesus of Nazareth. Because it isn't really new, many
traditional Christian works of apol ogetics deal with the subjects Conder
raises. The closest thing to a refutation of Conder witten in advance that |
know of , and it's highly recommended, is Josh McDowell and Bill WIlson's He
Wal ked Anobng Us: Evidence for the Historical Jesus (Nashville, TN. Thomas
Nel son, 1993). After reading Mystery Babyl on, those afraid Conder may be

ri ght should read books by traditional Christians who defend their faith

rationally. It is crimnally foolish to commt yourself to fundanentally new
religious beliefs (not just a mere change in fellowship groups) after
listening to just one side that would cost you your eternal life. Jesus nade
it plain that those who deny H m cannot be saved (Matt. 11:33): "But whoever
shal |l deny Me before men, | will also deny himbefore My Father who is in
heaven.” John nade it clear that: "Wwo is the Iiar but the one who denies
that Jesus is the Christ? . . . \oever denies the Son does not have the

Fat her; the one who confesses the Son has the Father also" (I John 2:22-23).
Conder rai ses fundanmental questions which need answering--his book strikes at
the core of Christianity. Unlike the marginalia of church government and the
sacred cal endar that have distracted the Church of God in recent nonths, he
chal | enges our deepest held beliefs.

CONDER S VI EWs OF THE OLD TESTAMENT OPENS THE DOORS TO DEI SM OR AGNOSTI CI SM

Before turning to consider historical accuracy of the New Testament,

let's investigate the inplications of Conder's treatnent of the A d Testanent.

He evidently doesn't fully realize that the way he repudi ates the New
Testanment by citing higher critic scholarship on it means the same can be done
with the dd. Right now, the train Conder and his followers are on is
(arguably) marked "Judaism" But it would not be surprising to see a few
years down the road that |oconotive Conder pulling into a station |abel ed
"deism" "agnosticism" or "atheism" Wat would his followers do then?

(Al though I have read somewhere in Masada that he has denied this, this
suspi ci on does have a solid foundation, as shown below). In M he
uncritically uses comentaries that enploy higher critic theories about the OT
wi t hout rebuking them For exanple, he quotes through another work A nstead' s
H story of the Persian Enpire that says Ezra edited the OI. He then states
hinself: "Ezra, a descendant of the last high priest of the famly Aaron
(before the captivity), and a man who had the authority of God to restore the
faith of Israel, edited the 'Ad Testanment" (M3, p. 9). This claimsnacks
of standard higher critic theory, in which various anonynous "redactors"

(i.e., editors) supposedly assenbled in slipshod fashion the Pentateuch and

ot her OT books after the return fromthe Babyl onian Captivity (586 b.c. to 539
b.c.). Scholar Julius \Wellhausen, in books published in 1876 and 1878,

mai nt ai ned that the different names used for God ("El ohim and "Jehovah")
showed that different authors wote different parts of the Pentateuch. The




priestly legislation of the "El ohist" docunment was |argely the work of Ezra.
Later editor(s) revised and edited the Pentateuch until it took final shape by
about 200 b.c. This whole theory naintains Mdses had nothing to do with the
first five books of the A d Testament. Called the docunentary hypothesis or J
E DPtheory, it still has enornous influence in the scholarly world as a
habit of mind and frame of reference, even with its often-adnitted maj or

probl ens.? Then, was the book of I|saiah was witten by one man (the
traditional view) or two or nore (the higher critic view? Conder cites a
liberal Catholic work, The Collegeville Bible Cormentary, to deny the
traditional Christian interpretation of Isaiah 52-53. "Second |saiah" is
mentioned, yet this draws no criticismfromhim (See MB, pp. 98-99).°% Being
liberals in theol ogy, they naturally tend to deny a priori (before further

i nvestigation of the facts) the very possibility of successful predictive
prophecy in Scripture. Hence, predictions about the Messiah, |ike predictions
about much el se, have to be "explained away," in order to fit a naturalistic
paradigm (i.e., a world w thout God, or w thout One who intervenes). Conder
doesn't realize he is inmplicitly relying on their fundanmentally agnostic or

dei stic prem ses when using their argunents agai nst the nessiani c prophecies
being fulfilled in Jesus of Nazareth.

THE BOOK OF DANI EL ATTACKED?!

Conder assaults the book of Daniel alnost as harshly as any part of the
NT. Undeni ably, Conder takes confort fromthe supposed "overwhel mi ng evi dence
about Daniel's conposition [such] that many biblical scholars have ceased to
try and make any of it [the seventy weeks prophecy] fit a prophecy of Jesus"
(MB, p. 128). Evidently because the Seventy \Weks prophecy points to the
Messiah's arrival by A D. 100, he virtually attenpts to read Daniel out of the
Hebrew canon. To undermine faith in it, he cites a slew of works influenced
by higher critic theories of its |late date and authorship. He uses the
Cat hol i ¢ Encycl opedi a and Asi nov--a science/science fiction witer and
outright atheist--who willingly place a second century (c. 165 b.c.)
conpletion date on it.* He says Daniel "was not holding up to historica

2A good capsul e summary in is Josh McDowel |, ed., Mre Evidence that
Demands a Verdict: Historical Evidences for the Christian Scriptures, rev.
ed. (San Bernardino, CA: Here's Life Publishers, 1981), p. 45. A powerful,
recent critique of the docunentary hypothesis is: Duane Garrett, Rethinking
Cenesis:  The Sources and Aut horship of the First Book of the Pentateuch
(Grand Rapids, M: Baker Book House, 1991). More briefly, see d eason
Archer, Encyclopedia of Bible Difficulties (Gand Rapids, M: Regency
Ref erence Library, Zondervan Publishing House, 1982), pp. 45-54.

3For a brief but solid defense of the unity of Isaiah's authorship, see
Archer, Encyclopedia of Bible Difficulties, pp. 263-266.

“Asimov has said in print he was an agnostic, but he finally admitted to

his atheismthus: "Emptionally | aman atheist. | don't have the evidence to
prove that God doesn't exist, but | so strongly suspect he doesn't that I
don't want to waste ny tine." |Ilsaac Asinov in Paul Kurtz, ed., "An Interview

wi th I saac Asinmov on Science and the Bible," Free Inquiry 2 (spring 1982): 9,
cited by Henry Morris, The Biblical Basis for Mddern Sci ence (G and Rapids,

M : Baker Book House, 1984), p. 106. Conder's use of Asinmov's comentary on
the Bible illustrates the slipshod schol arship that characterizes Mstery
Babyl on. He does not cite "big names” in |liberal schol arship, such as
Bul t mann, but uses such works as encycl opedi as, showing he is largely getting




scrutiny” and contains an "unhistorical nention of Darius the Mede." (MB, pp
124-125). Conder sonehow thinks that because the Jews put the book of Daniel
inthe Witings instead of the Prophets that it need not be regarded as the
infallible, inerrant Word of God. This is sinply false. If it's in the
Hebrew canon, which is the same for Protestant Christians as it is for the
Jews, then it is infallible and without error (in the original witing, or

aut ograph) regardl ess of the order the Jews (or anybody el se) arranged their
Bi bl es (the Tanakh) in. The book of Daniel is clearly prophetic: "But as for
you, Daniel, conceal these words and seal up the book until the end of tine;
many will go back and forth; and knowl edge will increase. . . . And he [the
angel] said, 'Go your way, Daniel, for these words are conceal ed and seal ed up
until the end time" (Dan. 12:4, 9). Daniel is one of the best proofs of the
Bible's inspiration, due to its detailed predictions of Mddle East history.
Consi der, for exanple, the |long prophecy of Dan. 11, which is an overview of

t he struggl es between the G eek Seleucid (Syrial Mesopotam a) and Ptol emai c
(Egypt) dynasties after Al exander the Geat's death caused his generals to
divide up his enpire four ways. As a result, since various |liberal higher
critics cannot believe in successful predictive prophecy, because it would
prove the Bible was inspired by an Al mi ghty God, they "backdate" books such as
Daniel to avoid the om nous inplications of fulfilled prophecy. Hence, higher
critics say Daniel "had" to be witten by or around 165 b.c., not by about 530
b.c., when Daniel hinself was alive. However, this book's vocabul ary and

| anguage decisively refutes such a late date. Since |anguages change over
time, this allows scholars roughly to date the book, especially by conparing
it with the Dead Sea Scrolls. It lacks Greek | oan words (outside of ones

uni versal ly used for musical instrunments), which points to a tinme before the
G eek conquest of Persia under Al exander the Great (c. 336 to 324 b.c.) It

al so places the verb late in clauses, unlike the Jewi sh Targum ¢ and Tal nudic
literature witten around during the second century b.c. or later. Based on
i nguistic reasons al one, the book of Daniel could not have been witten later
than the fifth or late sixth century b.c.® Conder's basic error here, sinilar
to what he does with the NI, is to cite uncritically the ideas of |ibera

hi gher critics about the Bible, discount conservative Christian schol arship,
and al so (presumably) ignore what these sanme higher critics have to say about
the A d Testanment, which woul d destroy whatever faith soneone would have in
the Holy Scriptures. So now -why pick and choose? Suppose | cited Asinov or
the Collegeville Bible Commentary when (presunably) they said sonething

the liberal, higher critic scholarship second hand. Many of the secondary
sources he uses, such as Doane and Wl ker, clearly appear to manifest outright
hostility towards Christianity. When citing the |egends of the Mystery
Rel i gi ons of the Roman Enpire, their bias surely distorts the nyths in
guestion towards | ooking nore |like Christian teaching and history than they
really were, thus m sleading Conder into reaching the same concl usi ons as
theirs. Drinking fromsuch poisoned wells | eads to poi soned results,

especi ally when (judging fromhis footnotes) standard conservative Christian
schol arshi p has hardly been consulted or refuted. (Wiile he has said in
Masada that he has done this, he needs to freely cite and then refute it).

*Archer, Encyclopedia of Bible Difficulties, pp. 282-284. He refers to
nore technical works, such as his own Survey of Ad Testanent Introduction
for those who know Hebrew and Aramaic, and want the specific details. 1In his
Encycl opedi a (284-285, 286-289), he does deal with objections to Daniel's
historicity, such as the identity of "Darius the Mede" and what date
Nebuchadnezzar first invaded Judea.




critical about the Ol as being uninspired, unhistorical, etc. Should that
destroy sonmeone else's faith in the OI? Yet Conder routinely cites works

whi ch are (presumably) as skeptical of the Ol as of the NI, yet he only uses
the parts that attack the NT (including the NI's use of the OI. He cites the
parts suited to his thesis of converting to sone type of Judaism ("the faith
of Abraham I|saac, and Jacob"), while ignoring the material detrinmental to his
purposes. His treatnent of the book of Daniel is om nous--it neans he may
wel |l be on the road to dei smor agnosticism wth Judaismbeing a nere pit

st op.

1. THE HSTORIC TY OF THE NEW TESTAMENT DEFENDED

To survey Conder's charges nore systematically, first let's consider his
argunents agai nst the New Testament being inspired by God, historically
reliable, and accurately preserved by scribes through the centuries. Suppose
we are rai sed knowi ng not hing about the Bible, OF or NI, |like some tribe in
the jungles of New Guinea or in Brazil near the Amazon. One day, a m ssionary
conmes along, and drops on us a copy of the Bible in our own |anguage, and we
are literate enough to read it. How could we judge whether its contents are
reliable? Suppose sone other missionary |left a Quran (Koran) behind. How
could we judge whether that book was reliable? To be rational in our
religious beliefs, instead of just blindly follow ng what our parents believe,
we need to take the same approach HWA hinself did, and prove God to exist, and
the Bible to be the word of God.® Fulfilled prophecy, in which the Bible
predicts something and it occurs before God judges humanity, is one of the
strongest proofs of the Bible's inspiration. Christ's predictions of the
destruction of Jerusalemand its tenple are in this category (Matt. 24:2-3;
Luke 21:5-6, 20-24). Concerning the trustworthiness of the New Testanent in
particul ar, how can its clains be anal yzed, especially in conmparison with
(say) the Quran? The military historian C. Sanders devel oped three ways of
eval uating the trustworthiness of any docunent historically: (1) the
bi bl i ographi cal test (2) the internal evidence test (3) the external evidence
test. The bibliographical test nmaintains that the nore handwitten manuscri pt
copies there are of an ancient historical docunent, the nore reliable it is.
Also, the closer in time the ol dest presently existing manuscript that has
survived is the to the original first copy (autograph) of the author, the nore
reliable that docunent is. There is less tine for distortions to creep into
the text by scribes down through the generations copying by hand (before
Qut enberg's perfection of printing using noveable type by c. 1440). The
i nternal evidence test involves analyzing the docunment itself for
contradictions and self-evident absurdities. How close in tine and place the
witer of the docunent was to the events and peopl e he describes is exam ned:

The bigger the gap, the less likely it is reliable. The external evidence
test checks the docunment's reliability by conparing it to other docunents on
the sane subjects, seeing whether its clains are different fromtheirs.

Ar cheol ogi cal evidence also figures into this test, since many Biblical sites
and peopl e can be confirmed by what archeol ogi sts have dug up in the Mddle
East. How does the New Testament stack up under these tests? Let's check it
out, referring to sone of Conder's attacks on it in the process.

®Herbert W Arnstrong, Mystery of the Ages (New York: Dodd, Mead, 1985),
pp. 21-22; Herbert W Arnmstrong, The Bible Superstition or Authority?
and Can You Prove 1t? (1985), pp. 1-2.




THE BI BLI OGRAPHI CAL TEST AS APPLI ED TO THE NEW TESTAMENT

By the two parts of the bibliographical test, the NI is the best
attested ancient historical witing. Some 24,633 known copi es (including
fragments, lectionaries, etc.) exist of it, with 5309 of these being in Geek

By contrast, the document with the next highest nunber of copies outside the
Hebrew A d Testament [OI] (which has over 1700 copies) is Honer's Illiad, with
643. O her historical witings by prom nent ancient historians have far fewer
copi es: Thucycides, Hi story of the Pel oponnesian War, 8; Herodotus, The
Hi stories, 8; Julius Caesar, Gllic Wars, 10; Livy, H story fromthe Foundi ng
of the City, 20; Suetonius, Lives of the Caesars, 8. Conder is fond of citing
Tacitus's statenment about Jesus Christ being crucified (for exanple, M, p.
53). For the Annals of Tacitus, there are, at the nost, 20 surviving
manuscript (nms) copies of it, while only one (!) endured of his mnor works.
Conder mistakenly inplies the |arge nunber of nmanuscripts is a reason for
disbelief in the NT by citing the 1908-12 Catholic Encycl opedi a, which says
"the greatest difficulty confronting the editor of the New Testanent is the
endl ess variety of the docunents at his disposal."” Conder then coments,
after it cites a figure of 2,328 [Geek?] manuscripts (nmss) and 30 nore recent
di scoveries: "This article was witten about 1908, which should tell the
reader how many nore nss. have been brought to light in the eighty-five plus
year interval!"™ He goes on to say that "there were thousands of these
manuscri pts and they were by no nmeans consistent with each other. In other
words, the texts had tens of thousands of errors in them The only solution
was to 'reconstruct' a new Greek version of the Christian Bible" (M3, p. 15,
fn. 34; p. 16). Conder's charge ignores how nore manuscript evidence there
is, the easier it becones to catch any errors that occurred by conparing them
with one another. As F.F. Bruce observed:

Fortunately, if the great nunber of nss increases the nunber of
scribal errors, it increases proportionately the nmeans of
correcting such errors, so that the margin of doubt left in the
process of recovering the exact original wrding is not so |arge
as mght be feared. The variant readi ngs about which any doubt
remai ns anong textual critics of the New Testanent affect no
materi al question of historic fact or of Christian faith and
practice.’

Havi ng over 5300 Greek nss. to work with, it becones nmuch easier to detect
scribal errors in the NT than by conparing with one another the (say) ten
copies of Caesar's Gallic Wars, long a standard work of Latin teachers to use
wi t h begi nning students. The science of textual criticismhas an
enbarrassment --of riches--when it comes to the NT.2

"Josh McDowel I, Evidence that Demands a Verdict, vol. 1 (San Bernardi no,
CA: Here's Life Publishers, 1979), pp. 39-43; F.F. Bruce, The New Test anent
Docunments: Are They Reliable?, fifth ed. (Downers Gove, IL: InterVarsity
Press, 1960), pp. 19-20.

8Conder may be inplicitly building upon average peopl e's skeptici sm of
ancient texts here, forgetting a real science of textual criticismdoes exist,
and is used in analyzing docunents that aren't sacred in origin. See C S
Lewis, God in the Dock: Essays on Theol ogy and Ethics, ed. Walter Hooper
(Gand Rapids, M: WIliamB. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1970), p. 95.




HOW CAN YOU KNOW WHETHER THE NEW TESTAMENT | S A FI RST- CENTURY DOCUMENT?

Conder argues that the New Testanment is not primarily a first-century
docunent :

This is not to say that sonme details of Jesus' life and those of
his disciples weren't witten down in the first century.

VWhat such independent testimony tells us is that scraps of

original witings were collected, placed with the sayings of Jesus
(which will be discussed later) and this forned the first 'New

Testanment.' It is now generally agreed upon [by higher
critics!--EVS] that there was no Gospel account such as we know it
today in the first century CE. . . . Prior to the CGospel of

Mark, it is agreed by the [higher critic!--EVS] experts . . . that
the only Christian witings circulating in the first few centuries
were the sayings of Jesus. . . . Many encycl opedias will point

out that after a few generations the sayings of Jesus, which were
devoid of any details of his life, were not sufficient to satisfy
the curiosity of the increasing nenbership of the Christian
Church. (MB, pp. 14, 21).

He maintains the Grostic Nag Hanmadi manuscripts (found in 1947) is a
translation of a second-century original in Geek, which makes it "in certain
respects . . . the oldest known nms. of the NT in existence.” (MB, p. 22).

Later he says that gentile converts later rewote and added to the CGospels
during the first two or three centuries after Jesus' death, so that the NT was
nothing Iike what exists today until many, many decades after 100 AD. Oa
traditions about the life of Jesus were passed down over several generations
before being witten down, causing many inaccuracies fromwhat really happened
to be found in the Gospels. The descriptions surrounding Jesus' birth were
"never a part of the earliest witings of the Christian Church" (M, pp. 21-
22, 26, 29). So now-if the NT wasn't witten down fully until one or nore
centuries after Jesus died, then belief inits historical accuracy is

| ogi cal | y under m ned.

SCHOLARS MOVE AVAY FROM A SECOND- CENTURY DATE FOR THE NEW TESTAMENT

Recent |y anong schol ars there has been a nove away from a second-century

conposition date for the New Testament. For exanple, Biblical archeol ogi st
W Iliam Foxwel | Al bright once remarked: "In my opinion, every book of the New
Testanment was witten by a baptized Jew [ Luke presumably woul d be an
exception--EVS] between the forties and eighties of the first century A D
(very probably soneti me between about A.D. 50 and 75)." El sewhere he stated:

"Thanks to the Qunran discoveries [neaning, the Dead Sea Scrolls], the New
Testanment proves to be in fact what it was fornmerly believed to be: the
teaching of Christ and his i mediate foll owers between cir. 25 and cir. 80
A.D." Scholar John A T. Robertson (in Redating the New Testanment) maintains
that every New Testament book was witten before 70 A D., including even John
and Revel ation. He argues that no New Testament book nentions the actua
destruction of Jerusalemin 70 A D. by Rone, it nust have been all witten
before that date. |If the New Testanment is a product of the first century,
within one or two generations of Jesus' crucifixion, worries about the
possi bl e i naccuracies of oral transm ssion (people telling each other stories
about Jesus between generations) are unjustified. As scholar Sinon Kistemaker
wites:




Normal Iy, the accunul ation of folklore anong people of primtive
culture takes many generations: it is a gradual process spread
over centuries of tinme. But in conformity with the thinking of
the formcritic [a school of higher criticismthat studies how
oral transm ssion shaped the present organi zation of the New
Testanent], we mnmust conclude that the Gospel stories were produced
and collected within little nore than one generation

HOW PECPLE | N CULTURES MORE DEPENDENT ON ORAL TRADI TI ON HAVE BETTER MEMORI ES

In cultures where the witten word and literacy are scarce commodities,
where very few people able to read or afford to own any books, they devel op
much better nenories about what they are told, unlike people in Anerica and
other Western countries today. For exanmple, Al ex Haley (the author of Roots)
was able to travel to Africa, and hear a man in his ancestor's African tribe,
whose job was to nmenorize his people's past, nention his ancestor Kunta

Kinte's di sappearance. In the Jewi sh culture in which Jesus and Hi s disciples
noved, the students of a rabbi had to nmenorize his words. Hence, M shna,
Aboth, ii, 8 reads: "A good pupil was like a plastered cistern that |oses not

a drop." The present-day Uppsal a school of Harald Ri esenfeld and Birger
CGer hardsson anal yzes Jesus' relationship with H's disciples in the context of
Jewi sh rabbinical practices of ¢c. 200 A D. Jesus, in the role of the
aut horitative teacher or rabbi, trained his disciples to believe in and
renenber Hi s teachings. Because their culture was so strongly oriented
towards oral transm ssion of know edge, they could nmenorize amazi ng anounts of
material by today's standards. The values of this culture enphasized the need
to remenber their teacher's teachings and deeds accurately, then to pass on
this (now) tradition faithfully and as unaltered as possible to disciples nade
in the future. Paul's language in | Cor. 15:3-8 reflects this ethos,
especially in verse 3: "For | delivered to you as of first inportance what |
al so received, that Christ died for our sins according to the Scriptures

" Correspondi ngly, the apostles were seen as having authority due to
belng eyew tness guardians of the tradition since they knew their Teacher well
(cf. the criterion for choosing an apostle listed in Acts 1:21-22; cf. | Cor.
9:1). Furthernore, the words of Jesus were recorded within a few decades of
H s death while eyew tnesses, both friendly and hostile, still lived. These
could easily publicly challenge any inaccuracies in circulation. Scholar
Laurence McG nley wites that: "The fact that the whol e process took | ess
than thirty years, and that its essential part was acconplished in a decade
and a half, finds no parallel in any [oral] tradition to which the Synoptic
Cospel s [Mark, Luke, and Matthew] have been conpared.”

HOW THE BOOK OF ACTS | MPLI ES THE NEW TESTAMENT WAS WRI TTEN BEFORE C. 63 A. D.

A very straightforward argunment for the date of the New Testament can be
derived fromthe contents of the book of the Acts of the Apostles (Acts). The
Cospel of Luke and Acts were originally one book, later divided into two. As

a result, Luke was necessarily witten a bit earlier than Acts. |In turn, Luke
is traditionally seen as having depended upon Mark over and above his own
sources, so Mark was necessarily witten still earlier. Furthernore, Matthew

is normally seen as having been witten after Mark but before Luke. Hence, if
a firmdate can be given to Acts, all of the Synoptic CGospels (Mark, Luke, and
Matt hew) had to have been conposed still earlier. There are six good reasons
to date Acts as being witten by c. 63 A D. First, Acts doesn't nmention the
fall of Jerusalemin 70 A.D., despite much of its action focuses in and around



that city. Only if it was witten earlier does the omi ssion of this
incredibly disruptive event in the Holy Land nmake sense. Second, Nero's
persecutions of the md-60"s aren't covered. Luke's general tone towards the
Roman gover nment was peaceful and calm which wouldn't fit if Rome had just
| aunched a mmj or persecution canpai gn agai nst the church. (The |ater Book of
Revel ation has a very different spirit on this score, even if it is in
synbol i ¢ prophetic code, since the Beast was Rone). Third, the martyrdons of
James (61 A.D.) as well as Paul and Peter (md-60s A.D.) aren't nmentioned in
Acts. The ancient Jew sh historian Josephus does record the death of James,
so this event can be easily dated. Since these three nmen are |eading figures
in the Book of Acts, it would be curious to omt how they died, yet include
the martyrdonms of other Christians |ike Stephen and Janmes the brother of John
Fourth, the key conflicts and issues raised in the church it records mnake
sense in the context of a mainly Jewi sh Messianic Church centered on Jerusal em
before 70 A.D. It describes disputes over circuntision and admtting the
gentiles into the church as having God's favor, the division between
Pal estinian and Hellenistic Jews (Acts 6:1), and the Holy Spirit falling on
different ethnic groups (Jews followed by gentiles). These issues had a much
lower priority after 70 A.D. than before. The destruction of Jerusalemin 70
A.D. basically wi ped out Jewish Christianity as a strong organi zed novenent.
Fifth, some of the phrases used in Acts are primtive and very early, such as
"the Son of man," "the Servant of God" (to refer to Jesus), "the first day of
the week," and "the people" (to refer to Jews). After 70 A D., these
expressi ons woul d need expl anati on, but before then they didn't in the
Messi ani ¢ Jewi sh Christian community. Finally, of course, the destruction of
Jerusalemin 70 A.D. isn't referred to in Acts despite its apocryphal effects
on the Christian comunity. Since in his CGospel Luke hinself relates Jesus
predi ctions of Jerusalenmis destruction in the Mount Aivet Prophecy (chapter
21), it's hard to believe he would overlook its fulfillment if he had witten
Acts after 70 A.D. Hence, judging fromwhat the author included as inportant
historically, if Acts was witten about c¢c. 63 A D., the CGospel of Luke would
be slightly older, and correspondi ngly Matthew and Mark probably shoul d be
dated to the mid-40s to mid-50s A D.° Paul's letters have to be ol der than
Acts as well.

THE NEW TESTAMENT WASN' T SUBJECT TO A LONG PERI OD OF ORAL TRADI TI ON

Several reasons indicate that the New Testanent wasn't subject to a | ong
period of oral tradition, of people retelling each other stories over the

generations. Let's assume the docunent scholars call "Q did exist, which
they say Matthew and Luke relied upon to wite their Gospels. |[If "Q can be
dated to around 50 A.D. after Jesus's death in 31 A D, littletinme remains in

between for distortions to creep in due to failed nmenory. Furthernore, the
sayi ngs of Jesus found in the Gospels were in an easily nenorizable, often
poetic formin the original Aramaic. Since Paul was taken captive about 58
A.D., the way he wote to the Romans, Corinthians, Thessal oni ans, and

Gal ati ans indicates that he assumed they already had a detail ed know edge of
Jesus. He al nost never quotes Jesus' words in them (besides in | Cor. 11:24-
25). Hence, as James Martin commented:

As a matter of fact, there was no time for the Gospel story of
Jesus to have been produced by | egendary accretion. The growh of

°J.P. Moreland, Scaling the Secular Gity: A Defense of Christianity
(Grand Rapids, M: Baker Book House Co., 1987), pp. 152-54.
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| egend is always a slow and gradual thing. But in this instance
the story of Jesus was being procl ai mred, substantially as the
Cospel s now record it, sinultaneously with the begi nning of the
Chur ch.

J. Warwi ck Montgonmery remarked that formcriticism[a school of higher
criticism fails because "the time interval between the witing of the New
Test ament docunents as we have them and the events of Jesus' life which they
record is too brief to allow for comunal redaction [editing] by the Church.™
Anderson adds, in a statenment that nust be reckoned with by Conder and his
fol |l owers:

VWhat is beyond dispute is that every attenpt to date the CGospels
late in the first century has now definitely failed, crushed under
t he wei ght of convincing evidence. |If the majority of the five
hundred wi tnesses to the resurrection were still alive around AD
55 . . . then our Gospels must have begun to appear when many who
had seen and heard the earthly Jesus--including some of the

apostl es--were still available to confirmor question the
traditions.

Clains that the NT wasn't finished being witten by c. 100 A D. are sinmply
unt enabl e.

THE NT HAS A SHORTER GAP BETWEEN | TS ORI G NAL WRI TI NG AND OLDEST EXTANT COPI ES

Dates that turn the NT into a second-century docunent have been
increasingly discredited by scholars in recent decades. This devel oprent
makes the tinme gap between the earliest preserved copies and the autograph, or
first manuscript, much snmaller for the NT than the pagan historical works
cited above. WIIliam Foxwell Albright has comented: "W can already say
enphatically that there is no | onger any solid basis for dating any book of
the New Testanment after about A D. 80, two full generations before the date[s]
bet ween 130 and 150 given by the nore radi cal New Testanent critics of
today. "™ For the NT, the gap between its original copies (autographs) and

YW 1iam Foxwel | Al bright, Christianity Today, Jan. 18, 1963; WIIliam
Foxwel | Al bright, Fromthe Stone Age to Christianity (Baltinore: John Hopkins
Press, 1946), p. 23; John A Robinson, Redating the New Testanment (London
SCM Press, 1976); as cited in McDowel |, Evidence that Denands a Verdict, pp.
62-63; R T. France, The Evidence for Jesus (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity
Press, 1986), pp. 119-20; Sinon Kistemaker, The Gospels in Current Study
(Grand Rapids, M: Baker Book House, 1972), as cited by Josh McDowel |, Mbre
Evi dence, p. 210; Laurence J. McGnley, FormCriticismof the Synoptic Healing
Narratives (Wodstock, MD: Wodstock Coll ege Press, 1944), p. 25, as cited by
McDowel |, More Evidence, p. 211; James Martin, The Reliability of the Gospels
(London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1959), p. 103-104, as cited by McDowel |, More
Evi dence, p. 212; John Warwi ck Montgomery, History and Christianity (Downers
Gove, IL: Inter-Varsity Press, 1964, p. 37 as quoted in MDowell, Mre
Evi dence, p. 213; Norman Anderson, Jesus Christ: The Wtness of Hi story
(Lei cester, England: Inter-Varsity Press, 1985), p. 31

YWilliamF. Abright, Recent Discoveries in Bible Lands (New York: Funk
and Wagnal I's, 1955), p. 136; as cited by McDowel |, Evidence that Denmands a
Verdict, pp. 62-63.
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the first preserved nmss. is about 90 years or less, since nost of it was first
witten before 70 A.D., and fragnents show up shortly thereafter. One
fragment of John, dated to 125 A.D., was in the past cited as the earliest
copy known of any part of the NI. But in 1972, nine fragments of the NT were
found in a cave by the Dead Sea. Anpbng these fragnents, part of Mark was
dated to around 50 A D., Luke 57 A.D., and Acts from66 A D. Hence, Conder is
relyi ng on outdated schol arship when he wites that "the earliest known
fragments of the NT . . . date fromthe second century CE [AD]" (M3, p
11). The earliest major manuscripts, such as Vaticanus and Sinaiticus are
dated to 325-50 A.D. and 350 A.D. respectively. By contrast, the tinme gap is
much [ arger for the pagan works nentioned above. For Homer, the gap is 500
years (900 b.c. for the original witing, 400 b.c. for the first copy),

Caesar, it's 900-1000 years (c. 100-44 b.c. to 900 A.D.), Herodotus, 1300
years (c. 480-425 b.c. to 900 A.D.) and Thucyci des, 1300 years (c. 400 b.c. to
900 A.D.).* For the O, even with the Dead Sea Scroll discoveries, the gap
for the Pentateuch (the first five books of the Bible) is still around 1300
years or nore. (These discoveries still denonstrate faith in its accurate
transm ssion is rational, since few m stakes crept in between about 100 b.c.
and c. 900 A.D. for the book of Isaiah). Hence, the NI can be objectively
judged nore reliable than these pagan historical works both by having a much
smal ler time gap between when it was witten and the first preserved copi es,
and in the nunber of ancient handwitten copies. While the earliest nss. have
a different text type fromthe bulk of |ater ones that have been preserved,
their witness is still powerful for the NI's preservation since these
variations conpose a relatively small percent of its text.

SOMVE PROBLEMS WTH FORM CRITI CI SM WH CH CONDER | MPLI CI TLY USES

Form Critics maintain the early church had little or no biographica
interest in recording the details of Jesus' life, but was interested mainly in
his sayings for the purposes of preaching, a view Conder harnesses for his
purposes. First, in reply, these critics are evidently using a limted
definition of "biography."” Analyses by Stanton and Gundry show the CGospel s
were simlar enough to Hellenistic (the ancient Geek world' s) biographies so
they can be included in that category. The manner in which Mark, for exanple,
recorded the nanes of many individuals and specific geographical |ocations
shows he wasn't creating a | egend, nyth, or literary piece, but "drew froma
living tradition.” Mk didn't note that Pilate was the Procurator of Judea,
which was a particular matter of historical knowl edge. |Instead, he enphasized
Pilate's belief that Jesus was innocent while on trial before him-a point of
bi ographi cal interest, not general historical interest.

But the Christian tradition which St. Mark followed had a vivid

bi ographi cal menory. It told that Sinon of Cyrene, the father of
Al exander and Rufus, had borne the cross of Jesus, and it recorded
t he nanes of three of the women who saw Jesus die--Mary Magdal ene,
Mary the nother of James the |ess, and Sal one.

Furthernore, why did supposedly the Church after the first generation suddenly
devel op such an interest in biographical details about Jesus' life, but |acked

2See Robert A Mrey, The New At hei smand the Erosion of Freedom
(M nneapol is: Bethany House Publishers, 1986), p. 112. He cites in turn
David Estrada and WlliamWite Jr., The First New Testanent (Nashville:
Thomas Nel son, 1978); MDowel |, Evidence that Denmands a Verdict, pp. 42-43.
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this earlier on? After all, if they had the typical pagan nmentality, in which
nmyths were fine, and actual historical events were uninportant in religious
affairs, why did this abruptly change |ater on? As Manson not ed:

But if the outline [the basic chronol ogy of Jesus' life as found
in the Gospels] had then to be created ad hoc [by inprovisation],
it can only be that for the thirty years between the end of the
M nistry and the production of Mark, Christians in general were
not interested in the story of the Mnistry and allowed it to be
forgotten. One would Iike to know why the first generation were
not interested while the second generation demanded a conti nuous
narrative [my enphasis here--EVS]. Mre than that, we need sone
expl anation why it was possible for the details of the story
[whi ch woul d include what He said] to be renenbered and the
general outline forgotten. It is not the normal way of
remenbering i nportant periods in our experience.®

Human nature is nore consistent than this, which makes the notion that |ater
Christians would be nore interested in details of Jesus' life than earlier
ones patently absurd.

THE NEW TESTAMENT' S EYEW TNESS TESTI MONY UNDERM NES THE FORM CRI Tl CS'
ARGUMENTS

Form Critics and ot her skeptics whom Conder relies upon also ignore how
Jesus' followers were eyewitnesses of His life. After his death, they could
easily record what they remenbered. Some clearly nmentioned being eyew t nesses
and desiring to accurately preserve what they saw (John 21:24; Heb. 2:3-4; |
Pet. 1:16). What attitude could be nore contrary to a nythmaker's and nore of
a historian's than Luke's?

I nasmuch as many have undertaken to conpile an account of the

t hi ngs acconpl i shed anmong us, just as those who fromthe begi nning
were eyewi tnesses and servants of the word have handed t hem down
to us, it seened fitting for ne as well, having investigated
everything carefully fromthe beginning, to wite it out for you
in consecutive order, nost excellent Theophilus; so that you m ght
know t he exact truth about the things you have been taught. (Acts
1:1-4)

Eyewi t ness evidence is one of the best reasons for belief in the New
Testanment's inspiration. As Barnes notes:

3G N. Stanton in "Ancient Biographical Witing," Jesus of Nazareth in New
Testament Preachi ng--see E.C. Bl ackman, "Jesus Christ Yesterday: The
H storical Basis of the Christian Faith," Canadi an Journal of Theol ogy (Apri
1961), vol. 7, no. 2, pp. 118-27; Stanley N. @undry, "A Critique of the
Fundanent al Assunption of Form Criticism Part |," Bibliotheca Sacra (Apri
1966), no. 489, pp. 32-39; see also Mrreland; WE. Barnes, Gospel Criticism
and Form Criticism (Edinburgh: T. & T. dark, 1936); ny enphasis, T.W
Manson, "The Quest of the Historical Jesus--Continues,” Studies in the CGospels
and Epistles, ed. Matthew Bl ack (Manchester, England: Manchester University
Press, 1962), as quoted in MDowel |, More Evidence, pp. 266-68.
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VWhen critics deny the preservation of an '"historical' (or, better
a 'biographical') tradition of the mnistry of Jesus, they forget
that Jesus had a nother who survived Hm and al so devoted

foll owers both wonen and nen. Are we to believe that these stored
up no nmenories of the words (and acts also) of the Master? And

t he Twel ve--though they often m sunderstood H m would they not
preserve anong thensel ves either by happy recollection or by eager
di scussion many of his startling sayings and of H s unexpected
deeds?

Not only did friendly disciples bear witness to Jesus' doings. Mny hostile
wi t nesses |ived anong the Jews who surely w shed to pounce on anythi ng that
coul d possibly be used against Christianity or its Founder. Then were the
details added as oral transm ssion about Jesus' |ife proceeded down the
generations? This claimagainst studies that show that stories when
continually retold they becone sinpler, shorter, and increasingly omt
specific details such as place names. For exanple, E.L. Abel observes:
"Contrary to the conclusions derived fromForm Criticism studies of runor
transm ssion indicate that as information is transmtted, the general formor
outline of a story remains intact, but fewer words and fewer original details
are preserved."™ Once the NT is seen as a docunent by eyew tnesses, or could
be easily critiqued by such, Conder's attack on its reliability takes a major
nose dive

VWHY SHOULD THI S EYEW TNESS EVI DENCE BE BELI EVED?

There are special reasons for believing in the reliability of the New
Testanment authors. A docunent is nore apt to be reliable when it is a
personal letter, was intended for a small audience, was witten in a rough
unpol ished literary style, and contains rather irrelevant information such as
lists of details such as the nanes of individuals. Although a docunent can
| ack these characteristics and still be sound historically, they still remain
prima facie powerful points in favor of a docunment being accurate when its
origin is unclear. Wen sonething is witten for propagandistic efforts anong
a vast audience, it's nore likely to shade the truth or omt inconvenient,
enbarrassing facts. Now nuch of the New Testanent is nmade up of letters
i ntended for small churches or individuals, especially Paul's, which sonetines
reflect rather hurried witing (consider | Corinthians and Gal ati ans, both of
whi ch are pervaded by a crisis atnosphere). Mstly witten in the rough koi ne
G eek of average people, it contains inconsequential details even in the
Cospel s which were intended for a broad audi ence (see John 21:2, 11; Mark
14:51-52). The Letter (epistle) to the Romans's sixteenth chapter is largely
taken up with Paul's greetings and instructions to various individuals.
Furthernore, eyew tnesses who have nmuch to lose and little to gain from
telling what they saw are reliable. The Jewi sh Christians of the first

“Barnes, Gospel Criticism pp. 15 and/or 16; E.L. Abel, "Psychol ogy of
Menory and Runor Transmi ssion and Their Bearing on Theories of Ora
Transmission in Early Christianity,” Journal of Religion (Cct. 1971), vol. 51
pp. 375-376; as in MDowel |, Mre Evidence, pp. 266, 272. This goes agai nst
Form Critici smbecause it normally maintains the original story was the nore
sinple, not the nore conplex and detailed, and then details were added by
| ater generations of Christians. 1In point of fact, the nore detailed the
account, the nore likely it was the original one, based on research by Abe
and ot hers on how humans renenber things.
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century, persecuted by their kinsnen, often paid for their beliefs with their
lives. Eleven of the twelve apostles died martyrs' deaths, according to
reasonable reliable tradition: How did they benefit materially from
procl ai m ng Jesus as the Jew sh Messiah? Paul nentioned the many trials he
endured for proclaimng the gospel (Il Cor. 11:23-28). |If the goal was to
make | ots of converts to gain lots of noney, the apostles could have found
easi er and safer nessages to preach, by changing their beliefs. This Pau
refused to do: "But I, brethren, if | still preach circuntision [he didn't],
why am| still persecuted? Then the stunbling bl ock of the cross has been
abol i shed"” (Gal. 5:11). Being Jews, if they proclainmed fal sehoods about Cod,
they had every reason to fear their God's wath in the hereafter, so they had
strong notives for telling the truth about the God they worshi ped.
Christianity energed from Judaism s capital, Jerusalemand its vicinity: |If
the CGospels' portrait of Jesus was seriously wong, then-living hostile

wi t nesses (which were hardly few in nunber) could have easily shot it down.
Peter and conpany didn't pack up and go to (say) Athens and start proclainng
the Gospel far away from where anybody could easily check up on their
assertions, but started in Jerusalemw thin weeks of Jesus' death on
Pentecost. Al in all, these eyewi tnesses proclainmed the truth as they knew
it, havin% strong reasons for doing so: Wo dies for a lie, knowing that it
isalie?

ANCI ENT PEOPLE KNEW THE DI FFERENCE BETWEEN TRUTH AND FABLES

Sonme today may believe that the educated people of the ancient world
didn't have a real grasp of the difference between the fact of what really
happened and telling noral stories to make points. |In fact, ancient pagan
historians of the West clearly knew the difference, even if they weren't
al ways sufficiently critical of their sources. Herodotus didn't always just
bel i eve his sources, and did enphasize the role of eyew tnesses. Although
Thucydi des presumably did invent nost of the speeches found in his history of
t he Pel oponnesian War, he still attenpted to have them express the views of
the speakers. He never felt free to invent any of the narrative. Lucian
believed the historian's only task was to tell the story as it really
happened, and Ci cero thought sinmlarly. Polybius advocated judgi ng
eyew t nesses and anal yzi ng sources. More careful than nost, Tacitus did
attenpt to test his sources and to avoid intentionally distorting what
i nformation he had received. The Jew sh rabbinical tradition had a simlar
respect for what had really happened: The duty of the disciples of a rabb
was to pass on accurately what they had | earned fromtheir teacher, as
descri bed above. Josephus stated his comrtnment to being accurate and
truthful, trying to correct m staken sources.

A standard higher critic view of the New Testanment says the church nmade
up stories about Jesus' live and teachings over the decades after H s death
because of |ater controversies it suffered. |In fact, nuch indicates that the
words of Jesus were distinct fromhow H s |ater disciples expressed
t hensel ves. Jesus used questions and the Aramaic words "anen" and "abba" in
uni que ways. Sixty-four times Jesus uses threefold expressions (such as ask,
seek, knock). He uses passive verbs when referring to God, such as in this
case: "All things have been delivered to me by ny Father" (Matt. 11:27).

Paul , Peter, etc. did not copy H's use of "how nuch nore,” "which of you," and
"disciple.” Oten when Jesus' words, as witten in Geek, are translated back

Morel and, Scaling the Secular Gty, pp. 136-38.
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into Aramaic, literary qualities such as parallelism alliteration, and
assonance appear. G eek-speaking gentile disciples could not have fabricated
H s speeches whole cloth since their poetic quality in Aramaic can't be
accidental. Also, if the church had created Jesus' ideas decades |ater, why
is it that "Jesus" never was made to conment on maj or controversies that
struck the church? The Jesus of the Gospels says little or nothing about
circunctision, gifts of the Holy Spirit, food | aws, baptism evangelizing the
gentiles, rules controlling church neetings, and rel ati ons between the church
and state. Paul al nost never quotes Jesus directly: |If he felt free to nmake
up stories about Jesus, he could have easily and directly justified what he
did by manufacturing sayi ngs supposedly by Jesus. (Sonme Muslins through the
centuries evidently didn't hesitate to do this for the hadiths (sayings) of
Muhammad!, "discovering"” quotes convenient for the doctrinal or politica
controversies of the nonent!)

Jesus' life and ideas al so had aspects that were problematic, even
enbarrassing, starting with the deep shane of being executed by crucifixion
(Roman citizens had the right of being beheaded instead!) Facing opposition
fromwithin Hs own fanmly, Jesus was a carpenter, not sonmeone materially rich
or powerful. Jesus had views about |egalism divorce, fasting, wonen, and
sinners that certainly presented stunbling bl ocks to mainstreamJews. Simlar
to the A d Testanent's portrayal of Abraham Jacob, Mses, Aaron, David, and
Elijah, the New Testanent repeatedly and plainly describes the sins and
personal flaws of the disciples, such as Peter denying Christ three tines and
their argunments over who was to be the greatest in the kingdom of God.

Surely, if the church concocted the New Testanent to spread its nessage about
Jesus, it should have edited out such enbarrassing facts about its founders!
The New Testanment contains too nmuch not fitting a late date for its
origination and much of its contents weren't always favorable for pronoting
the best image of the church's founders and |eaders. |[If you created a

hi stori cal docunent to pronote your beliefs, you could cone up with sonething
nore favorable to your cause's |eaders than this! These unfavorable aspects
found in the New Testanment show early Christianity's |eaders didn't feel free
to rewite history or ignore historical facts.®

THE BATTLE BETWEEN THE RECEI VED AND CRI TI CAL TEXTS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT

Conder al so seizes upon the long running di spute between the advocates

of the Westcott-Hort/"Critical" (Al exandrine and Western) text and the

Recei ved (Byzantine) text in order to underm ne general faith in the New
Testanment, judging fromhis citations of Robin Fox's The Unaut horized Version
and D.A. Waite's Defending the King Janes Bible (see generally M, pp. 10-17).

By citing those on each extreme of this debate, Conder makes the differences
in the NT's Greek manuscripts seemworse than they really are. The "Critical”
text basically underlies alnost all nodern Bible translations, while the

Recei ved text underlies the King Janes Version (KJV) and the New Ki ng Janes
Version (NKJV). The basic dispute involves a trade-off of two conpeting,
conflicting clainms. On the one hand, there are far nore G eek manuscripts
that reflect the Received text--approximtely 80-90% has this text type, but
they are nostly later manuscripts. On the other hand, the earliest major
manuscri pts, such as Vaticanus and Sinaiticus fromthe fourth century, reflect
the Critical text type, but they are nuch fewer in nunber. The biggest
di fferences between the two concern the |ast twelve verses of Mark (16:9-20)

Morel and, Scaling the Secular Gity, pp. 141, 145-47.
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and the epi sode of the wonan caught in adultery (John 7:53-11), which the
Critical text omts, but the Received text contains. The dispute overal
concerns (by McDowel |l and Stewart's account) 10% of the text, a figure that
seens high, judging fromsone of the statenents found bel ow.*” Furthernore,
the evidence for the omi ssion of the |ast twelve verses of Mark is actually
under m ned by the Vaticanus manuscript itself, which is one of the
foundational texts for the Critical (Al exandrine) text. It (called "B" by
schol ars) has a blank colum of the right size where the |last twelve verses of
Mark woul d have been, which neans the original scribe knew sonething was

m ssing. Catholic Church Fathers before these two manuscripts were copied (c.
350 A.D.) also cited fromthese |ast twelve verses, such as Papias, Justin
Martyr, lreneus, and Tertullian, and the early A d Latin and Syriac
translations contain them Altogether, this nakes for excellent evidence that
Mark originally wote themsince these sources were originally witten in the
second century, before Vaticanus or Sinaiticus were copied in the fourth.*
Importantly, the disputed territory (the 10% can be reduced further when
considering the argunents for the Received text's reliability (such as for the
| ast twelve verses of Mark). Argunent about 10% of the NI's text should not
be a cause for doubting all of it, especially when no najor doctrines depend
on this controversy's outcone.

TEXTUAL CRI TI Cl SM CAN ELI M NATE MOST NEW TESTAMENT VARI ATl ONS

Conder cites Forlong's Encycl opedia of Religion, which nmentions that
150, 000 vari ati ons have been conputed to exist anong the G eek nmss. of the NT
(MB, p. 12). Should such a large nunber of variations make us doubt the
reliability of the NI"s text? True, since the NI has such a vast nunber of
handwitten copies, a |large nunber of scribal errors are inevitable between
all the nmss. But this cost is produced fromthe bl essing of having nore nss.

YEven they comment that "the same basic story in contained both in the
majority text and in the other texts, and that no crucial doctrine of the
Christian faith rests upon the 10%that is in dispute.” Josh MDowell and Don
Stewart, Reasons Skeptics Should Consider Christianity (San Bernardino, CA
Here's Life Publishers, 1981), p. 48. To gain a feel for the differences
i nvol ved, you should consult the second apparatus (second set of footnotes)
that conpares the Received text with the Critical text in this edition of the
G eek New Testanent: Zane C. Hodges/Arthur L. Farstad, eds., The G eek New
Testament According to the Majority Text, 2d ed., (Nashville, TN Thomas
Nel son Publishers, 1985). A casual |ook at the second apparatus indicates
much of this "10% is conposed of switches in order, the substitution of one
word for another often simlar in form or the addition or om ssion of
articles and prepositions. By using a Greek/English interlinear in conparison
with this Geek NI, you could see what the practical differences are between
the two. Using sinmultaneously two interlinears, one containing the Critica
text, such as the KingdomlInterlinear, and another having the Received text,
such as Jay P. Geen's The Interlinear Bible, would aid in this process for
those seriously inclined to pursue it, but who can't read G eek. The Enphatic
Dialgott, with its hybrid text and its notes conparing its Geek text with
Vaticanus, is also of interest to those wishing to do sonme amateur textua
criticism

BpDavid Qtis Fuller, ed., Wich Bible? (Gand Rapids, M: G and Rapids
I nternational Publications, 1975), pp. 168, 169. For anyone seeking a solid
defense of the Received text, this book is a good place to start.
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for it than any other anciently preserved docunent before the invention of
printing and noveable type. As C.F. Sitterly and J.H G eenlee comented:

Such a wealth of evidence nakes it all the nore certain that the
original words of the NT have been preserved somewhere within the
MSS. Conjectural enmendation (suggesting a reading that is not
found in any M5), to which editors have restored in the
restoration of other ancient witings, has alnost no place in the
textual criticismof the NI. The materials are so abundant that
at times the difficulty is to select the correct rendering froma
nunber of variant readings in the MSS.

It is rational to have faith that the scribes preserved the NT accurately
because by using the principles of the science of textual criticismnost of
the variations between manuscripts can be ruled out. Such a flawed text as
the Trinitarian interpolation found in I John 5:7 sticks out Iike a sore thunb
because so few Geek nss. contain it (exactly one, fromthe sixteenth
century), and even the earliest copies of the Latin Vulgate don't have it.
Furthernore, nost of the "200,000 variations" (by another, nore recent count)
are spelling m stakes, honophones (such as in English, "two," "too," "to"),
words accidently repeated twice by scribes, etc. For exanple, if the sane
word is misspelled 3000 tines, that counts for 3000 variations. The nunber of
variations that are significant is relatively low Scholar Ezra Abbott

mai nt ai ned 19/ 20t hs of NT variations have so little support that they can be
automatically ruled out. Scholars Ceisler and N x, building upon the work of
F.J.A Hort, said only about 1/8 have weight, with 1/60 bei ng "substanti al
variations." So ironically, the high nunber of copies allows nore scriba
errors to exist, yet provides the antidote for elimnating them These create
a much greater ability to detect and elimnate m stakes, unlike the case for
(say) Caesar's @Gllic Wars, with its mere 10 copies. Scholar Philip Schaff
mai nt ai ned only 400 of all the 150,000 variati ons he knew of caused doubt on
textual meaning, with 50 being of great significance. Even then, he said no
variation altered "an article of faith or a precept of duty which is not
abundant |y sustai ned by other and undoubted passages, or by the whole tenor of
scripture teaching." A citation of Sir Robert Anderson's found in The Bible
and Modern Criticismshows why worries about textual difficulties in the NT
are groundl ess:

Al of themface that form dabl e phantom of textual criticism
with its 120,000 various readings in the New Testanent al one, and
will enable us to march up to it, and discover that it is enpty

air; that still we may say with the bol dest and acutest of English
[textual] critics, Bentley, 'choose (out of the whole MSS) as
awkwardly as you will, choose the worst by design out of the whole

| unp of readings, and not one article of faith or noral precept is
either perverted or lost in them Put them[the different

readi ngs] into the hands of a knave or a fool [to choose], and
even with the nost sinistrous and absurd choi ce, he shall not
extinguish the Iight of any one chapter, or so disguise
Christianity but that every feature of it will still be the
same. '

C.F. Sitterly and J.H Geenlee, "Text and MSS of the NT," Geoffrey W
Brom |y, gen. ed., The International Standard Bi bl e Encycl opedia, vol. 4
(Gand Rapids, M: WIIliamB. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1988), p. 818; Abbott
cited in Benjamin B. Warfield, Introduction to Textual Criticismof the New
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Conder mnistakenly clains that:

This fact notwi thstandi ng, wars have been fought over the neaning
of just one particular word in the New Testament [such as which
ones?--EVS]. Religious doctrines have been founded on such
insignificant words as 'it,' "a,' or 'the," which sinply neans

t hat throughout history nen and wonfe]n have died for beliefs that
literally have hinged on just a fewwrds in the "infallible NT
VWwrd of God." (MB, p. 25, see also pp. 17, 18).

Sinmply put, nothing major is at risk in the debate between the Critical and
Recei ved texts. (I think the Received text decisively wins this dispute,
whi ch means the real nunber of variations is far |ower than 10% but that's
anot her story).?

THE AVERAGE PEOPLE OF JUDEA COULD HAVE KNOWN GREEK

Conder maintains that Jesus' followers during H's mnistry, the
di sci pl es and apostles, were sinple folk who couldn't possibly have known
G eek:

How were the original apostles able to wite in Greek given their
background? W are asked to believe, only because the ol dest
surviving New Testanent nss. were witten in Geek, that first
century Judean fishernmen and ot her such tradesnen coul d read,
wite, and speak Greek. In fact, in the case of specific NT
books, the Greek is that of sonmeone extrenely learned in the

| anguage. Needless to say, this assertion doesn't square with the
facts and there is a unani nous consensus anong nost schol ars of
every denom nation that the | anguage of Jesus and his followers
was Aramaic. (MB, p. 14)

Testanment, 7th ed. (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1907), p. 14; Norman L
Ceisler and WilliamE N x, A CGeneral Introduction to the Bible (Chicago:
Moody Press, 1968), p. 365; Philip Schaff, Conpanion to the G eek Testanment
and the English Version (New York: Macmllan Co., 1952), p. 177, the | ast
three as cited in McDowel |, Evidence that Demands a Verdict, pp. 43-44; as
found in Gtis, Wich Bible?, p. 119.

Xconder can assert that the witings of Paul were likely perverted by
Cat hol i ¢ nonks, but he has no proof for his assertion (M3, p. 150). After

all, for the OI, we don't know how it was preserved during Israel's periods of
apostasy, or what the text of the Pentateuch | ooked |ike between c. 1450 b.c.
and 100 b.c.. Still, we shouldn't doubt that it was accurately preserved due

to the influence of the Holy Spirit. Simlarly, we shouldn't doubt that the
NT was fundanental ly accurately preserved between c. 45 A D., when it was
first being witten, and c. 350 A.D., when the first major manuscripts appear
which is a much shorter tine period. For a general discussion of the
principles of textual criticism but which uses OI exanples to illustrate
them see Archer, Encyclopedia of Bible Difficulties, pp. 27-44.
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This argunent is a major prop for Conder's contention that those who really
wrote the Gospels as we have themtoday were scholarly Catholic nonks and/ or
church fathers of later centuries (see MB, pp. 23-24, 57, 62, fn. 3; 66).
However, this claimis sinply fallacious. First, it ignores how even though
it was witten in the Greek, the NI reflects Semtic |anguage patterns, over
and above the many scattered Aramai c and Hebrew words found in it. As WIIliam
Most notes concerning Luke's Gospel

Al'l scholars know and adnit that the Greek of Luke's Gospel shows
far nmore Semtisns than do the CGospels witten by Semites. A
Semtismconsists in bringing some features of Semitic speech or
structure into Geek, where it does not really belong. For
exanpl e, in the parable of the wi cked husbandmen, Mark's Gospel is
content to nmerely say that after the first servant was m streated
the master "sent another," and |later again, "he sent another.”
But Luke 20:9-12 reads oddly, "And he added to send anot her
servant”; and later, he added to send a third." The | anguage
sounds stilted in English, and so did it in Geek. The reason is
evident. Hebrew, in such a sentence, would use the root ysf, to
add. So we can see Luke, who is not a Semte, is taking care to
reproduce the precise structure of his source, a Hebrew source

al t hough Mark, who was a Semite, did not do it.

Anot her exanpl e of Luke enploying Semitic | anguage patterns was to use "the
Hebrew (not Aranmic) construction called apodotic wau (which becones apodotic

kai in Geek, if used." For exanple, in Luke 5:1, in Myst's litera
translation, this construction appears: "It happened, when the crowd pressed
on Hmto hear the word of God, AND He stood by the |lake." Inserting that

"and" between an openi ng subordinate clause to connect it with the main clause
sounds funny in Geek, as well as English. Luke does this about 20-25% of the
time when this could occur, which evidently means he depended on a Hebrew
speaki ng source that often. He was so careful in using his Hebrew sources, he
choose to reproduce literally what are rather clunmsy granmatical patterns in
G eek! Further proof that the CGospels have a Semtic flavor is found in words
that definitely or are likely Aramaic that occur in the Gospels. These

i ncl ude "abba" (father), "talitha cum"” (nmaid arise), "Bar" (son), "perisha"
(separated one), "hakel dema" (bloody ground), "shiloha" (Siloam, "reka"
("raca"--silly fool), "kepha" (rock), "toma" (Thomas), and "rabbuni”

(rabboni). Even nore Hebrew words than Aramai c ones appear in the CGospels.
These include "l evonah," frankincense, "mamon," noney, "noreh," rebel

"bath," a unit of wet neasure, "nor," nyrrh, "cammon," cunmmin, "zuneem"

tares, "sheekmah," sycanore, "Vai," "Wel," "anmen," "rabbi," "corban," and
"Satan." Wiile the routine, everyday |anguage of Jesus and Hi s disciples was
nmost |ikely Aramaic, this doesn't nean they couldn't have known ot her

| anguages as well. Increased evidence has cone to light in recent years that
Hebrew still was a | anguage in comon, everyday use in Judea in the tine of
Roman rule. This has I ed McDowell and WIlson to say there are "good

i ndi cations" that Jesus and his disciples were trilingual. Hellenistic

i nfl uences had penetrated deeply into ancient Judea, and Greek was the |ingua
franca of the eastern Mediterranean during Roman rule. Mich |ike English has
i ncreasingly beconme late in this century, it was the |anguage of "default" for
educat ed people of different nationalities. They used it to comunicate in
when encountering each other abroad or in their home territories, when neither
knows the native nother tongue of the other. (English is the |anguage for air
traffic controllers at major international airports, regardless of their
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| ocation or where the jet airliners land or take off). Consider the wtness
of the ancient Jew sh historian Josephus (c. 37-100 A.D.):

| have also taken a great deal of pains to obtain the |earning of
the G eeks, and understand the el enments of the Geek | anguage

. for our nation does not encourage those who |learnt the

| anguages of other nations, and so adorn their discourses with the
snoot hness of their periods; because they | ook upon this sort of
acconpl i shment [rmastering Greek] as conmon, not only to all sorts
of freenmen, but to as many of the servants [slaves?] as pleased to
[ earn them

Josephus isn't saying that Jews felt |earning Geek was confined to the
scholarly, but that there was no incentive to learn it as a mark of
educational distinction, since many conmon people could speak it in Judea.

Anot her schol ar confirms Josephus's account: "Although the main body of the
Jewi sh people rejected Hellenismand its ways, intercourse with the Geek
peopl es and the use of the Geek | anguage was by no neans eschewed."” There is

evi dence that Jesus hinself spoke Greek. For exanple, in John 21, Jesus used
two different words for love, and two different ones for know. Neither of
these pairs can be replicated in Aramaic or Hebrew. Nor can the word play on
the word for "rock" or "stone" (petros/petra) in Matt. 16:18 be reproduced in
these two Semitic |anguages. He used a dimnutive word in the Greek for dogs
t hat were househol d pets, not strays or wild dogs, when conversing with the
gentil e G eek-speaki ng Syrophoeni ci an woman in Mark 7:24-28. (This obviously
softened H's use of a traditional Jewi sh termof contenpt, "dogs," for
gentiles).? Since it was perfectly plausible that average Jews such as
fishernmen could speak Greek, then it's no surprise the disciples used it in
the NT in order to communicate with others in the wi der conmunity of the
eastern Mediterranean about Jesus and H s teachings.

THE NEW TESTAMENT WAS NOT WRI TTEN IN A H GHLY SCHOLARLY GREEK

Conder al so misstates how fluent and well done the Greek of the NT was.
The NT was basically witten in the koine Greek of the average people of the
Roman enpire, not the classical Geek of the phil osophers Plato (c. 428-348
b.c.) and Aristotle (384-322 b.c.), or of Pericles's (c. 495-427 b.c.) Athens.
Conder maintains Luke did not wite the Gospel named after him but

it was witten nuch later by another hand. . . . the Greek of this
Cospel tells us in no uncertain terns that whoever wote Luke was

very likely a Gentile and not a Jew-which is of no small

i nportance considering that all of the early church fathers wote

ZIFor the two lists of words, evidence that Jesus coul d have spoken G eek,
and general evidence for the overall Jew shness of the CGospel accounts, see
McDowel | and W1 son, He Wal ked Anong Us, pp. 233-61; WIlliam G Mst, Catholic
Apol ogetics Today: Answers to Mbdern Critics Does It Make Sense to Believe?
(Rockford, IL: Tan Books and Publishers, 1986), pp. 44-47; ny enphasis,

Fl avi us Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews, book 20, chapter 11, section 2;
Hel | eni sm (Bentwi ch, 1919), p. 115, as cited in Aid to Bi bl e Understandi ng
(New York: Watch Tower Bible and Tract Society of New York, 1971), p. 693.
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and used the kind of polished Geek for which the Gospel of Luke
is specifically noted! (M, p. 14).

Fox, no friend of Christianity, pours cold water on this assertion

[ Paul ' s] compani on, the author of Acts, has al so been m staken for
a Hellenistic historian and a nan of considerable literary
culture; in fact, he has no great acquaintance with literary
style, and when he tries to give a speech to a trai ned pagan
orator, he falls away into clunsiness after a few good phrases.
Hs literary gifts lay, rather, with the Geek translation of
Scripture, the Septuagi nt, which he knew in depth and e%PIoited
freely: to pagans, its style was inpossibly barbarous.?

VWi | e Luke was humanly capable of witing in a high literary vein at tines,
such as in the parable of the prodigal son, this didn't nean this was the only
way he wote, or that he could do so consistently. The Holy Spirit allows the
different literary styles of different witers to shine through, even as it
protects themfromwiting errors or contradictions. The NT was witten so
average people could hear the Good News ("Cospel”) of Jesus Christ, hence, it
was witten in the everyday, sem -universal |anguage of the Roman enpire,

koi ne Greek, not sonething highly scholarly or highly literary.?

HOW CAN ANYONE BE CERTAI N THAT THE RI GHT BOOKS ARE | N THE NEW TESTAMENT?

“He el sewhere asserts that because the witers referred to the Jews as a
group distinct fromthenselves that the witers of the Gospels had to be
gentiles (see MB, p. 23). This claimignores how soneone who is a "Jew' can
be call ed one because of ethnicity or because of religion. An "atheistic Jew'
(re: Karl Marx or Ayn Rand) is not necessarily an oxynoron (self-
contradictory phrase). "Jew' in the context of the texts Conder cites (such
as Luke 7:3 or John 1:19) refers to non-Messianic Jews, or the practices of
traditional Judaism Christianity, at least prior to 70 A.D., was
predom nantly made up of Messianic Jews who saw their kinsmen who rejected
Jesus of Nazareth as the prom sed Messiah as the unenlightened, as rivals,
soneti nes as enemi es.

BRobi n Lane Fox, Pagans and Christians (New York: Alfred A Knopf, Inc.
1989, p. 305. Please note that Fox is not a Christian

%Aid to Bible Understanding, pp. 693-94. Similarly, Price maintains the
wei ght of the evidence favors seeing Matthew as a Jewi sh Christian due to his
respect for Jewish law [as reflected in the words of Jesus] (Matt. 5:17-20;
24:20; 23:23), his recording that the Pharisees sit in Mses' seat (Matt.
23:2-3), and "his use of rabbinical nodes of argunentation from scripture--al
of these things, conmbined with his sharp hostility toward scri bes and
Phari sees who oppose Jesus (23:13, 29-33), make credible the view that the
First Evangelist was formerly a scribe of the sect of the Pharisees [This is
admttedly speculative--EVS]. . . . Matthew s universal outl ook and undoubt ed
support of the Gentile m ssion does not obscure his concern to affirm not
reject, his own and others' Jew sh past" (Janes L. Price, The New Testanent:
Its Hi story and Theol ogy (Macmi|lan Publishing Co., 1987), p. 158). Cf. M,
pp. 23-24
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Conder pours |aunches a major attack on how much faith Christians can
have in New Testanent's canon, which concerns whi ch books shoul d and shoul dn't

be init: "At any rate, anpong the dozens of CGospels circulating in the first
three hundred years of this era, the Catholic Church Iighted upon and
canoni zed only four. . . . As to the Gospels thenselves, at one tine there

were 200 different ones circulating in the Christian Church!"™ (M, p. 20; cf.
p. 149). These statenments ignores certain crucial facts. Since the quality
of the apocryphal (so-called "m ssing") books, such as "The Cospel of Peter,"
"The Cospel of Thomas," and "The Shepherd of Hermas,"” is so much | ower and/or
their teachings at such variance with the canoni cal books, they can be easily
di sm ssed from serious consideration. The Christian comunity foll owed
inmplicitly (at least) the procedure of Deut. 13:1-5. This text says that
future revel ations--here specifically one about follow ng fal se gods--which
contradict earlier revelations are automatically invalid, even when the fal se
prophet in question made some accurate predictions. Those gospels which
supported the Ghostic cause, which denied Jesus had a body of flesh and bl ood
before H s crucifixion and that the God of the OI was evil and totally
different fromthe NI God, could automatically be elimnated from

consi deration as heretical. As F.F. Bruce notes:

The gnostic schools | ost because they deserved to lose. A
conparison of the New Testanment witings with the contents of The
Nag Hammadi Library [a collection of ancient Ghostic books

di scovered in 1945 in Egypt] should be instructive, once the
novelty of the latter is not allowed to weigh in its favour
against the famliarity of the former.

Simlarly, James coments: "There is no question of any one's havi ng excl uded
them fromthe New Testanent: They have done that for thenselves." Schol ar
MIlligan remarks: "W have only to conpare our New Testanent books as a whol e

with other literature of the kind to realise howw de is the gulf which
separates themfromit. The uncanonical gospels, it is often said, are in
reality the best evidence for the canonical.” And Aland maintains: "It
cannot be said of a single witing preserved to us fromthe early period of
the church outside the New Testanent that it could properly be added today to
the Canon." For these reasons it's absurd for Conder to claimthat the CGospe
of Peter's account of Jesus being resurrected on the Last Day of Unl eavened
Bread "renders the entire canonized four Gospels void" (MB, p. 149). Instead,
the Gospel of Peter is sinply false: It is just one docunment witten |ater
than the canonical Gospels, and it contains the fal se Grostic/docetic teaching
that Jesus did not conme in the flesh. The earlier witten four Gospels,
i ncludi ng Luke whose reliability as a historian has been repeatedly sustained
by archeol ogi cal discoveries, are far nore likely to be historically reliable.
Their collective witness against this claimshould be seen as deci si ve.
Then, in evident reaction against the heretic (and Grostic) Marcion's (c. 140
A.D.) attenpt to edit the canon, lists of the canonical books were made from
the | ate second century onwards. These lists, even fromthe begi nning,
contain nost of the books found in the NT today. The author of the Miratorian
fragment (c. 170 A D.), Irenaeus (c. 180 A.D.), Cenment (c. 190 A D),
Tertullian (c. 200 A.D.), Oigen (c. 230 A D.), Eusebius (c. 310 A D), and
Cyril of Jerusalem(c. 348 A.D.) all conmpiled such lists. Furthernore, Conder
| abors under a fundanentally false skeptical assunption: The Gospels are not
canoni cal because the church decreed themto be authoritative, but because
they are inspired, the church saw them as having authority. So whether a book
was witten by an apostle (Paul, John, Mtthew, Janes) or soneone associ ated
with an apostle (traditionally, Mark was seen as associated with Peter, and
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Luke with Paul), was a very heavy weight in indicating what was to be

consi dered Scripture, and what wasn't. Nothing witten after c. 100 A D. nade
it into the canon--only those books witten within a generation or two of
Jesus' death were deened proper to include in the canon. Wat mattered was
apostolic authority, not just authorship. Thus, N B. Stonehouse has said:

"In the Epistles there is consistent recognition that in the church there is
only one absolute authority, the authority of the Lord hinself. Werever the
apostl es speak with authority, they do so as exercising the Lord's
authority."?® The level of skepticism Conder shows about the New Testanent
canon sinply isn't justified.

WAS THE CANON DETERM NED FROM THE TOP- DOAN BY THE CATHCLI C CHURCH S HI ERARCHY?

Conder builds upon the clainms of Roman Catholicismthat it chose the
canon: "The New Testanent books found in the present translations were the
result of their acceptance by the Roman Catholic Church and its various
councils. This is a fact pure and sinple, and is easily proven by any
bi bl'i cal encycl opedia or dictionary" (MB, p. 18). In actuality, the Roman
Cat holic Church's | eadership did not choose the canon, and then inpose it from
the top down. Depending on how "Roman Catholicisn is defined by Conder, this
may di scount the G eek-speaking eastern churches, many of which (at least in
Asia Mnor) held onto Sabbatarianismfor many years after 100 A.D. It also
di scounts how God can nove nen who are not true believers to nmake the right
decisions. (Wuld God be so careless to let ultimately H's holy word becone
perverted by those with false doctrines? After all, how did He preserve the
Or and/or have the right books placed in it when Israel so often had fallen
into idolatry as a nation?) Furthernore, the Sunday-observing Church before
the tine of enperor Constantine and the Edict of Mlan (313 A D.) was hardly a
tightly controlled, highly organized, nmonolithic group. It had suffered
terrible persecution itself during the rule of Diocletian (284-305) and
earlier enperors. Consider this statenent by Jeronme (c. 374-419 A D.), the
translator of the Latin Vulgate (at |east for the Gospels), as he wote to
Dardanus, the prefect of Gaul. It clearly reflects the lack of top-down
uniformty in the Catholic Church on the canon, even in the year 414 A D.,
long after the Council of Nicea (325 A D.):

This nmust be said to our people, that the epistle which is
entitled 'To the Hebrews' is accepted as the apostle Paul's not

BFE F. Bruce, The Canon of Scripture (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity
Press, 1988), p. 277. This book should be consulted by all those with
particul ar concerns on this issue, as well Bruce Metzger's The Canon of the
New Testament. MR Janes, The Apocryphal New Testanent, p. xii; G MIlligan
The New Testament Docunents, p. 228; K Aland, The Probl em of the New
Testanment Canon, p. 24; as cited in "All Scripture Is Inspired of God and
Beneficial" (New York: Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc.
1963), p. 303; Ned B. Stonehouse, "The Authority of the New Testanent," The
Infallible Wrd (Phil adel phia: Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Co.
1946), as cited by McDowel I, Evidence that Demands a Verdict, p. 36. The rea
paranmeters of disputes over the canon in the third century concerned a
relatively small part of the NI, and none of the Gospels, and it concerned
some who doubted this or that book, not huge chunks of the Church. See
France, Evidence for Jesus, pp. 123-24. For those interested in briefly
surveying the flavor and quality of the apocryphal gospels, see McDowel !l and
W1l son, He Wal ked Anong Us, pp. 90-105.
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only by the churches of the east but by all church witers in the
G eek | anguage of earlier tinmes [note that he doesn't consider
papal authority or synods of bishops as determ nates of the
canon's contents!--EVS], although many judge it to be by Barnabas.
It is of no great noment who the author is, since it is the work
of a churchman and received recognition day by day in the
churches' public reading [again, this clearly denies a top-down
approach--EVS]. |If the customof the Latins does not receive it
anong the canoni cal scriptures, neither, by the same liberty, do
the churches of the Greeks accept John's Apocal ypse. Yet we
accept them both, not follow ng the customof the present tine
[ whi ch woul d deny the binding authority of recent counci
deci sions, such as that of Hi ppo Regius in 393 and Carthage in
397, or the papal decree of 405--EVS] but the precedent of early
witers [notice!], who generally nmake free use of testinonies from
bot h works.

This statenment shows the canon came fromthe traditional practices of average

menbers and el ders--fromthe bottomup. As scholar Kurt Aland noted: "It
goes w t hout saying that the Church, understood as the entire body of
bel i evers, created the canon . . . it was not the reverse; it was not inposed
fromthe top, be it by bishops or synods.” One major factor in formng the

canon was persecution, especially the one unl eashed by the Roman enperor

Di ocl etian, which lasted for ten years starting in 303 A D (cf. Rev. 2:10).
The Roman governnent for the first tine then specifically targeted for
destruction all copies of the NI. Believers in the scattered congregations in
the Roman enpire had to know which religious docunments they had they could
hand over and whi ch ones they should resist strongly against giving them up
even to death. As Bruce notes, it mght be perm ssible to hand over "a copy
of the Shepherd of Hermas or a manual of church order," but not sacred
Scripture, if that would satisfy the Roman police for a time. "But for
Christians who were ordered to hand over books it nust have becone inportant
to know whi ch books must on no account be surrendered and those which m ght
reasonably be regarded as 'not worth dying for."" These practices point to
decentral i zed deci si on-maki ng for each congregation, or a group of
congregati ons under one bishop, when attacked by the Roman government. This
shows papal decrees or synods of bishops did not create the canon when they
proclained its contents in the mid to late fourth century and early fifth
centuries. Instead, they nmerely ratified already existing practice over the
centuries and decades by nultitudes of |aynmenbers, elders, and church witers
scattered within the confines of a vast enpire.?

%Jerome as cited by Bruce, Canon of Scripture, pp. 226-27; Kurt Al and,
The Probl em of the New Testanment Canon, 1962, p. 18, as cited in "Al
Scripture is Inspired of God and Beneficial", p. 301; Bruce, Canon of
Scripture, p. 217; see also McDowel |, Evidence that Denmands a Verdict, p. 37.

?’See Bruce, New Testanment Docunents, p. 27. He says it is wong to think
the church's reaction agai nst Marcion's advocacy of a clipped canon (c. 140
A.D.) was the first time the church became serious about formalizing the
canon. Instead, the challenge of heresy speeded up the process (Bruce, New
Testanment Docunents, p. 26--conpare MB, p. 19, its citation of Legge).
Bruce's Canon of Scripture, which surveys the Catholic Church Fathers and
others on this subject, makes it painfully evident that the canon was not
unil aterally deci ded top-down by a small group of individuals on top of the
Cat holic Church's hierarchy.
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THE NATURE OF THE SUNDAY- KEEPI NG CHURCH BEFORE C. 313 A. D. RECONSI DERED

One of Conder's great fallacies, often repeated in various fornms and
taken for granted, is the belief that the Catholic Church before the tine of
Enperor Constantine's proclanmation of the Edict of Mlan in 313 A D. (which
granted Christianity toleration by the Roman governnent and relief from
persecution) was conpletely apostate, fully uniform and nonolithic.

It was the Roman Cat holic Church that had retai ned possessi on of
the New Testanment Scriptures for the first three hundred years of
the Conmon Era. . . . Now, the fact of the matter is that the
Cat hol i ¢ Church, headquartered in Ronme, was the suprenme rul er of
the known Christian world at the tinme of these councils [that
supposedl y determ ned the canon in 382, 393, 397--EVS]" (M, pp
9, 20; cf. p. 59).

In fact, the Sunday-keeping church before the Edict of MIlan was off and on
persecuted by the Roman governnent, sonetinmes terribly. The list of
persecutions found in Foxe's Book of Martyrs occurring during the years of
Roman rule primarily records attacks on Sunday keepers, especially since
Sabbat ari anismwas fromthe early second century on was nmainly concentrated

within the G eek-speaking areas of Asia Mnor and Greece itself. Ignatius,
for exanmpl e, a staunch Sunday observer of the early second century, was
condemed to be eaten by lions. He replied to this sentence: "I amthe wheat
of Christ: anng|n% to be ground with the teeth of wild beasts, that | may

be found pure bread. True, by denying the Sabbath and the festivals such
as the Passover these Christians may have sought to avoid being attacked al ong
with the Jews who were victinms of Roman anti-Semtism (a type born of

pagani sm not Christianity). But they still refused to offer pinches of
i ncense to the Roman enperor or to worship any other gods besides the one true
God. As a result, the Roman governnent still sought their lives off and on

before 313 A.D. The I ong-running debate over the nature of Christ as God or
being |i ke God shows the Sunday-observing church was hardly uniformin belief.
Thi s debate had begun even before Trinitariani smwas flrst procl ai ned at the
Counci| of Nicea (325 A D.), and it hardly ended then.?® Furthernore, the

Bi shop of Rone, the Pope, still had conpetition fromthe Patriarch of

Const antinople (the capital of the Eastern Roman/Byzantine enpire) for
supremacy within Christendomfor many centuries. The Catholic (neaning
"universal ") Church was hardly tightly united and controlled fromthe top by a
single man, especially when earlier on the patriarchs of Jerusalem Antioch
and Al exandria had their own spheres of influence as well.

#John Foxe, Foxe's Christian Martyrs of the Wrld (Unrichsville, OH
Bar bour and Co., 1985 (1563 original publication), pp. 10-11

Pactual ly, the nature of the Holy Spirit had not yet been worked out even
by the Sunday-keeping church by that tine, as shown by how the original N cean
Creed only contains a bare affirmation of belief in the existence of the Holy
Spirit, and nothing about it being God or a person. Curiously, and arguably,
in so far as it goes, an orthodox menber of the old, pre-1986 WG could affirm
this creed! That is, solong as it is not seen as all inclusive, and
describing all there is to God's nature (i.e., the "nman becones God" God
Fam |y doctrine is omitted fromview).
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It nmust realized that the Catholic church evolved over the centuries,
including in its admnistrative practices. In regard to the Papacy, "The
first pope, in the real sense of the word, was Leo | (440-461 A.D.)." \Wy?
Because of the system of church government he set up, or at |east systematized
by copying the subdivisions and organi zati on of the Ronman Enpire, during his
reign made himso. As Myers sawit: "During the reign of Leo I, the Church
set up, within the Roman Enpire, an ecclesiastical state [i.e., government]
which, inits constitution and its adm nistrative system was shaping itself
upon the inperial nodel." Furthernore, its degree of apostasy grew as the
centuries passed, especially after the pre-313 A D. persecutions ceased, and
conprom se with pagani sm becane ranpant. For exanple, the Catholic Church
fathers Tertullian (c. 155-after 220 A.D.) and O enent of Al exandria (c. 150-
between 211 and 215 A.D.) believed the Second Commandnent totally prohibited
religious art. Even the church historian Eusebius (c. 327 A D.) condemmed the
enperor's sister for asking himto get her a picture of Christ. But what
these nen believed on this subject was sooner or later rejected. As Ellen
VWi te observed

Now [ post-313 A.D.] the church was in fearful peril. Prison,
torture, fire, and sword were bl essings in conparison with this.
Some of the Christians stood firm declaring that they coul d nmake
no conpromse. . . . Under a cloak of pretended Christianity,
Satan was insinuating hinmself into the church, to corrupt their
faith and turn their mnds fromthe word of truth. Mst of the
Christians at |ast consented to | ower their standard, and a union
was formed between Christianity and pagani sm

She later gives a list of doctrines that were changed, reflecting the

i nfl uence of pagan thought and religion. These include the exaltation of the
Pope, restrictions on the circulation of the Bi ble anong conmon peopl e, the
changeover to Sunday worship, the imortality of the soul and consci ousness
whi | e dead, the invocation of saints and the Virgin Mary, purgatory, eterna
tornent, indul gences, and the replacenent of the Lord' s Supper by the

"idol atrous sacrifice of the mass."* These changes did not occur overnight,
but reflected a progressive devel opment, as did those that converted pagan
celebrations into the holidays of Christmas and Easter. Wile some changes
mai nly occurred before 313 A D., such as the abandonnent of the Sabbath for
Sunday, and Passover for Easter communion, others clearly occurred later. |
is patently absurd to project back the Roman Cat holici smof Pope |Innocent |
(1160-1216), who manhandl ed European nonarchs and nations in the nanme of God,
and its possession of a highly intricate theology in the high Mddle Ages, to
the first centuries after Christ. Sunday-keeping Christianity before the
Edict of Mlan in the Roman Enpire should never be seen as nonolithic,

t
I

%¢ycl opedia of Biblical, Theol ogical, and Ecclesiastical Literature, vol
7, p. 629 and Myers' Ancient History, as cited by Herbert W Arnmstrong, Wwo Is
t he Beast? (1960), pp. 23-24; John Ogwyn, God's Church Through the Ages (San
D ego, CA: dobal Church of God, 1995), pp. 24-25; Ellen G VWhite, The G eat
Controversy between Christ and Satan (Mountain View, CA: Pacific Press
Publ i shi ng Associ ation, 1971 (1888, original publication), pp. 41, 47-56.
Citations of the SDA "prophetess"” should not be seen as endorsenent by ne of
her visions as coming from God. For nore on the entrance of paganisminto
Roman Cat holicism see Ral ph Edward Wodrow, Babyl on Mystery Religion
Anci ent and Mbdern (Riverside, CA: Ral ph Wodrow Evangel i stic Associ ation
1966) .
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uniform fully apostate, or tightly controlled fromthe top, yet Conder
repeatedly inplicitly relies on such a characterization of it, especially when
attacking it as bloodthirsty, dishonest, deceitful, highly pagan, etc.

HOW OTHER HI STORI CAL | NFORMATI ON CONFI RM5 THE NEW TESTAMENT

Now let's turn to the external evidence test for the reliability of the
New Testanment. Being the second of Sanders's approaches to anal yzing
hi storical docunents, it consists of seeing whether verifiable statenments nmade
in sone text fromthe past correlate with other evidence, such as that found
by archeology or in other historical witings. Conder clains doing this for
the CGospels is difficult: "Perhaps the first thing to notice about the
Synoptic Gospel s and the Gospel of John is that outside the New Testanent
itself there is no way to corroborate nost of their facts from secul ar
history" (MB, p. 22). This comment ignores how the general cultura
background of the Gospel narratives could still be checked, such as place
nanes, custons, governmental procedures, religious rituals, the nanmes of
prom nent persons, etc. Hence, the Roman government did issue coins with
Caesar's head on it called denarii (Matt. 22:17-21), Tiberius was an enperor
of Rome (Luke 3:1), the Sanhedrin was the supreme ruling body of the Jews in
Judea (Matt. 26:59), footwashing was a lowy task normally done by servants
(John 13:12-14), crucifixion was a puni shnent routinely nmeted out by the Roman
government agai nst non-citizens (Mark 15:24), etc. Archeol ogi sts have
di scovered the pool of Bethesda with five porticoes (John 5:2-4) and the poo
of Siloam (John 9:7, 11). The Nazareth stone, discovered in 1878,
denonstrates that the place of Christ's childhood did exist. For many
centuries no record of the place where Jesus was tried before being crucified,
"the Pavenent," had been di scovered. But Al bright found that this court was
the court of the Tower of Antonia. It had been the Roman mlitary
headquarters in Jerusalem but was buried when the Enperor Hadrian (76-138,
ruled 117-138 A D.) rebuilt the city.®® So while nost of the specific events
recorded in the Gospels can't be directly checked in pagan or Jew sh
hi storical works, the general cultural background certainly can be.

More specifically, consider the inplications of this evidence for the
trustworthiness of the NI. Sone doubted Pontius Pilate had ever |ived, who
had had Jesus crucified in 31 AD.. He was nentioned only in the NI and by a
few ot her Roman and Jewi sh sources. But in 1961, an archeol ogi cal expedition
fromltaly was digging in the ruins of Caesarea' s ancient Roman theater. One
wor kman turned over a stone stairway--and found an inscription to Pontius
Pilate on the bottom?® This case illustrates and refutes an argument that
di sbelievers in the Bible use time and tinme again, which Conder is certainly
not above using hinself. They argue fromsilence, and say that because
somet hing nmentioned in the NT (or OT--what's good for the goose is good for
the gander!) is nentioned nowhere else, it can't be true (or certainly true).

Ar cheol ogi cal di scoveries have repeatedly refuted such clains after they were

3\Morey, New Atheism p. 127; WlliamF. Al bright, The Archaeol ogy of
Pal estine, rev. ed (Harnondsworth, M ddlesex: Pelican Books, 1960), p. 141;
cited in McDowel |, Evidence that Demands a Verdict, p. 73.

%M chael J. Howard, "Unearthing Pontius Pilate," Baltinore Sun, March 24,
1980, pp. B1l, B2; as found in Life--How Did It Get Here? By Evolution or by
Creation? (New York: Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc.),
pp. 211-12.
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made. The NT (and OTI) have shown thensel ves trustworthy so often in what can

be checked, it's proper to infer or extrapolate that the rest of what can't be
checked is also reliable. This is not a procedure of blind faith.

THE RELI ABILITY OF LUKE AS A H STCORI AN

VWhat archeol ogi cal evidence is there for the NI's reliability generally,
and Luke's in particular? The English archeologist Sir WIIliam Ransay
(professor of humanity at Aberdeen University in Scotland, 1886-1911) had been
totally skeptical about the accuracy of the NI, especially the witings of
Luke. After going to what is now Turkey, and doing a topographical study, he
totally changed his mnd. Later, he wote that Luke "shoul d be placed al ong
with the very greatest of historians.” He had believed, as per nineteenth-
century CGerman higher criticism that Acts was witten in the second century.

But he found it nust have been witten earlier, because it reflected
conditions typical of the second half of the first century. He expl ai ned
changi ng his mnd thus:

I may fairly claimto have entered on this investigation wthout
prejudice in favour of the conclusion which I shall now seek to
justify to the reader. On the contrary, | began with a m nd
unfavourable to it, for the ingenuity and apparent conpl et eness of
t he Tubi ngen [higher critic] theory had at one tinme quite
convinced nme. It did not then lie innny line of life to

i nvestigate the subject mnutely; but nore recently I found nysel f
brought into contact with the Book of Acts as an authority for the

t opography, antiquities and society of Asia Mnor. It was
gradual Iy borne upon nme that in various details the narrative [of
Luke in Acts] showed marvelous truth. 1In fact, beginning with a

fixed idea that the work was essentially a second century
conposition, and never relying on its evidence as trustworthy for
first century conditions, | gradually cane to find it a usefu
ally in some obscure and difficult investigations.

For exanple, it was said that Luke was wong to inply the cities of Lystra and
Derbe were in Lycaonia and that |coniumwasn't (Luke 14:6), based upon what
the Roman politician and orator G cero (106-43 b.c.) and others had witten
anciently. But in 1910, Ransay found a nonument that showed |Iconiumwas in
Phyrgi a, not Lycaoni a--a discovery since corroborated by further evidence.
VWhen Luke said Lysanias was the Tetrarch of Abilene (Luke 3:1), it was said
this was incorrect, since the only Lysanias known to ancient historians had
died in 36 b.c. But later an inscription found near Damascus, Syria says
"Freedman of Lysanias the Tetrarch,” and has been dated between 14 and 29 A D.
The textual critic F.J.A Fort maintained Luke was wong to use the Geek
word neris to nmean "district” when referring to Philippi as part of Macedoni a.
Lat er archeol ogi cal discoveries have found that Luke was right--this very
word neris was enployed to describe this district's divisions. Luke called
Publius of Malta the "first nman of the island" (Acts 28:7); inscriptions have
been found that refer to himas "first man." Luke wote of a riot in Ephesus
that took place in its theater. This theater has been excavated, and had room
for 25,000 people. The riot had been provoked by the fear that Paul's
preaching threatened the silversmths' trade in objects related to the Tenple
of Artemis (one of the Seven Wonders of the ancient world) . . . One
i nscription that has been found nmentioned that silver statues of Artem s were
to be placed in the "theater during a full session of the Ecclesia
[assenbl y]." Luke described once how Paul was nearly killed by a riot
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Wt hout acknow edgenent, Conder is enploying an argunent from silence, which
states that since the Jew sh historian Josephus (etc.) didn't nmention an
earlier census under Quirinius, therefore, it didn't exist, and Luke was
wrong. Such argunents in the past have been repeatedly expl oded by further
archeol ogi cal discoveries, such as "Mses couldn't have witten the Pentateuch
since witing hadn't been yet invented in his day," or "Bel shazzar coul dn't
have been the last king of Babyl on because Herodotus mentions only Naboni dus."
A wait in faith could well solve this problemfor us, especially since Luke
has been proven right in the past and his critics wong on various points in
the past. In fact, two inscriptions have been discovered that potentially
indicate that Quirinius did have an earlier governorship in Syria. The Lapis
Venet us describes a census ordered by Quirinius for the Syrian city of Apanea
whi ch sone evi dence says was nade soneti me between 10-6 b.c., although a
nunber of others maintain it refers to the 6 A D. census. Another
inscription, called the Lapis Tiburtinus nenti ons soneone who had earlier been
t he proconsul of Cyrene (in nodern Libya), who |ater subdued the
Hononadensi ans, and then "agai n" received the | egateship of Syria and
Phoenicia (in nodern Lebanon). Since Quirinius is known to have suppressed

t he Hononadensian tribes for Ronme, to have fought in the Gaetulian war in
North Africa, and was the governor of Syria (or "the one leading" it), it's
sensible to refer this inscription to him But, alas!, his name is m ssing

fromit due to its ill-preserved condition. Admittedly, the word "again"
could mean he nerely received a | egateship a second tine, not necessarily in
the sane locale. Interestingly, scholar E. J. Vardaman mai ntains he has

"m crographic" evidence that conclusively proves this inscription refers to
Quirinius which had yet to be published and checked over. Note the potential

i nplication of Luke 2:2 concerning the census it nentions: "This was the
first census taken while Quirinius was governor of Syria." H's use of the
word "first" may inply there was a second done under his command (conpare Acts
5:37, when Luke nentions the census, occurring in 6 A D., in connection with

3Evi dence that Demands a Verdict, pp. 70-73; see also Mrey, New At hei sm
p. 128




Judas of Galilee's revolt). Furthernore, Quirinius may have been given sone
ki nd of "extraordi nary command" or official position in Syria while battling
t he Hononadensians in Cilcia and el sewhere, but under the authority of

Sat urni nus (the proconsul of Syria from9 b.c. to 6 b.c.), or Varus, the
governor from7 or 6 b.c. to 4 b.c. Varus was inexperienced and not

especi ally conmpetent (as |ater shown by the disastrous |oss of three |egions
under his |eadership in 9 A D. in Teutoburger forest in Germany). Augustus
Caesar (ruled 27 b.c. to 14 A D.) may have given Qirinius (who had much
experience in the region as a general) an ad hoc conm ssion to conduct the
census over the Jews because these encouraged themto revolt, and Herod may
have been dragging his feet about doing it. (In such a sensitive position, an
experi enced M deast hand woul d be of value). Archer maintains that the G eek
of Luke 2:2 doesn't actually say Quirinius was the governor, but that he "was
| eadi ng--in charge of--Syria.”™ This would fit the notion that while he was
battling the Honbnadensian tribes in the nountains of Pisidia between 12 b.c.
and 2 b.c. he may have been put in charge of the earlier census (c. 4 b.c.)

under the man who officially was the | egate or governor. Interestingly, one
schol ar took a stronger stand on the inscriptions found at Rone and Antioch on
this issue: "The scholarly researches of Zunpt (Commentat. epitgraph., II,

86-104: De Syria romana provincia, 97-98) and of Mommesen (Res gestae divi
Augusti) place beyond doubt that Quirinius was tw ce governor of Syria."
Ransay, based on inscriptional evidence, believed Quirinius was a co-governor
of Syria 8-6 b.c.* The dictumof the ancient Geek philosopher Aristotle
(384-322 b.c.) was that the benefit of the doubt should give given to the

aut hor, and not arrogated to the critic hinself, a procedure Conder rarely
respects concerning the NIT. This approach is justifiable because the ancient
docunent being read was witten much closer in tinme to the events in question
than the critic's life. The ancient docunment's author is nuch nore likely to
have known what was going on than the critic renmoved by vast gaps in ting,
space, and/or culture fromhim?® It is the purest poppycock to stanp Luke
"WRONG " just because Josephus (in particular) doesn't mention a census that
coul d have occurred earlier under Quirinius when Luke has shown hinsel f
reliable in what can be checked.

SUCH ROVAN CENSUSES NOT ABSURD

Conder maintains Luke 2:1 commits an absurdity by sayi ng Augustus
ordered an census to be taken throughout the Roman Enpire (MB, p. 36):

%C. L. Blomberg, "Quirinius," International Standard Bible Encycl opedi a,
vol. 4, p. 12-13; Archer, Encyclopedia of Bible Difficulties, pp. 365-66;
Di ctionnaire du Nouveau Testament in Cranpon's French Bible (1939), p. 360, as
cited by Ald to Bible Understanding, p. 1383; MDowel| and WIson, He \Wal ked
Among Us, pp. 200-204; see also McDowel |, Evidence that Denmands a Verdict, p
71. Sir WIliam Ranmsay runs his argunments in favor of certain inscriptions
found in and around Antioch as favoring Quirinius serving an earlier term as
legate in Syria in The Bearing of Recent Discovery on the Trustworthi ness of
the New Testanment, pp, 285, 291; as cited in Insight on the Scriptures, vol. 2
(New York: Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York Inc., 1988), p.
767; see also p. 722.

®McDowel | and Wson, He Wal ked Anong Us, p. 204. (Their form of
citation appears to be nonstandard, but they reference it to his Poetics).
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Can you imagine the efficient Romans requiring mllions of people
to suddenly becone dislocated and to start traveling back to their
ancestral hones to register for a sinple tax? Think of the

di sruption of commerce--which could have hardly been conpensated
by the few pennies per person such a tax woul d have brought.

This analysis is flatly wong historically. The Romans routinely conducted in
censuses simlar to what Luke describes. Davis states that: "Every five
years the Romans enunerated citizens and their property to determne their
liabilities. This practice was extended to include the entire Ronman Enpire in
5 B.C" The enuneration wasn't done to nmake themto pay a specified smal
anount in tax, but to assess their ability to pay taxes in the years to cone
bef ore the next census, and also for drafting nen into the Roman | egi ons.

Ar cheol ogi cal di scoveries have found the Romans enrol |l ed taxpayers and every
fourteen years held censuses. The enperor Augustus began this practice, with
the first taking place in either 23-22 b.c. or 9-8 b.c. An Egyptian papyrus
dated to 104 A.D. indicates that the Roman census in Egypt required Egyptians
to return to their honme city. As Nelson's Illustrated Bible Dictionary
relates: "This [the census of Luke 2:1-3] was probably a census required of
all nations under the rule of Rome. Al citizens were required to return to
their places of birth for an official registration of their property for tax
purposes. "3 Conder has nistakenly placed too nuch credence in a certain
atheistic science fiction witer's historical know edge of the ancient

wor | d--"the Romans coul dn't possibly have conducted so queer a census"!

EARLY PAGAN SOURCES WH CH REFER TO JESUS BESI DES THE NEW TESTANMENT

Conder maintains that the Roman historian Tacitus's (c. 56-120 A.D.)
statenment about Jesus is the only evidence external to the NT for Jesus' life
(MB, p. 53). Tacitus wote skeptically of Jesus and Christianity thus:

Hence to suppress the runmor, he [Nero (r. 54-68 A.D.), who was

bl amed for the great fire that broke out in Rone under his
rule--EVS] falsely charged with the guilt, and punished with the
nost exquisite tortures, the persons conmonly called Christians,
who were hated for their enormities. Christus, the founder of the
nane, was put to death by Pontius Pilate, procurator of Judea in
the reign of Tiberius: but the pernicious superstition, repressed
for a tinme broke out again, not only through Judea, where the

m schi ef originated, but through the city of Rone al so.?

%Ki ngsl ey Davis, Encyclopedia Britannica, 14th ed., 5:168, as cited by
Archer, Encyclopedia of Bible Difficulties, p. 366; Aid to Bible
Under st andi ng, p. 1383; John Elder, Prophets, Idols and Diggers (Indianapolis
and New York: Bobbs-Merrill, 1960), p. 160; as cited by MDowel |, Evidence
That Demands a Verdict, p. 71; Adolf Deissmann, Light fromthe Ancient East,
trans. R M Strachen, 4th ed. (New York: Doran, 1927), pp. 270-71; as cited
by McDowel| and WIson, He Wil ked Anong Us, p. 201; Herbert Lockyer Sr., ed.
Nel son's Illustrated Bible Dictionary (Nashville, TN: Thomas Nel son
Publ i shers, 1986), p. 214.

¥Annal's, XV, 44; as cited in McDowel |, Evidence that Demands a Verdi ct,
p. 82. MDowell and WIson nake a detail ed defense of the authenticity of
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However, this is not the only early incidental mention of Jesus and/or the
Christians by non-Christian witers. The Greek witer and satirist, Lucian of
Sanpsata (c. 120-190 A.D.) once wote of Jesus as:

the man who was crucified in Pal estine because he introduced this

new cult into the world. . . . Furthernore, their first |awgiver

persuaded themthat they were all brothers one of another after

t hey have transgressed once for all by denying the G eek gods and

by wor shi ppi ng that crucified sophist hinmself and |iving under his
| aws.

The Roman hi storian and bi ographer Suetonius (c. 69-after 122 A D.) renarked:
"As the Jews were maki ng constant disturbances at the instigation of Chrestus,
he [the Emperor C audius--cf. Acts 18:2, where Luke nentions this event

i ndependently] expelled themfrom Rone." This statenent was sonewhat

i naccurate, since he seens to be placing Christ personally in Rone, instead of
sayi ng teachi ng about Christ was agitating the Jews into riots. Pliny the
Younger, the governor of Bithynia in Asia Mnor (112 A D.), wote to the
Enperor Traj an about how to treat the Christians. He had been putting many to
death, and was asking if all of themshould be, or just certain ones. He says
of them

They affirmed, however, that the whole of their guilt, or their
error, was, that they were in the habit of neeting on a certain
fixed day before it was light, when they sang in alternate verse a
hymm to Christ as to a god, and bound thenselves to a sol emm oat h,
not to any w cked deeds, but never to commt any fraud, theft,
adultery, never to falsify their word, not to deny a trust when

t hey should be called upon to deliver it up

Sonme ot her ancient witers, such as Thallus, Phlegon, and Mara Bar- Serapi on
al so wote of Christ, but their nmentions are preserved only as fragnents in
the witings of Christians, making their testinmony nore problematic as

i ndependent evi dence.

JOSEPHUS AS | NDEPENDENT TESTI MONY FOR THE NEW TESTAMENT AND JESUS' LI FE

The anci ent Jewi sh historian Josephus (c. 37-100 A.D.) nentions Jesus
twice. He also describes John the Baptist, his mnistry, and his execution by
Her od, which provides independent support for the NT's account of him?3® Once
he nmakes a brief allusion to Jesus in a noncommittal or even hostile manner
whi ch heavily supports its authenticity since a conmtted Christian would not

this statenment, including a reasonable argunent that Tacitus based his
statement on public records, not just hearsay from Christians in Rome. Both
Justin Martyr and Tertullian chall enged readers to | ook up such records about
certain details of Jesus' life. He Wl ked Anong Us, pp. 48-51

3 uci an, The Passing Peregrinus; Suetonius, Life of daudius, 25, 4;
Pliny the Younger, Epistles, X, 96; as cited in MDowell, Evidence that
Demands a Verdict, pp. 82-85.

%9See Antiquities, book 18, chapter 5, section 2; also cited in MDowell
and WI|son, He Wl ked Anrong Us, pp. 37-38.
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write such an interpolation about his savior. Ananus, the high priest,
"convened the judges of the Sanhedrin and brought before them a nman naned
Janes, the brother of Jesus who was called the Christ, and certain others. He
accused them of having transgressed the | aw and delivered themup to be
stoned."*® Especially interestingly, Josephus, being a Jew, shows his
awareness of this termis origin by using "Christ” as a title, not a surnang,
whi ch had increasingly become standard Christian practice. Mre problematic
is this fanobus passage al so found i n Josephus:

About this tine there lived Jesus, a wise nman, if indeed one ought
to call hima man. For he was one who wought surprising feats
and was a teacher of such people as accept the truth gladly. He
won over many Jews and many of the Greeks. He was the Messiah
VWhen Pilate, upon hearing himaccused by nmen of the highest

st andi ng anongst us, had condemmed himto be crucified, those who
had come to love himdid not give up their affection for him n
the third day he appeared to themrestored to life, for the
prophets of God had prophesied these and countl ess ot her narvel ous
thi ngs about him And the tribe of Christians, so called after
him has still to this day not di sappeared.

Clearly, Josephus could not have witten all of this, or else he would have
been a Christian, since he calls Jesus the Messiah and asserts belief in H's
resurrection. On the other hand, it shouldn't be seen as an interpol ation
created whole cloth (cf. MB, p. 145), since serious evidence does exist for
its (partial) authenticity as well. The textual evidence for it is good,
since it is found in all the handwitten manuscript copies of Josephus, and
Eusebius (c. 260-339 A D.), the Catholic Church historian, cites it as well.

As for internal evidence, when Josephus called Jesus a "wise man," it's not
what a Christian would say, but is |ike what Josephus said of Sol onon and
Daniel. Calling His mracles "surprising feats" or "astoni shing deeds" again

isn't what a Christian would say, but Josephus uses the same | anguage to
describe the mracles of Elisha. Labeling Christians a "tribe" is sonething
never done in early Christian literature, but fits Josephus's tendency to use
this termfor the Jews and other national and conmunal groups. This passage
pl aces the blanme for the crucifixion mainly upon Pontius Pilate, which
certainly was against the prevailing Christian tendency of the second and
third centuries (sonething about which Conder is hardly silent about!) The
Catholic Church father Origen (c. 185-254? A D.) said that Josephus denied
Jesus was the Messiah, so he couldn't have known this text in this form

“*Anti quities, book 20, chapter 9, section 1; as cited in MDowel | and
W1 son, He Wal ked Anong Us, pp. 38-39. Interestingly, in Evidence that
Demands a Verdict, p. 83, MDowell cites a nore skeptical translation of
Josephus in this passage: "the brother of Jesus the so-called Christ, whose
nane was James."” The Greek reads "ho | egonenos Christos,” which Josephus at
| east once el sewhere uses in a dism ssive tone, such as when he refers to
Al exandria as Apion's alleged birthplace. Wile the NI uses this termin a
non- skeptical manner in Matt. 1:16, it's necessary to determ ne how Josephus
uses this term not use what the NI does as a judge of what Josephus neant.
Using this rendering, it beconmes totally inpossible that it was a Christian
scribe's fabricated interpolation. Even using the | ess skeptical version
it's still a very weak affirmation for a Christian scribe bent on perverting
Josephus as supporting Christianity. See France, Evidence for Jesus, p. 27,
171 (fn. 12).
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Hence, this passage is a curious mxture of Josephus's literary style and sone
unknown Christian scribe's doctoring up of it. Instead of tossing it out

conpl etely, reconstructing an original text conjecturally is nore justifiable.
Consider F.F. Bruce's stab at this, which assunes Josephus took a hostile

tone towards Christianity:

Now t here arose about this time a source of further trouble in one
Jesus, a wi se man who performed surprising works, a teacher of nen
who gl adly wel cone strange things. He |led away many Jews, and

al so many of the Gentiles. He was the so-called Christ. When
Pilate, acting on information supplied by the chief nen anong us,
condemmed himto the cross, those who had attached thenselves to
himat first did not cease to cause trouble, and the tribe of
Christians, which has taken this nane fromhim is not extinct
even today.*

Even with the self-evident Christian changes to this passage renpved, it's
clear fromthis passage we can know Jesus did miracles, that sone called him
t he Messi ah, that he was executed by Pontius Pilate, and that a religious
nmovement began as a result of his teachings. So we can know nore about Jesus
outside the NT than just about his bare exi stence and crucifixion. Some

i ndependent testinmony for Hs life appears in non-Christian sources within a
century and a half of his death. Conder is sinply wong to claimthat "there
is no other record of him[Christ] in any authoritative work [than in
Tacitus]" (M3, p. 70).

CONDER S RECONSTRUCTI ON OF JESUS' TRI AL RECONSI DERED

Conder castigates the Gospels' record of the trial of Christ: "These
Gospel s are notorious for their inaccurate details" (MB, p. 54). He assunes
that the Jews woul d al ways obey their own laws. He then concludes the |arge
nunber of ways in which the trial was illegal--12 by Herman Hoeh's
count--prove the Gospels are historically inaccurate, and the concoction of
sonme gentile Catholic Church father (see MB, pp. 56-57). But, is this
logical? Ganted the reality of an evil human nature, and sufficient fear
that Jesus was a threat to their position of authority, the powers-that-were
in Jewi sh society could have easily bent and broke every law in the book to
acconplish their ends. Once again Conder violates Aristotle's dictum and
assunmes 19 centuries after the fact he really knew what went on in the first
century, instead of the first-century witers of the NI. He then assunmes he
can ignore whatever they record at will whenever it conflicts with his thesis
of savaging the New Testanent. The fundanental reason why Jesus was put to
death fromthe Jewi sh vi ewpoi nt was not just blaspheny, but because H's
mracles constituted a threat to their political and religious authority and
their control over doctrine. Note John 10:48-50, 53, which describes the
results of the sensation caused by Jesus raising Lazarus fromthe dead:
"Therefore the chief priests and the Pharisees convened a council, and were
sayi ng, 'Wat are we doing? For this man [Jesus] is perform ng many signs.
If we let Hmgo on like this, all men will believe in Hm and the Romans

“IFrance, Evidence for Jesus, pp. 29-31; MDowel|l and WIlson, He Wl ked
Among Us, pp. 41-45. Note that an Arabic text of this sane passage of
Josephus has been found in a tenth century nmss.. This may contai n sonethi ng
closer to the original, assum ng a Mislimscribe hadn't toned down the
doctored up "Christianized" version
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will come and take away both our place [position of authority] and our

nation." After Caiaphas, the high priest, explained that "'it is expedient
for you that one man should die for the people, and that the whole nation
shoul d not perish.'" they "fromthat day on . . . planned together to kil
Hm" The Jew sh | eadership even wanted to kill Lazarus "because on account

of him many of the Jews were going away, and were believing in Jesus" (John
12:11). They were infuriated by His ability to performmracles while
teaching doctrines that they disagreed with, which denonstrated God was on Hi s
side, not theirs. Hence, after saying it was lawful to do good on the
Sabbat h, and healing a man's withered hand, "the Pharisees went out, and they
counsel ed together against Hm as to how they m ght destroy H n' (Matt.

12:14; cf. Luke 6:11). Plainly, the Pharisees saw the threat to their
religious authority when after mracul ously healing a woman bent over double
by a spirit, He replied to their accusations that He broke the Sabbath thus
(Luke 13:15-17):

"You hypocrites, does not each of you on the Sabbath untie his ox
or his donkey fromthe stall, and | ead himaway to water hin? And
this woman, a daughter of Abraham as she is, whom Satan has bound
for eighteen |long years, should she not have been rel eased from
this bond on the Sabbath day?” And as He said this, all H's
opponents were being humliated; and the entire nultitude was
rejoicing over all the glorious things being done by Hm

Pl ai nly, Jesus subverted their religious authority, and the multitudes were
beginning to increasingly turn to Hmto interpret the Torah for them instead
of the established religious |eadership of the scribes, Pharisees, Sadducees,

| awyers, etc. They also feared that if the people believed in him it mght
spark Roman intervention. Wth their power threatened by Hm their desire to
stri ke back should not seem remarkabl e or unusual

Jesus al so was accused of bl asphemy. After healing a man on the
Sabbath, and telling himto pick up his pallet and wal k,

the Jews were persecuting Jesus, because He was goi ng these things
on the Sabbath. But He answered them 'M Father is working until
now, and I Myself amworking.' For this cause therefore the Jews
were seeking all the nore to kill H m because He not only was

br eaki ng the Sabbat h, but also was calling God H s own Fat her
maki ng H nsel f equal with God (John 5:16-18).

Simlarly, after Jesus forgave the sins of a paralytic he was about to heal
some of the scribes hearing HHmreasoned in their hearts: "Wy does this man
speak that way? He is blasphenm ng; who can forgive sins but God al one?" (Mark
2:7). Jesus' ability to performmracles was especially threatening to the
Jewi sh establishnent. That power, along with His perfect character and the
support of the multitudes, surely made them envious, indeed "haters of the
good for being the good," which even the pagan Pontius Pilate perceived. He
asked the crowd while Jesus was on trial: "'Do you want nme to rel ease for you
the King of the Jews?' For he was aware that the chief priests had delivered
H m up because of envy" (Mark 15:10; cf. Matt. 27:18). The Jew sh religious
establ i shnent, or part of it, knew that Jesus was sent by God (note the use of
"we" in John 3:1-2). Nevertheless, they felt so threaten by H mthey
hurriedly sought to kill H mjust before the Days of Unl eavened Bread began
(whi ch answers Conder's question about why He was put "to death in the space
of just a few hours" (MB, p. 61). This desire for speed, to beat the first
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Holy Day of the year (N san 15), was one of the main reasons so nuch of Jesus
trial was illegal, over and above the problens of finding sonething to accuse
H m of when He had lived a perfectly sinless life (Matthew 26:3-5): "Then the
chief priests and the elder of the people were gathered together in the court
of the high priest, naned Cai aphas; and they plotted together to seize Jesus
by stealth, and kill Hm But they were saying, 'Not during the festival,

lest a riot occur anong the people.'" So between their envy of Jesus, such as
over His ability to do mracles, their fear of how He threatened their
positions of religious authority over the Jewi sh people, and their desires for
a speedy trial to condemn Jesus before the first spring Holy Day began, it
shoul d not seemremarkable that they broke a lot of their own |laws to convict
H m under such extrene circunstances (cf. Paul's illegal mstreatnent before

t he Sanhedrin by being struck (Acts 23:3)).

THE ROVANS' | NDI FFERENCE TO DOCTRI NAL DI SPUTES AMONG THE JEWS

VWhat underm nes Conder's reconstruction of Jesus' trial was that Jesus
was put to death for violating Jewi sh |law, not Roman. Wen the Jew sh
| eader shi p charged Jesus with violating Roman | aw, they were |ying through
their teeth (Luke 23:2): "'W found this man m sl eadi ng our nation and
forbidding to pay taxes to Caesar, and saying that He Hnself is Christ, a

King.'" Pilate hinself said to "the chief priests and the rulers and the
peopl e" that "You brought this nman to me as one who incites the people to
rebel i on, and behol d, having exam ned H m before you, | have found no guilt
in this man regardi ng the charges which you nake against Hm No, nor has
Herod, for he sent Hmback to us . . ." (Luke 23:13-15). After all, Jesus

sai d taxes should be paid to the Roman authorities, following H s principle of
rendering unto Caesar what is Caesar's and unto God what is God's (Matt.
22:17-22). Jesus was not in the business of getting involved in the world's
politics, nor, following Hs exanple, did the early Christians, who refused to
serve in the nilitary or in political office.* He refused to let the crowd

He had fed mraculously to make H mking (John 6:15): "Jesus therefore
perceiving that they were intending to cone and take Hmby force, to make H m
king, withdrew again to the nountain by H nself alone.” Jesus, although He

was a king, nmade it clear before Pilate that H s ki ngdomwas not of this world
(John 18:36-37).% Jesus sinply was not going to set up the ki ngdom of God on

“2n this score of early Christians not being involved in politics, note
what historians Albert K Heckel and Janes G Sigman wite: "Early
Christianity was little understood and was regarded with little favor by those
who rul ed the pagan world. . . . Christians refused to share certain duties of
Roman citizens. . . . They would not hold political office” (On the Road to
Cvilization, A Wrld H story (Philadel phia: 1937), pp. 237, 238 as cited in
"Make Sure of AIl Things Hold Fast to Wiat |Is Fine" (New York: \Watchtower
Bi bl e and Tract Society of New York, 1965), p. 353). This fact underm nes
Conder's clainms that Sinon Magus, the early Catholic Church fathers, etc.
really had in mnd creating a universal religion, which inevitably would
require political involvenent since religion and politics were inevitably
tightly intertwined in the ancient world.

“*Here Jesus made it plain that H's followers would not fight. Jesus told
H's followers to buy swords nerely to act the part of being "nunbered with
transgressors” (such as a band of robbers getting arrested) in order to
fulfill prophecy (Luke 22:36-38). After all, when Jesus was satisfied with
his disciples having just two swords, could He REALLY so blind (humanly

37



earth at that tinme, so charging Hmw th political subversion against the
Roman state was sinply false. He corrected the common expectation of nmany
Jews that He was the Conquering Messiah who was going to set up God's ki ngdom
at that time with H's parable of the mnas (v. 11): "He was near Jerusal em
and they supposed that the kingdom of God was going to appear imediately."
(This fact undercuts Conder's analysis on p. 88 of MB). The Jew sh | eadership
really wanted Jesus executed for saying He was God, the Son of God, and/or the
Messi ah (John 8:58-59; 5:18; 10:30-33; 19:7; Mark 14:61-64; Matt. 26:63-66;
Luke 22:70-71). Later on, during the proceedi ngs before Pilate, they even

admtted to their real motive for wanting H mdead (John 19:7): "The Jews
answered him 'We have a law, and by that |aw He ought to die because He nade
H nsel f out to be the Son of God.'" Had this been the initial official

charge, it mght have been dism ssed. Pilate's response nmight have been
simlar to Gallio's, proconsul of Achaia, when the Jews haul ed Paul before
him He dismssed themfromhis court with these words (Acts 18:14-15): "If
it were a matter of wong or of vicious crime, O Jews, it would be reasonabl e
for me to put up with you; but if there are questions about words and names
and your own law, | ook after it yourselves; | amunwilling to be a judge of
these matters.” Simlarly, consider Festus's characterization of the charges
agai nst the apostle Paul when on trial (Acts 25:18-19, 25, 27):

And when the accusers stood up, they began bringi ng charges

agai nst himnot of such crimes as | was expecting; but they sinply
had some points of disagreement with himabout their own religion
and about a certain dead man, Jesus, whom Paul asserted to be

alive. . . . But | found that he had comritted nothing worthy of
deat h; and since he hinself appealed to the Enperor, | decided to
send him Yet | have nothing definite about himto wite to ny

lord. . . . For it seens absurd to ne in sending a prisoner, not

to indicate al so the charges agai nst him

The pagan Romans sinply were not concerned about what they perceived as

i ntranural doctrinal disputes between different factions within some recently
conquered subject race's alien religion. Threats against their continued
ability to tax and rule over some province of their enpire were what nmattered
to them The Roman conmander who had Paul delivered over to Felix under a
large armed guard had a sinmlar attitude (Acts 23:28-29). The Romans sinply
couldn't have cared less if Jesus called hinself God or the Son of God,
especi al |y when they soneti nmes worshi pped enperors who call ed t hensel ves gods,
or who allowed thenselves to be called such, |ike Augustus, Caligula,

Ti berius, etc. So long as Jesus did not |ead sone group in revolt against
Roman rul e, |ike Theudas or Judas of Galilee (Acts 5:36-37), they wouldn't
have been interested if He called H nself the Messiah. Furthernore, they had
a typically polytheistic attitude of live and let |ive about others worshiping
ot her gods. Saying Jesus was haul ed up before Pilate on charges of politica
subversion is an old higher critic viewpoint, but it |acks any solid
foundati on when considering the words and actions of Jesus hinself.

CONDER S USE OF THE ARGUMENT FROM S| LENCE

Conder repeatedly makes the nistake of reasoning that if only the New
Testanment refers to sone event, and no ot her pagan or Jew sh source does, then

speaking) to think that this would be sufficient to overthrow Roman rul e?
(See MB, p. 99--Jesus "exhorted his followers to buy swords").
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what ever is nentioned is automatically suspect. For exanple, he reasons
concerning Pilate's power to pardon at the Passover, "it is interesting that,
outsi de the New Testanment, no such customis known in Jew sh history" (MB, p
58). Simlarly, he argues concerning the resurrection of the saints nentioned
in Matt. 27:52: "This event, needless to say, isn't known by the other three
gospels. Nor is it known by Josephus or any other historian of the tinme--and
gi ven such a spectacle, it certainly wouldn't have been overl ooked" (MB, p
68). He cites Kersey Graves' criticismthat Matthew s record of the nurder of
i nnocent children in Bethl ehemwas an event not nentioned by Josephus, thereby
meking it suspect (MB, p. 37). In all of these cases he is arguing from
silence, which is a logical fallacy, and denies Aristotle's dictum which

mai ntai ns the benefit of the doubt is given to the docunent, and not the
critic. The AOd Testanent nmentions many events not described el sewhere--does
that make them historically false or invalid? No reference to the Exodus has
been found anong anci ent Egyptian records at the tine it occurred. Does that
mean it never happened? Rather, this neans the Egyptian priests
(remenber--they wote the hieroglyphics and kept the basic records) woul dn't
want to record any events that hunbled themand their gods, so this

spect acul ar event just gets conveniently overl ooked. The idea of witing

unbi ased history only arose anong the Geeks (arguably with Thucycides's

hi story of the Pel oponnesi an War of 431-404 b.c.), and, as an ideal and actua
practice, always has had an uphill battle ever since in the world. Simlarly,
woul d Josephus or sonme pagan historian record events that prove their

wor | dview wong? It was hardly likely! To say a historical docunent is

i nval i d because its contents aren't replicated el sewhere is an argunent froma
| ack of evidence. 1In a sound argunent, there are correct premses with a
valid form (organi zati on), which nmeans there is sone positive evidence for the
assertion. An argunent fromsilence is based on non-existent (a |ack of)
evidence. True, it can sonetines have force in sone contexts, such as for
dating a document concerning BIG events hard to overl ook. For exanple, if a
noder n European history textbook had its copyright page m ssing, but was
otherwi se conplete, and it covered the Great Depression, but nothing about

VNI or anything afterwards, it's safe to conclude it was witten in the
1930s. Still, it's fundanentally invalid; nobody should place his faith in
such argunents as a basis for his salvation! So when Conder conplains that
the Catholic Church supposedly destroyed "the truth of Christian origins from
the world by burning pagan libraries," he is arguing fromsilence.* But as

“Actual |y, the Catholic Church did a reasonable job of preserving and
transmtting the know edge of the ancient world, granted the terrible chaos of
the Dark Ages, including various barbarian invasions. It copied and
transl ated ancient works that had been translated and preserved in Arabic from
the Geek originals. As a standard textbook for Western Civilization cl asses
notes: "As St. Augustine urged, Christians were allowed, |ike the ancient
Israelites, to carry off the treasures of the Egyptians (that is, the
| earning of the pagans) in order to place themat the service of the one true
God. This Christian acconmodati on with pagan | earning had decisive
repercussions. Nearly all the texts of the great pagan authors have reached
us in copies made by Christians. They preserved them because they believed
they woul d be useful in Christian education and theol ogy. Paradoxically,

t hese out spoken enem es of pagan values were instrunental in the survival of a
rich cultural heritage, which they clained to hate" (Mrtimer Chanbers, et

al ., The Western Experience, 3rd ed. (New York: Alfred A Knopf, 1983), p
158). The attack nade under Theodosius (391 A .D.) against the Al exandrian
library's collection on (in particular) one of the ancient nystery religions

39



di scussed above, since the Gospels (and Acts) have proven thenselves reliable
i n what can be checked by archeol ogi cal data and/or ancient non-Christian
sources, what can't be checked shoul d be assuned to be true, which is a
process of inference, and not blind faith.

CONDER S USE OF AN ANCI ENT JEW SH SLANDER: JESUS BEN PANTHERA

Further proof of Conder's uncritical methodology is his use of the

anci ent Jew sh slander that Jesus was born illegitimately (cf. John 8:41),
having for a father a Roman sol di er by the name of Pandera or Panthera.
Supposedly there was anot her man by the nane of Jesus ben Pandera, the story
of whose life was uncritically absorbed by Christianity (see MB, pp. 134-35,
145-46). Conder absurdly calls Cel sus, the ancient pagan critic of
Christianity who wote a harsh polemc against Christianity, a "historian"
(which inplies sone |evel of objectivity) (MB, p. 145). Instead, what Cel sus
did was take up the Jews' slander of Jesus, and use it for his own purposes.
H storian Robin Lane Fox describes Celsus's work that attacked Christianity by
noting it put a Jewin its forefront. He reels off the claimthat Jesus had
been born of an adulterous relationship between this Roman sol dier and Mary,
and | ater practiced sorcery and magical arts [which adnmits obliquely to H's
ability to performmracles by the power of God] while begging for a living
with Hs worthl ess disciples. "Mich of this abuse matches the allusions to
Jesus which occur in later, witten versions of the Jews' 'anti-GCospels.’” In
the 170s Cel sus the Platonist had clearly picked up the Jews' own slanders.™
How di d the nane "Pant hera" become associated with Jesus? A highly plausible
reconstruction is to say it was a corruption of the Geek word for virgin,
"parthenos," [which appears in the G eek Septuagint translation of the OT for
Isa. 7:14, always a battleground nessianic text between Christians and Jews].

It al so has been suggested it came from "pentheros,"” neaning "son-in-law " As

Kl ausner states: "The Jews constantly heard that the Christians (the majority
of whom spoke Greek fromthe earliest tinmes) called Jesus by the nane ' Son of
the Virgin," . . . and so, in nockery, they called himBen ha-Pantera, i.e.

'son of the | eopard. But Jesus coul d have gained this epithet by another
means. This nane, as verified by first-century inscriptions, was fairly
frequent. After saying it was as common as the nanes Fox or Wl f today, Rabb
and Professor Mrris Col dstein coment ed:

It is noteworthy that Orig[e]n hinself is credited with the
tradition that Panther was the appellation of Janes (Jacob), the
father of Joseph, the father of Jesus. . . . So, too, Andrew of
Crete, John of Danascus, Epiphanius the Mnk, and the author of
Andr oni cus of Constantinople' s Di al ogue Agai nst the News, nane
Pant her as an ancestor of Jesus.

Since one statenent in the Babyl onian Tal nud (Yebanoth 62b) aut horizes someone
to be called by his grandfather's name, this may explain how Jesus received
this name, which the Jews totally twisted into a lurid slander against H s

witings was hardly the only attack ever made: The Arabs later finished it
of f (perhaps c. 641 A D.)

40



virgin birth.* Conder very dubiously takes an ancient pagan polenic's clains
at face value. (Wuld he accept what Cel sus, an Epicurean phil osopher
bel i eved about Judai sn?) Conder's uncritical use of sources marks himas a
poor woul d-be historian

THE | NTERNAL EVI DENCE TEST: DOES THE NEW TESTAMENT CONTRADI CT | TSELF?

Now, let's apply the third of Sanders's tests for evaluating historica
docunents, the internal evidence test, to the New Testanment. Claimng the Add
Testanent or New Testanent contains contradictions is an old assertion of
unbel i evers. Conder, when he charges the NT has contradictions, nerely
recycl es what various atheists, agnostics, deists, liberal higher critics,
infidels, etc. have said down through the decades and centuries. Mst of the
i ssues he raises, such as the two geneal ogies of Christ found in Matthew and
Luke being contradictory between thenselves and/or the A d Testanent, are
hardly anything "new." Conder's work is scarcely a new revel ati on of
religious truth, but an old retread of standard unbelievers' assertions. His
originality chiefly lies in placing themin the service of Judai sminstead of
unbel i ef plain and sinple. The sanme crowd of scholars, etc. Conder refers to
have refuted the A d Testanent to their satisfaction as nmuch as the New, yet
he uncritically uses themjust to go after the latter.* He ignores how the
problens found in Ad fromtheir viewpoint are surely worse. For exanple, a
straight reading of Genesis 1 contradicts the theory of evolution, and the
Del uge contradicts uniformtarian geol ogy (which maintains all the processes
the affect the earth's crust are slow and gradual in nature). Those
interested in many of the solutions to the puzzles Conder raises about the NT
should turn to Archer's Encyclopedia of Bible Difficulties, John W Haley's
Al |l eged Discrepancies of the Bible, which is an ol der work, or any solid
conservative commentary that accepts the Bible as the inspired word of CGod.
It's sinply absurd to read only what Conder says, and think that's the end of
the story, when standard replies to these alleged contradictions are readily
avai | abl e, and when simlar argunments have | ong been used agai nst vari ous
parts of the OI by the same set of unbelieving scholars, which sure doesn't
seemto worry Conder any!

DCES AN ADDI T1 ON OR SUBTRACTI ON OF DETAI L CREATE A " CONTRADI CTI ON'?

Conder, when deduci ng various NT contradictions, assunmes that an
addition or omi ssion of detail creates a contradiction. (He also may be

“Fox, Pagans and Christians, pp. 482-83; Joseph Kl ausner, Jesus of
Nazareth (New York: Menorah Publishing Co., 1925), p. 23; Adolf Dei ssmann,
Light fromthe Ancient East, 4th ed., trans. R M Strachen (New York: Doran
1927), pp. 73-74; Morris Goldstein, Jesus in Jewish Tradition (New York:
Macmi | | an Publishing Co., 1950), pp. 38, 39; the last three as cited in
McDowel | and W1 son, He Wl ked Anong Us, pp. 66-67.

“Sommeone may object that | cite in this essay scholars and witers with
doctrinal teachings | reject, and say Conder nerely is doing the same when
usi ng scholars who reject both the NT and OI. This argunment has a point, but
ignores a major difference: He uses sone of the sane nethods of reasoning
that higher critics do, such as the argunent fromsilence, the rejection of
supernatural intervention in the world (inplicitly, in places), and the
uncritical citation of liberal scholarship. |If he used the sane types of
argunents against the OF, it would be equally refuted.
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inplicitly assum ng that a Gospel's narrative always proceeds in chronol ogi ca
order). For exanple, he attacks the resurrection accounts thus (MB, pp. 67-

68): "Luke, who asserts that the only [?] resurrection appearances took pl ace
in and around Jerusal em contradicts John who states that these took place in
both Jerusalemand Galilee.” Howis it that if Luke describes certain

appear ances of the resurrected Christ occurring in one place, but doesn't

menti on ot her appearances, such as when Jesus appeared to the disciples in
Galilee, this is a "contradiction"? Where does Luke say, "I have recorded
every appearance of the resurrected Christ, and they were . . .", i.e., that
he made an exhaustive and conplete list. The contradiction would only then
exi st if John records appearances not found in Luke. Simlarly, consider this

anal ysi s:

Again | ask, which is it? Does John's account have it right: no
angel s; no earthquake; and none of the disciples or the wonen
know ng what had happened: does the angel appear to Mary after

whi ch Jesus hinself appears? O does Matthew s account have it
right: an angel of the "Lord" descended from heaven, an

eart hquake occurs, and the stone is rolled away, after which this
angel informs the wonen what happened to Jesus and asks themto go
and tell the disciples. (MB, p. 68)

Since Matthew nentioned an earthquake had occurred earlier during the night,
during which the guards becane |i ke dead nen, but John doesn't, this
additional information found in one Gospel is supposed to "contradict” the
other. Anyway, John's account actually does nention the two angels (John
20:12-13): "She beheld two angels in white sitting, one at the head, and one
at the feet, where the body of Jesus had been lying," one of whom asks,
"'Wonman, why are you weeping?' " Simlarly, when Conder notes that the Gospe
witers nention one or nore wonen were at Christ's tonb early in the norning,
the fact that the different Gospels add or onmit referring to the other wonen
who were with her does not nmake this into a "contradiction.” WE SHOULD NOT
ASSUME THAT EACH GOSPEL ACCOUNT d VES ALL OF THE DETAI LS DESCRI BI NG THE
SITUATION. In a nodern court of law a contradiction wouldn't be proven
because one witness failed to see, state, or renenber all the details of a
crime he or she saw conmitted differs from another who renenbered a sonewhat
different list of details about the sane event, so long as the differences
concern additions and om ssions of detail. A description that a bank robber
wore a hat is NOT contradicted by another w tness sayi ng nothing about a hat,
but saw hi mwearing an overcoat. The contradiction only would occur if (in
this exanple) the second witness also explicitly said that the crimnal had
not worn a hat. This is why is it wong for Conder to inply Luke and John
contradi ct one another concerning the length of Christ's mnistry (M8, p. 52).
You have to put all the data together first fromall four Gospels, and then
draw general conclusions fromthemlike this. Taking this general approach
makes it superfluous for ne to go through his long list of supposed
contradictions in the resurrection accounts: Arned with this principle, you
can see how weak Conder's argunents in this regard really are when rereadi ng
them Furthernore, there are places in the O where, if this principle is
denied, that make it "contradictory,"” such as the "two creation accounts”
(Gen. 1:1-2:4 and Gen. 2:5-25) or in the parallel histories in | and Il Kings
and | and Il Chronicles, such as the om ssion of evil king Manasseh's
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repentance by the witer of Il Kings (conpare Il Chron. 33:9-18 with Il Kings
21:1-17) . %

SUPPGCSED NEW TESTAMENT " CONTRADI CTlI ONS" BRI EFLY EXAM NED

Conder argues the NT has a nunber of contradictions (see MB, pp. 58,
153-54). Is he right? For exanple, was Zechariah the son of Jehoi ada, not
Berechi ah, as Christ said in Matt. 23:35? Here the problemis to identify
correctly the right "Zechariah." Since Zechariah of Jehoi ada died 800 b.c.
saying he was the last of the OI martyrs (as Christ's words inply, since Abe
certainly was the first) is not likely. Since about 30 separate individuals
in the OF have this nanme, it shouldn't be surprising that two of them suffered
a simlar fate. Christ is presumably referring to the m nor prophet Zechariah
(see Zech. 1:1), who prophesied from about 520-475 b.c. This nman, who |ived
much closer to the tinme the Ol canon cl osed than Zechariah the son of
Jehoiada, is certainly a nore plausible candidate for the last Ol nmartyr.
Since so little is known about Zechariah the son of Berechiah's life fromthe
OrI, there is nothing to deny that he died exactly as Christ said here. As
Archer noted: "If we take Matthew 23:35 just as it stands, it makes perfectly
sense in its context; and it offers no contradiction to any known and
established facts of history."*® Was Christ wong to say in Mark 2:25-26 "in
the tine of Abiathar the high priest" David and his conpani ons were given the
showbread to eat? | Sam 21:1-6 says it was Ahi nel ech who gave David the
consecrated bread. For this text it's necessary to note very carefully the
literal wording "in the tine of Abiathar the high priest,” for Christ didn't
say "Abi at har gave David the showbread.” After Saul conmmanded Doeg the
Edomite to kill all the priests at Nob except Abiathar (I Sam 22:9, 16-22),
the latter was nmade high priest by King David. The Geek reads "Epi Abiathar
archiereos,"” and "epi" conbined with the genitive neans "in the time of."
(Compare Acts 11:28; Heb. 1:2 for simlar constructions). As Archer explains:

Under these circunstances it was perfectly proper to refer to
Abi at har as the high priest--even though his appoi ntnent as such
canme sonewhat |ater, after the incident at Nob--just as it would
be proper to introduce an anecdote by saying, "Now when King David
was a shepherd boy," even though David was not actually a king at
the tine he was a shepherd boy. . . . The episode did happen "in
the tine of" Abiathar; he was not only alive but actually present
when the event took place, and he very shortly afterward becane
high priest as a result of Saul's murdering his father

Ahi el ech. *°

Sayi ng Luke was wong to call Bethlehem"the city of David" (Luke 2:4-5)

i nstead of Jerusal emignores how Bet hl ehemwas the city of David concerning
ancestry, while Jerusal em becane his city by conquest (Il Sam 5:6-7). Note
| Sam 17:12: "Now David was the son of the Ephrathite of Bethl ehemin Judah

“’A good attenpt to deal with the various issues raised by the parallel
accounts of the resurrection is found in Archer, Encycl opedia of Bible
Difficulties, pp. 345-56.

“8Archer, Encyclopedia of Bible Difficulties, pp. 337-338; Nelson's
Illustrated Bible Dictionary, pp. 1117-11109.

“Archer, Encyclopedia of Bible Difficulties, p. 362
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whose nane was Jesse, and he had eight sons . . ." The events of the book of
Ruth took place largely in or around this city, with Ruth and Boaz being two
of David's ancestors (see Ruth 4:11, 21-22). Hence, as a place for
registering for their ancestry during the Roman census, a descendant of David
such as Joseph logically cane to this city, not Jerusalem to register, thus
making it "the city of David" on this basis.

CONDER V. STEPHEN. WHAT IS THE VERDI CT?

Conder also directs his fire against Stephen's speech that summarized OT
history before the infuriated Jews martyred him Stephen said that Abraham
left Haran after his father died (Acts 7:4). |If Abrahamwas 75 when he |eft
Haran (Gen. 12:4), and his father Terah was 70 when Abraham was born (Gen
11: 26), and Terah was 205 years old before he died (Gen. 11:32), then Terah
lived 60 years after Abrahamleft Haran. This argunent, as good as it | ooks
on its surface, assunes sonething problematic in this context. On

geneal ogical lists, is the first nane |isted always the first one born? Note
carefully Gen. 11:26: "And Terah lived seventy years, and becane the father
of Abram Nahor and Haran." Terah's sons surely were not triplets all born on

the sane day in the sane year, but gaps had to occur between them Since
Abram | ater Abraham was by far the nobst prominent in biblical history, it
makes sense his nanme would be listed first, before that of one or two ol der
brothers. Sinmilarly, when Adam had Seth, he was not his ol dest son. Cain and
Abel were older, yet in Gen. 5:3-4 they were |unped together as part of his
"ot her sons and daughters.” Then Stephen says 75 entered Egypt under Jacob
while the A d Testament in the Hebrew text says 70 (see Acts 7:14; Cen. 46:27
Ex. 1:5; Deut. 10:22). 1Is Stephen wong? Archer notes that Stephen foll ows
the enuneration found in the Septuagint, which reads 75 in Gen. 46:27 and Ex.
1: 5. Two approaches can be taken to reconcile this discrepancy. One is to
say both totals are right--by adding the sons of Manasseh and Ephrai m born to
themin Egypt before Jacob died, the 75 figure is easily reached (note
Chron. 7:14-15, 20-23). After all, since Joseph and his two sons were already
in Egypt, they didn't have to migrate to live there. The other approach
bui |l ds upon the sonewhat differing wording found in Acts 7:14 conpared to Gen
46: 26, which excludes the wives of Jacob's children in the latter text, but
not in the former. It also inplicitly excludes those who didn't have to
mgrate to go to Egypt (i.e., Joseph and his sons). Read Acts 7:14 carefully:
"And Joseph sent word and invited Jacob his father and his relatives to cone
to him seventy-five persons in all.” (Note that "in all" is initalics in
the NASB, and so isn't in the original text). "Relatives" can include w ves
here, who were specifically excluded in the Gen. 46:26 count. Haley explains
his reasoning thus: "If to the sixty-six we add the nine w ves of Jacob's
sons (Judah's and Sinmeon's wi ves were dead; Joseph could not be said to cal
hinself, his owmn wife, or his two sons into Egypt; and Jacob is specified
separately by Stephen), we have seventy-five persons, as in Acts."* Hence,
since these two nunbers coul d have been reached by different neans, the
Sept uagi nt shouldn't be automatically ruled wong textually (the Hebrew
Masoretic text is to be preferred, but not always).

Does Acts 7:16, which says Abraham bought |and for a tonb fromthe sons
of Hamor, contradict Josh. 24:32 and Gen. 33:19, which say Jacob conducted

*John W Hal ey, Alleged Discrepancies of the Bible (Springdale, PA:
VWi t aker House), p. 389; Archer, Encyclopedia of Bible Difficulties, pp. 378-
379.
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this purchase? The solution here is to say the sane piece of |and was bought
twi ce, once by Abraham and once by Jacob. Absurd you say? Consider a

remar kabl e parallel in which Abraham and | saac may have bought the sane | and
for a well twi ce at Beersheba. Abraham offered seven ewe [anbs to Abi nel ech

as a witness he dug a well at Beersheba (Gen. 21:27-33). Isaac later had a
feast, and nade a covenant w th Abi nel ech (presumably a son or grandson of the
one Abraham dealt with) to gain peace. I|saac's servants dug a well, and got

water on the same day of Abinelech's departure after the feast was over (Cen
26:26-33). This could have involved the sane piece of |and, but due to

Abr aham and | saac's nomadic lifestyle, it had reverted back to the origina
owners. The sanme coul d have happened concerning the tonb bought fromthe sons
of Hamor because too much tine may have passed between the tinme Abraham bought
this land for a tonb, thus requiring Jacob had to buy it again. Conpare it to
how a nodern Anerican city eventually takes abandoned housi ng for back taxes,
requiring the past owners basically to buy it again (such as by paying all the
accrued property taxes) if they want to possess it again. This could explain
how t he sons (famly) of Hanor repossessed it after an evident abandonnent
lasting for decades (185 years by Haley's count). Furthernore, it is known

t hat Abraham had been at Shechem during his lifetine, which was where CGod
appeared to himand he in turn built an altar to Yahweh (Gen. 12:6-7). He
coul d have possibly chosen to buy the |and he put his altar on. Stephen's
mention of others being buried there doesn't contradict the text in Joshua,

whi ch nmerely nentions Joseph being buried there. An addition or onission of
detail is not a contradiction, so long as the word "only" or sone equival ent
doesn't appear in that sane passage. Joshua 24:32 does not deny that others
were buried there. Furthernore, Jerone said in his eighty-sixth epistle that
at Shechemthe tonbs for the 12 patriarchs were on display at the time he
lived, which goes along with a Samaritan tradition that has been preserved for
many centuries. (Josephus said the bodies of the patriarchs were carried out
of Egypt, but that they were buried at Hebron). So Stephen's account of the
purchase and burials at Shechem shouldn't be witten off as a fable,
especi al |y when even today abandonnment is a prinma facie way for |and to change
hands after an extended period of neglect by one owner.>* Conder's assault on
Stephen's speech really falls rather flat--if it was witten by sone rather

i gnorant gentile "church father" decades or centuries later, you' d think many
nmore and rmuch nore serious problens would be in his recapitul ation of OT
history than this (judging fromthe |ow quality of the apocryphal gospels,
etc.)

Let's exam ne sone of the other "contradictions" Conder deduces. First
of all, does | Cor. 10:8 contradict Num 25:9? (M, pp. 58, 154). Nunbers
says 24,000 Israelites died in a plague, while in | Cor. Paul says 23,000 died
after acting immorally. Conder's mstakenly assunes | Cor. 10:8 refers to
when Israel played the harlot with the daughters of Mab, instead of when
I srael worshipped the golden calf at the foot of Mount Sinai. Since the
preceding verse, | Cor. 10:7, cites Ex. 32:6, Paul could have had a different
incident in mnd than that found in Num 25:9. True, the golden calf incident
mentions specifically only 3,000 as being slain by the Levites (Ex. 32:28).
But then, God al so sent a plague against Israel that day for its sins (v. 35):

"Then the Lord snote ['plagued --NKJV] the people, because of what they did

*See general ly Archer, Encyclopedia of Bible Difficulties, pp. 379-81
Hal ey, Alleged Discrepancies, p. 357; Francis D. N chol, ed., The Sevent h-day
Adventi st Bible Comentary, vol. 6 (Washington, DC. Review and Herald
Publ i shi ng Associ ation, 1980), p. 199.
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with the calf which Aaron had made."” Wile Exodus records no specific figure
on how many this plague killed, it appears Paul may have gotten the 23,000
figure by direct revelation from God centuries after the golden calf incident.
Anot her possibility also exists--transm ssional error. There are about 18 or
20 cases in which the nunbers as found in | and Il Chron. do not line up with
the parallel figures in | and Il Kings and/or | and Il Sarmuel. For exanpl e,
Il Chron. 9:25 says Solonon built 4,000 stalls for horses and chariots, while
I Kings 4:26 lists 40,000. Proof this is a transm ssional error is shown by
how t he nunber of horsenen in both verses is the sane: 12,000. Now, do such
di screpanci es prove we should have no faith in the Ad Testanent? O course
not. Because of the witing systemused before the Jew sh scribes called the
Soperi minposed copied the nunbers in words, a scribe could easily nistake the
nunber of dots standing for thousands over the letters that stood for each
nunber in an ageing, increasingly brittle manuscript. Wen considering the
hundreds of cases the nunbers do |line up between the parallel sources in the
OT, the cases in which they don't are hardly cause for doubt.®® It could be
the difference between Paul's 23,000 figure and Nunbers 25's 24,000 figure
lies in sonme scribal error that occurred centuries before Paul even |ived--
assum ng that Paul was referring to the incident in Num 25, which hardly has
been proven.

Are Gen. 47:31 and Heb. 11:21 contradictory? The fornmer text has Jacob
wor shi pping at the head of his bed, while the latter has hi mworshi pping while
| eaning on a staff. This discrepancy can be easily reconciled: The Hebrew
word for "bed" and "staff" have the sanme consonants, but different vowel
points--"mttah" versus "mattah." Since the vowel points were added to the
Hebrew text in the ninth century A.D. or earlier, the Jew sh scribes of that
time had to determ ne what word "MITH' stood for in Gen. 47:31. They opted
for "bed." However, the Geek Septuagint (renenber, it was translated before
the NT was witten) reads "staff,” as well as the Syriac Peshitta (Aramaic
translation). Furthernore, since Joseph placed his hand under Jacob's
(Israel's) thigh in Gen. 47:29, it's nore sensible to see Jacob, before his
condition evidently worsened in the next chapter, as sitting at the side of
his bed (instead of on/at its head), perhaps while he did |lean on a staff.
There's good reason to nmaintain that the Hebrew vowel points are in error
here, and to side with the NT/Septuagint reading ("staff").>® Do Hebrews
9:19-20 and Ex. 24:6-8 contradict each other? Mdses sprinkled both the book
of the covenant and the people in the fornmer text, but not in the latter
This can be easily di sposed by the principle nentioned in connection with the
resurrection accounts: An addition or omission of detail is not a
contradiction. Conder inplies one is in Col. 1:15s description of Jesus, for
whi ch he proffers an interpretati on Jehovah's Wtnesses would be confortable
with (MB, p. 90). Actually, "first-born" cannot be read to mean "first
created." First, at least according to the Catholic G eek | anguage schol ar
Erasmus (14667?7-1536), "prototokos" can nean "original bringer forth." 1t also
could nmean "first begetter.” Then, renenber that Jesus was the first born
fromthe dead (Rev. 1:5; Col. 1:18)--i.e., the first to be born again. 1In the
past, the first born son was consi dered preem nent over his siblings, and had
a high position (Gen. 49:3). Note how Ephraimis called the "first-born" in

*2Archer, Encyclopedia of Bible Difficulties, pp. 221-222, 401

3Archer, Encyclopedia of Bible Difficulties, p. 421; Haley, Alleged
Di screpanci es, pp. 345-46.
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Jer. 31:9, yet actually he was younger than Manasseh (Gen. 48:17-19).° So
this was a title given to Christ nmeant to exalt Hm not to reveal that He was
a creature. As already seen above, Conder's quick take on the New Testanent's
contradictions are hardly persuasive: Sone can be very easily disposed of,

whi ch betrays a bias that sees contradictions when none exist.

D D MATTHEW M SQUOTE ZECHARI AH?

Does a contradiction occur between Matt. 27:9-10 and Zech. 11:12-13?
Matt hew cites Jerem ah as speaking this prophecy, while the actual citation is
found in Zechariah alone. O is it? First, one possible source of this
di screpancy should briefly be considered--if the nanes for Jerem ah and
Zechariah were witten at one tine in short form they are remarkably
simlar--"lriou" and "Zriou." A scribal error changing the first letter alone
woul d change the quote's reference. But now let's exam ne the evidence nore
closely. The text in Zechariah doesn't actually nention a field as being
bought or sold by anyone, which was the main point of the citation. But
Jerem ah does purchase a field as a type of the buying and selling that wll
occur during the mllenniumin Judea. Note Jer. 32:6-9. Here two quotes were
conbi ned together into one, with the less promnent author omtted in favor of
the nore fanpbus. Mark 1:2-3 presents a simlar situation, in which quotes
fromlsaiah 40:3 and Mal achi 3:1 are placed together, yet only Isaiah is
mentioned. Since such citations were routine in first-century witings, we
shoul d be wary of inposing our nodern standards upon the past, and clai m ng
them errant when they don't conformto our expectations. Incidently, Conder
el sewhere (MB, pp. 116-17) cites Asinov, who nmintains that a mstranslation
occurred in the KIJV when "potter" appears in Zech. 11:13. Unfortunately, an
ancient mstranslation found in the Syriac (Aramaic) cloud the situation, in
which the translator put "treasury" for "potter"” evidently. The word here is
"yasar" (3335), which neans, according to Nelson's Expository Dictionary of
the A d Testanment, p. 86: "to form nold, fashion.™ . . . Yasar is a
technical potter's word, and it is often used in connection with the potter at
work (lsa. 29:16; Jer. 18:4,6)." \Wen |looking up the word listed for 3335

("yasar"--"to form') in Gesenius' (p. 343), a reference to 3136a appears. At
that place Gesenius's translator from German into English attacks Gesenius's
belief the word "treasury" appears in Zechariah: "[This is wong altogether

the word certainly neans a potter in this place [Zechariah]; the Syriac

transl ator nade a mi stake, and this mstake is taken as a sufficient ground
for contradicting the New Test.!]"™ Brown-Driver-Brigg's (p. 427) nmentions a
di spute over this word, but still lists it under the word for "potter," saying
ot her schol ars, including Gesenius, believe its appearance in Zech. 11:13 and
Lamentations 4:2 is an error for another word. John Weeler, a d obal Church
of God | aynmenber who can read Hebrew, explains the situation thus:

How can the sane "mi stake" be made twice in two verses ["potter™
is mentioned twice in v. 13--EVS]--and toward a direction which is
contrary to the negative cast of the prophecy? There is a
principle of classical textual criticismthat the nore "difficult”
reading is always preferable. "Treasury" is the "easier" reading;

*See Josh McDowel| and Don Stewart, Handbook of Today's Reli gi ons
Understanding the Cults (San Bernardino, CA: Here's Life Publishers, 1982),
pp. 64-72.
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but why woul d Zechari ah cast there the noney he (and God) regarded
as worthl ess?*®

Evidently, Gesenius, etc. thought the Hebrew text was defective at this point,
so in order to reconstruct it they adopted this ancient Syriac translator's
interpretation of this verse when he rendered the Hebrew into Aramaic. Then
Asinov and, in turn, Conder (ironically perhaps for someone who exalts the
Hebrew Masoretic text so far above other versions) |ean upon this very
doubtful textual reconstruction.>® Conder's critique of Matthew s citation of
Zechariah has been | ed astray by Asinov's anal ysis, and by assumi ng that the
NT's citations of the OT shoul d abide by contenporary and not first-century
human standards of schol arship.

DO CERTAI N MESSI ANl C PROPHECI ES CONTRADI CT THE NEW TESTAMENT?

Conder maintains that Jesus did not keep silent, which contradicts two

messi ani ¢ prophecies (lsa. 42:2; 53:7) that said He would be (MB, pp. 95, 99).

Here Conder's mistake is quite sinple: Did they nean Christ would be that
way all the time, or just at one point in Hs life? Obviously during H's
mnistry, as He witnessed to His fellow Jews, He was not silent. Rather, they
just refer to the main part of His trials before Caiaphas and Pilate. It was
only at the last extremty that Christ answered either concerning the charges
made agai nst Hm when the natural human reaction when your life is at stake
is to loudly deny them as nuch as possible fromthe begi nning. For exanple,
in Matthew 26:62, despite all the false charges made against H m the high
priest declared, "Do You make no answer?" Then in Matt. 26:63-64 occurs the
final exchange that led directly to Jesus' conviction

But Jesus kept silent. And the high priest said to Hm 'l adjure
You by the living God, that You tell us whether You are the
Christ, the Son of God." Jesus said to him 'You have said it
yoursel f; nevertheless | tell you, hereafter you shall see the Son
of Man sitting at the right hand of Power, and conming on the

cl ouds of heaven.'

Simlarly, Jesus was silent before Pilate nmuch of the tine, and said the
barest m ni mum (Matt. 27:11-15; Mark 15:5), despite all the charges H s
accusers hurled at Hm It's absurd to take these texts to nmean Jesus woul d

say nothing during Hs entire mnistry. Instead, the issue is at what
specific points in tinme would these texts apply, and they clearly did not
apply to Hs entire mnistry, but just to part of Hs dramatic trial. (Let's

be wary of taking Jesus' minimalistic replies and saying this isn't conplete
"silence,"” since hyperbolic figures of speech shouldn't be taken totally
literally).

Does Isa. 53:3, which nentions the Suffering Servant of the Eterna
being rejected contradict Jesus being praised in Luke 4:15? (MB, p. 99). This
cl ai m overl ooks how i medi ately after Jesus read fromlsaiah in the synagogue
the crowd there sought to kill H msince He exalted God's dealings with the
gentiles (see Luke 4:22-29). Jesus was forsaken in the end, since even H's

*John H. Weeler, "Letter to Eric Snow," July 19, 199[7], p. 6.

*Archer, Encyclopedia of Bible Difficulties, p. 345 Haley, Alleged
Di screpancies, p. 153.
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di sciples fled when their Shepherd was struck down by being arrested (Matt.
26:31). He died as one of the rejected ones of Israel, crucified as a comon
crimnal. Conder creates a contradiction by quoting out of context Jesus
words to His twelve disciples "not to enter any city of the Samaritans” (Matt.
10:5) as if they applied to all places at all tines (MB, p. 133). The truth

of the matter is that this was for a special limted mssion, not for all
time! Incidently, if the author of John was so anti-Semtic, why did he wite
(John 4:22) in the account that's criticized as contradictory to the m ssion
of the twelve: "You [Samaritans] worship that which you do not know, we

[Jews] worship that which we know, for salvation is fromthe Jews"? But we'l
have to return to that point at a later tinme.

HOW DOES GOD RECONCI LE JUSTI CE AND MERCY CONCERNI NG HI' S LAW?

Conder sonetimes appears to operate under the misconception that all we
need to know on one subject is fully revealed in one spot of scripture.
Hence, after citing Eze. 37:14 and 33:16, he comments that Jesus' blood isn't
mentioned as what forgives soneone in either place (MB, pp. 109, 111). But
neither is so nmuch el se concerning gaining the Spirit and being forgiven--we
can't expect Scripture to explain everything on one subject at every point it
comes up! Again, an om ssion of detail (Jesus' blood as saving us from death
due to our sins) does not create a contradiction. The AOd Testanent's
prophets and believing patriarchs were saved by Jesus' death after they
thensel ves had died. Note Hebrews 11:13, 39-40:

Al these [Ad Testanment believers listed earlier] died in faith
wi t hout receiving the prom ses, but having seen them and havi ng
wel coned them from a di stance, and havi ng confessed that they were
strangers and exiles on earth. . . . And all these, having gai ned
approval through their faith, did not receive what was prom sed
because God had provi ded sonething better for us, so that apart
fromus [Christians at the resurrection] they should not be nade
perfect.

Here Conder faces a major problem How are he and those who accept his
beliefs going to be saved? The OI, taken alone, certainly requires animal

sacrifices for sins to be forgiven. |Is Conder & Co. going to start maki ng
burnt offerings of bulls, goats, and sheep? He doesn't seemto recognize the
problenms in God just forgiving us while still maintaining the justice of

upholding H's law, and punishing its breakers. Mercy and justice were
reconciled in the body of Jesus, so that God could enforce His | aw perfectly,
yet forgive us. |Is CGod arbitrary, enforcing Hs |aws sonetines, and remtting
viol ations of themat whimother tinmes? This kind of reasoning |ightly passes
over a deep issue about God's character.® |f Conder doesn't believe Christ's
bl ood forgives him and doesn't practice aninal sacrifices, then how
(according to the OI alone) is he forgiven? He makes a point of denying that
ani mal sacrifices are required to forgive humans of their sins: "The El ohim
of Israel is Mercy, and in Hmis the SALVATION OF | SRAEL! He does not
require blood, be it the blood of an aninmal, or the blood of a man to nake Hi s
children clean"(MB, p. 129). Yet he says the aninmal sacrifices are still part
of God's law, for he criticizes the NT for saying they are abolished since
they will again be done in the mllennium (M3, p. 127). However, unless he

*Ellen Wite el oquently summarizes this in Desire of the Ages, pp. 672-74
[ pp. 762-63, hardcover version].
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still can't quite let go of some Christian theol ogy, he ought to still believe
sacrificing animals is necessary right now After all, if God's lawis
totally unchanging, and if He didn't remt the commands in Leviticus, etc.
requi ring burnt offerings, peace offerings, and sin offerings in the later
prophets, then the animal sacrifices are still required today, so far as the
Or al one reveals. Conder says that God "did want the sacrifice of blood--this
was never necessary for salvation" (MB, p. 129). Yet the A d Testanent

counters him(Lev. 17:11): "For the life of the flesh is the blood, and
have given it to you on the altar to nmake atonenment for your souls; for it is
the bl ood by reason of the |ife that nakes atonenent."” See also Lev. 4:13-31

Under the A d Covenant, aninmal sacrifices were necessary for God and nen to
be reconciled, or nade at-one. So, if you really believe the A d Testanent
alone is sacred Scripture, you should be sacrificing animls today, instead of
ignoring God's law to performthem or thinking some substitute action will do
when God doesn't want anythi ng added or taken away fromH s |aw (Deut. 4:2
12:32). Conder's theology on p. 129 of Mystery Babyl on sounds suspi ciously
like he still accepts the argunmentation of the witer of Hebrews! He cites
the fortieth Psalm just as Heb. 10:5-7 does. Has he totally thought through
the inplications of his new faith?

HOW DI D JUDAS | SCARI OT DI E?

Conder maintains that the descriptions of Judas Iscariot's death
contradi ct one another. Do they? Mtthew 27:3-5 states:

Then when Judas, who had betrayed Hm saw that He had been
condemmed, he felt renorse and returned the thirty pieces of
silver to the chief priests and el ders, saying, '| have sinned by
betraying i nnocent blood." . . . And he threw the pieces of
silver into the sanctuary and departed; and he went away and
hanged hi nsel f.

Then Acts 1:18-19 describes Judas's fate thus:

(Now this man acquired a field with the price of his w ckedness;
and falling headl ong, he burst open in the mddle and all his
bowel s gushed out. And it becane known to all who were living in
Jerusalem so that in their own | anguage that field was called
Hakel dama, that is, Field of Blood.)

Qovi ously, someone falling down while just wal king along certainly isn't
enough to cause his or her guts to spill out. An added factor nust be

i nvol ved. It makes perfect sense to see the situation as Judas had hanged

hi nsel f by a ravine, and when (perhaps) sonme stormis gust of wind blew on the
al ready weakened branch from whi ch his body hanged, it fell down and split
open, perhaps after having rotted sone. The area near Jerusal emthat by
tradition is identified as where this incident occurred even today has many
trees with dead and dry branches that coul d break under a heavy weight in

time. |If this event happened in the valley of Hinnom it has depths of around
25 to 40 feet, and sone jagged rock on the valley's side could have been what
caused Judas' guts to spill out. This incident again illustrates Conder's

procedure of | abeling the addition or onission of detail a "contradiction."
Nei t her Matthew nor Peter's speech explicitly denies the details found in the
other's account. Neither says it has the whole story by itself. In this
context, I'mrem nded of one incident in the church in which | asked two
peopl e separately fromone another in the sane fanm |y what caused anot her
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menber to be sick. The daughter very briefly said nmerely her nother had

di abetes (which was inaccurate--later | found out it was hypoglycema, i.e.

t he opposite problem of having | ow bl ood sugar |evels, not high bl ood sugar

| evel s). The husband gave a much | onger expl anation--but mentioned not hi ng
about di abetes or any bl ood sugar problem Do these two accounts contradict
one another? No--it turned out each had omtted part of the picture of al
the problens this poor |ady had been struggling with, who really seened to be
cursed with bad health. Now-how did the "field of blood" receive its nanme?
Notice it nakes sense to see Peter's (or Luke's) statenent in Acts as
ironical. To paraphrase in slang English, "Judas sure did 'purchase’ a piece
of land--the "burial plot' his dead body fell on."™ The G eek word here,
"chorion,” can cover the neaning of either "plot of |land" or "burial plot."
The "Field of Blood" (Hakel dama) may have acquired its nanme for both reasons,
because it canme at the cost of Jesus' innocent |ife and because of Judas's
grisly end, by which he "purchased" a "plot" of land, all right, as his dead
body fell on the earth. Where Judas actually died was al nost certainly not
where this field was |ocated, but it could well be where he was buried. As
the SDA Bi bl e Commentary conmented: "Judas' noney, ill-gotten, bought the
field, and his burial init was a reward of his iniquity. . . . The

di f ference between the accounts of Matthew and Luke is rhetorical, not
factual: all Judas received as his reward was disgraceful burial in a barren
pi ece of ground [land used by potters would become worn out--EVS]." Bible
comentator Al bert Barnes said the statenment about Judas in Acts 1:18 didn't
mean he had made a contract and paid for the land. Instead, it nmeant that he
supplied the nmeans, or the occasion (reason why) the field changed hands to
begin with.®® Sinply put, it becane common know edge (Acts 1:19) that this
pl ot of | and while changing owners indirectly had cost two nen their lives,

i ncludi ng Judas'. By paying Judas to betray Christ, the Jew sh | eadership
eventual ly cost both nmen their |ives.

ARE THE GENEALOGQ ES OF CHRI ST | N LUKE AND MATTHEW CONTRADI CTORY OR FALSE?

Conder attacks Luke as well as Matthew over their respective geneal ogies
of Christ (MB, pp. 26-29), saying they are "spurious" and contradictory. The
basic solution to the supposed contradiction between Luke 3 and Matt. 1 is to
see Matthew s tracing of Jesus' famly tree as that of Joseph, who was Jesus
adoptive father, while Luke's certainly appears to point to Mary's ancestra
line. Since Luke 3:23 says Jesus was "supposedly the son of Joseph” (i.e.
not his real father), it points to the nother. Eli (or Heli) is actually then
Joseph's father-in-law. Matthew, as befitting a CGospel intended for

evangel i zing the Jews in particular, traces Jesus' |ine back to King David.
By contrast, Luke, being a gentile, wote a "universal history" about Jesus
acts, sayings, and life. It traces Jesus' |line back to Adam the first man

the progenitor of all nmen, whether Jew or gentile. The wording of Matt. 1:16
obliquely points to the virgin conception and birth, because its wording is

quite different fromthe rest of the chapter's "begats": "and to Jacob was
born Joseph, the husband of Mary, by whom was born Jesus, who is called
Christ." It inserts Mary in between Joseph and the mention of Jesus, calling

Joseph her husband, but not saying he begat Jesus. Conder conplains that such
a patriarchal people as the Jews would trace the father's line, and not the
nmot her's in geneal ogi es, but this analysis ignores the unique circunstances of

*Archer, Encyclopedia of Bible Difficulties, p. 344; Haley, Alleged
Di screpanci es, pp. 349-50; N chol, ed., SDA Bible Conmentary, vol. 6, p. 128;
Barnes as summarized in Aid to Bible Understanding, p. 48.

51



the virgin birth. By necessity, since no human father was actually invol ved,
a different approach was required. Furthernore, in the case of Ruth, Sarah
and Jacob's wives, the wonan's role did get attention in the O in a genera
geneal ogi cal context (see Ruth 4:13-22; Gen. 11:28-31; 35:22-26). When

Zel ophehad had no sons, but only daughters, all their nanes were recorded as
wel I, and they gai ned inheritances fromhim (Num 26:33; 27:1-9). This |eads
to an interesting specul ati on of Weel er's about how the royal line could be
traced through a wonman: "Apparently Mary was the only child of her father,
and thus his rights of inheritance passed on to her--provided she married
within her tribe (Nunmbers 36:1-9). Through Mary, that inheritance passed to

Jesus." The genealogy listed in | Chron. 2:16 says Joab's nother is Zeruiah
who was the sister of David, and his father is sinply omtted. For other
cases of wonen being nentioned in geneal ogical lists, see | Chron. 2:35, 48;

3:1-3. Citing John 6:42 and John 1:45 doesn't prove Joseph was Jesus

physi cal father because in both cases (especially the forner) the NT is nmerely
reporting the supposition of those speaking, even if they are inaccurate.
Simlarly, the NT reports the Pharisees' accusation that Jesus cast out denobns
by the power of Satan in Matt. 9:34: "But the Pharisees were saying, 'He
casts out the denons by the ruler of denmons.'" \When the NT correctly reports
a fal sehood that was stated by Jesus' enemies, it shouldn't be accepted as
actual ly being truel

Conder cites | Chron. 17:11-12 to argue that Jesus had to be a physica
descendant of Solomon. First, this ignores the adoptive relationship in
guesti on between Joseph and Jesus, wherein |legally an adoptive son becones a
son as much as a physical one. Also, v. 11 certainly points to Sol onon
directly, not Christ: "I will set up one of your descendants after you, who
shal |l be of your sons; and | will establish his kingdom" Sol onmon, one of
Davi d's actual sons, was the one who built the "house" or tenple. Wen God
says, "I will establish his throne forever,"” this can't refer to Sol onon
al one, but to David's line of descent as having soneone occupying this throne,
wi t hout specifying whether sone descendant is of the literal descent of
sonmeone else in David's line, so long as the throne continues to be occupi ed.

(Remenber, CGod is speaking to David here, not Solonon). To have an
everlasting throne, an imortal king is required, which will be fulfilled when
he returns as king of kings and lord of lords (I Tim 6:14-16). Saying that
t he geneal ogy of Christ found in Luke was an interpolation is sinply a higher
critic theory without any textual support |I'maware of. (Luke 3 is not a
maj or focus of controversy between the partisans of the Received and Critica
texts). Ferrar Fenton sinply said this geneal ogy was contradictory to the one
in Matthew, etc., and so onmitted it fromhis translation, using interpretative
presuppositions to justify a conjectural emendation in the NI"s text. (Wuld
Conder accept Fenton's rendering of Gen. 1, which is simlarly notivated by a
higher critic bias? It attenpts to |lend support to the theory of evolution by
all owi ng the days of CGenesis to be taken as |ong periods of tine). Conder
al so conpl ains that sone generations are left out in Matthew s account
conpared to Luke's, since Luke has 27 between David and Jesus, but Luke 41.
Thi s argunent ignores how the Ol al so contains shortened fornms of geneal ogies
that omit some ancestors in between. For exanple, a shortened form of Mbses
pedigree is traced in Ex. 6:16-20 and Num 26:58-59. It omits nost of the
gener ati ons between Mdses and Levi. Jochebed, Mses' nother, is called "the
daughter of Levi," which wasn't literally true, since about 350 years el apsed
bet ween when Levi the son of Jacob first arrived in Egypt and the Exodus.
Rather, this lists her tribe by its eponynpbus ancestor after whomit was
naned. And in Ex. 6, the geneal ogy goes fromLevi to Kohath to Antramto
Moses, which is absurdly few for the 430 years Israel was in Egypt (see Ex.
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12: 40-41; Gen. 15:13). As Archer explains, this lists "a person's famly tree
by tribe, clan, and famly group.” One Chron. 7:22-27 shows that eight
generations el apsed between Ephrai m and Joshua, who were the respective
contenporaries of Levi and Mbses. A simlar truncated geneal ogy appears in |
Chron. 2:9, 18 concerning Caleb as the "son" (i.e., descendant) of Herzon
Nebuchadnezzar wasn't the "father” of Bel shazzar, the |ast king of Babylon

si nce Naboni dus was, but he was his forefather (see Dan. 5:2, 11, 18).
Sonetimes "father" means "ancestor" in Scripture, such as where King David was
called King Asa's "father"” (I Kings 15:11, 24; cf. Il Kings 15:38, Deut.

26:5). Some 400 years are nentioned in just three generations in | Chron
26:24: " Shebuel the son of Gershom the son of Mdses, was officer over the
treasures." Simlarly, several ancestors of Ezra were onmitted fromthe I|ist
in Ezra 7:1-5 when conpared with I Chron. 6:3-15. Seraiah had to have been
Ezra's great-grandfather at |east, not father, since Seraiah was killed by
Nebuchadnezzar, and his son Jehozadak was taken into exile (Il Kings 25:18-21
I Chron. 6:14-15). Since Jeshua the high priest, Seriah's grandson, returned
wi th Zerubbabel after seventy years of exile in Babylon, Ezra had to be of the
next generation at least (Hag. 1:1; Ezra 5:2). Could the OT contradict itself
about who Ezra's father was? Ezra is called "the son of Shealtiel” in Ezra
5:2, but "the son of Seraiah" in Ezra 7:1. Don't worry--this sinply is a
famly tree out of which sone ancestor(s) have been dropped. Sinilarly,
Maacah, the nother of king Abijam was the "daughter of Abishalont and "the
daughter of Uriel of G beah" (I Kings 15:2; Il Chron. 13:2), which likely
means one of these nmen was actually her grandfather. The patriarch naned
Cainan in Luke 3:36 is mssing fromthe Hebrew text of the OI, but is found in
the Septuagint for Gen. 10:24, 11:12-13, and | Chron. 1:18.% Since shortened
geneal ogies are found in the OI, it's unwise to attack that feature of
Christ's in Matt. 1 in the NI, which omts kings Ahaziah, Joash, and Amazi ah
fromH s famly tree. Oherw se, Conder is hoisted by his own petard, since
the OT contains foreshortened geneal ogies as well. The general principle to
be drawn here is clear: W should not inpose our own standards of accuracy
upon the God's word, whether in the O or NI, when in the culture in which it
was witten omtting ancestors froma famly tree was understood and
acceptable, not "an error" by our definitions of the words "father," "
etc.

son,

WAS GOD' S CURSE AGAI NST JECONI AH LI FTED?

Does the curse agai nst Jeconi ah (or Jehoi achin) prevent Jesus of
Nazareth from bei ng the Messiah since one of his descendants couldn't sit on
the throne of David? (See Jer. 22:30). Rachm el Frydland proposes one
i nteresting approach to this question. He maintains that the curse agai nst
Jeconi ah was rescinded. For exanple, Jer. 22:30 said to "wite this man down
childless,"” yet he did have seven sons later on (I Chron. 3:17-18). It was
said he would be "a man who will not prosper in his days," yet after being
i mprisoned, he was released and placed in a position over the other kings
under Evil-merodach, king of Babylon. He was allowed to be in Evil-nmerodach's
presence and given a regular daily all owance of food for the rest of his life
(I'l Kings 25:27-30). As a result, it could be argued that this curse was at
| east partially lifted. So then, could the third part al so have been

*Archer, Encyclopedia of Bible Difficulties, pp. 111-12; John C. Witconb
and Henry Morris, The CGenesis Flood: The Biblical Record and Its Scientific
Implications (Gand Rapids, M: Baker Book House, 1961 (origina
publication), pp. 475-76, 481; Insight on the Scriptures, vol. 1, pp. 909-11
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resci nded, about no descendant ever being on the throne of David? Sonetines
God did threaten punishment agai nst soneone, but after they repent at | east
some, it is delayed or elimnated (Jonah 3:4, 10; | Kings 21:21, 27, 29).
Could this have happened here? The Yal kut, a nedieval Jew sh anthol ogy,
portrays the Jew sh religious Council as being concerned scripture couldn't be
fulfilled (re: Ps. 82:36) in continuing the Davidic line. So they influenced
t he governess, who pleaded with the queen, who then inplored the king to
repent. So then "Rabbi Shabatai said that [Jeconiah] did not |eave prison
until he repented fully and God forgave his sins and . . . his wfe got
pregnant as it is witten, 'Shealtiel his son, Asir his son.'" While this
account likely just reflects Jewish tradition, and isn't historically true, it
shows even sonme Jews believed the curse agai nst Jeconiah may have been |ifted.
Zer ubbabel , one of the |leaders of the Jews returning fromexile from Babyl on
was a direct descendant of Jeconi ah, yet he doesn't appear to have a speci al
curse agai nst him (see Zech. 4:7, 9-10).° HWA woul d not have agreed with
this interpretation. Wen Jer. 22:30 says Jeconi ah would be "childless,” he
took this to nean none of his children would ever sit on the throne of David,
not that he would never becone a father. Weeler plausibly argues that:
"Zer ubbabel was only governor, not king (and the curse applies to kingship on
David's throne, nothing nore)."® \Wile this all could be explained away by
sayi ng the curse was inapplicable because Jesus wasn't the physical descendant
of Jeconi ah since Joseph wasn't his literal father, Frydland s approach at
| east deserves a hearing before rejection

THE GREAT TRI LEMVA--JESUS CHRI ST: LORD, LI AR, OR LUNATIC?

Many people, including intellectuals, hold the view that Jesus was a
good man, a wi se teacher, but deny that He was the God in the flesh and the
Savior of humanity. Actually, He did not |leave this option open to us. Jesus
made cl ai ms about Hinself, or allowed others to w thout rebuke, that inplied
or anounted to Deity (see John 5:18; 8:12, 58-59; 10:30-33; 11:25; 14:6;

20: 28-29; Matt. 14:31-33; 23:37; 28:17-20; Mark 2:5-10). Wile Jesus cane to
bring a message from God about the kingdom of God, He also canme to reveal His
identity. H s personal clains were far higher than any other prophet's. For
exanpl e, what prophet of Jehovah ever said (John 14:6), "I amthe way, and the
truth, and the life; no one cones to the Father, but through Me"? 1Is this
claimfal se? What good is the rest of H s noral teaching as found in (say)
the Sermon on the Mount, when He is either a pathological liar who clains to
be God when He wasn't, or a lunatic so totally divorced fromreality that He
believes He is Yahweh? As C. S. Lewi s conments:

A man who was nerely a man and said the sort of things Jesus said
woul d not be a great noral teacher. He would either be a
lunatic--on a level with the man who says he is a poached egg--or
el se he would be the Devil of Hell. You nust nake your choice.
Either this man was, and is, the Son of God: or else a nadman or
somet hi ng wor se

®Rachmi el Frydl and, Wat the Rabbis Know about the Messiah, 2d ed.
(G ncinnati, OH4 Messianic Publishing Co.), pp. 44-45.

®'Herbert W Arnmstrong, The United States and Britain in Prophecy
(Pasadena, CA: Worldwi de Church of God, 1980), pp. 79-80; Wheeler, "Letter to
Eric Snow," p. 6.
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Simlarly, historian Philip Schaff remarks:

This testinony, if not true, nust be downright blasphemny or
madness. The former hypothesis cannot stand a nonent before the
nmoral purity and dignity of Jesus, revealed in his every word and
wor k, and acknow edged by universal consent. [Contrast this with
the crude struggl es of polytheistic gods in the Geek and
Babyl oni an myths. Could they possibly be the sources for Christ's
life?--EVS] Self-deception in a matter so nomentous, and with an
intellect in all respects so clear and sound, is equally out of
the question. How could he be an enthusiast or a nmadnan who never
| ost the even bal ance of his mnd, who sailed serenely over al
the troubl es and persecutions, as the sun above the cl ouds, who
al ways returned the w sest answer to tenpting questions, who
calmMy and deliberately predicted his death on the cross, his
resurrection on the third day, the outpouring of the Holy Spirit,
t he founding of his Church, the destruction of
Jerusal em - predi ctions which have been literally fulfilled? A
character so original, so conplete, so uniformy consistent, so
perfect, so human and yet so high above all human greatness, can
be neither a fraud nor a fiction. The poet, as has been well
said, would in this case be greater than the hero. It would take
nore than a Jesus to invent a Jesus.

So then, when stepping back and considering the contents of the Gospels as a
whol e, can you honestly say the historical facts point to Jesus being either a
pat hol ogi cal liar or an deluded lunatic? You can't, as Conder evidently does,
totally evade this question, and claimthe Gospels are "totally nythol ogi ca
inorigin'™ (MB, p. 148). Conder spends much nore tinme plunbing the psyche of
Simon the Sorcerer than saying anything about Christ's own notivation

Calling the Gospels "nyths" doesn't make them so--they hardly read |ike
Honer's Illiad or Qdyssey. They are set in a very specific tine and

pl ace--Judea under Roman rule in the late first century b.c. and the early
first century A D. If you are tenpted to believe Conder is right, sit back
some and try to gain sonme perspective on the Gospels by sinply fairly rapidly
readi ng themthrough in a nodern translation, not pausing for |ong at any one
pl ace, while asking this question: "If Jesus isn't the Lord, then what

evi dence points to Himbeing either crazy or a con man?" |If you can't find
any such evidence, you should reconsider Conder's fundanmental prem ses. Could
sonmeone speak the Sernmon on the Munt, rebuke the ones about to stone the
woman caught in adultery, praise Peter for recognizing H mas the Messiah and
then i nredi ately condemm himfor saying He woul dn't be crucified, and so
forth--yet either be totally deluded about H's own identity or attenpting to
decei ve others about it?%® The majesty of Christ's ethics and teachings get

no attention from Conder, but actually should be placed front and center for

i nspection. By contrast, nost nystery religions were very weak in the ethics

®2C.S. Lewis, Mere Christianity (New York: Collier Books, Macnillan
Publ i shing Co., 1952), p. 56; Philip Schaff, H story of the Christian Church
(Gand Rapids, M: WIliamB. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1962 (origi nal
publication, 1910), as cited by Josh McDowel |, Mrre than a Carpenter (Weaton,
IL: Tyndal e House Publishers, 1977), p. 29.

McDowel | devel ops this line of reasoning at |ength. See Mre than a
Car penter, pp. 25-35; Evidence That Denands a Verdict, vol. 1, pp. 103-9.
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departnment due to focusing on imedi ate experience of ritual. The question

t hen becones, when soneone |ike Christ was watched by so many so | ong during
Hs mnistry, was why His disciples' adnmration never flagged, but grew,
despite all the trials and opposition they encountered. Wuldn't a nmadman or
a liar break down at some point, such as after being arrested and being put on
trial for a capital offense? After all, if Christ wasn't who He said He was,
what personal gain was there in being put to death? Wuldn't a con arti st
then beg for his very Iife? If he was insane--could he have put this such a
facade of even-m ndedness that it remnai ned undetectable by his accusers?
Christ calmy stood silent throughout nuch of the proceedi ngs before Cai aphas

and Pilate, which hardly fits someone who's crazy. It's tine for Conder to
make his choice concerning the great trilemm, and to publicly defend it since
he has rejected Jesus as Lord: |Is Christ a nmadman or a con artist? Can you

reconcile either with the text of the CGospel s?
THE PROBLEMS OF THE EMPTY TOVB AND THE RESURRECTI ON

The resurrection was central bedrock mracle of Christianity. Upon it
Christianity rises or falls. \Wether Jesus rose fromthe dead at the specific
point and tine in history determ nes whether Christianity is true. As Pau
hi nsel f conmented (1 Cor. 15:13-15):

But if there is no resurrection of the dead, not even Christ has
been raised; and if Christ has not been raised, then our preaching
is vain, your faith also is vain. Mbdreover we are even found to
be fal se witnesses of God, because we wi tnessed agai nst God t hat
He raised Christ, whomHe did not raise, if in fact the dead are
not raised.

Unl i ke the | egends of Hi nduismor nyths about Greek gods, Christianity is a
religion of history. Certain enpirical facts of history have to be true, or
el se Christianity is a delusion. This historical approach nakes it radically
different fromnost other religions, such as Buddhi sm Hi ndui sm Shintoism
animsm wtchcraft, etc., or philosophies such as Confucianismor Taoism To
them history is fundanentally irrelevant to whether they have the Truth or
not. They are based on theol ogical dictuns or phil osophical specul ations, not
hi storical events. One well-educated H ndu, a Rama-krishna M ssion teacher
thought it "seemed axi omatic that such vital nmatters of religious truth could
not be allowed to depend upon the accidents of history. |If the truths which
Jesus exenplified and taught are true, then they are true always and
everywhere, whether a person called Jesus ever lived or not."® Hence
Christianity can be subjected to historical investigation, verification, and
falsification in ways nost other religions aren't (though Islam and Judai sm
are simlar in this regard). Conder assunes a fundamentally fal se prenise
when he conpares the Gospel s to pagan nyths, plainly disregardi ng how t hey
sinmply do not read |ike nyths. He wastes a lot of effort to dredge up pagan
nyths to conpare their events with, ultimately to no avail (see MB, pp. 32-49
62-69). The Cospels read |like truncated bi ographies or histories that focus
on the Iife and teachi ngs of one Jesus of Nazareth, who died at a specific

pl ace (Judea) and tine (31 A.D.) These accounts are placed in the (then) here
and now during the authors' lives and the culture out of which they cane,

®Janmes Edward Leslie Newbigin, The Finality of Christ (R chnond, VA
John Knox Press, 1969), p. 62, as quoted in Josh McDowel |, The Resurrection
Factor (San Bernardino, CA: Here's Life Publishers, 1981), p. 15.
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i nstead of some dimpast tinme (creation, etc.) and spiritualized place (Munt
A ynpus, etc.) |If this aspect of the Conder thesis tenpts you, it would well
be worth some tinme and effort to read a coupl e hundred pages of nythol ogy by
the G eeks, Romans, Scandi navians, etc. Then conpare howit "feels" conpared
to the Cospels. The difference should be obvious--but it nmay not be to those
who haven't done so. So if the resurrection happened, and Jesus rose fromthe
dead, Christianity is true, but if He didn't, Christianity is false.

Remar kabl y, Conder really spends very little tinme in debunking the
resurrection. He apparently thinks that by witing off the Gospels as myths,
and claimng the resurrection accounts are full of contradictions, he needn't
pay them any serious heed to the historical facts found therein and attenpt to
expl ain them (note carefully MB, pp. 68-69). But, as shown above, his clains
that the resurrection accounts are full of "contradictions" are based upon
using the om ssion or addition of details to manufacture them (I could, just
as easily, create "contradictions” in the OI by pitting such books as | and I
Chronicles, | and Il Samuel, and | and Il Kings agai nst one another, or the
"two creation accounts," which have parallel accounts of the same events. It
is positively false to believe the problem of harnonizing different inspired
books on the same events or people is nerely linited to the NT).% daiming
the CGospels are nyths places themin a literary genre that's inconceivable to
the informed mind. Calling them"|egends" acconplishes little either, when
much of the NI, perhaps all of it, was witten within one generation (40
years) of Jesus' death. Anderson concluded that it is "al nbst neaningless to
tal k about |egends when you're dealing with the eyewi tnesses thensel ves. "°
So now, it's tine for the rubber to neet the road: Wich one of the standard
"expl anati ons” by the higher critics for the resurrection should Conder
believe in? Each one of them has serious flaws, and cannot be sustai ned
agai nst obj ections--which nmeans the mraculous is the only sensible
expl anation for the enpty tonb cone Sunday norning. (A fundanmental prem se
t hroughout this essay is that an alnmghty God exists, God is actively invol ved
in Hs creation, mracles can happen, and the natural cannot always explain
the natural, which nakes the inference that the supernatural can and wil |
occur rational and sensible when reliable historical w tnesses say it has.
Since Conder is a believer in God and miracles generically, unlike the
Scotti sh phil osopher David Hume (1711-76), |I'mnot going to address the issues
rai sed by "CGod of the gaps" objectors, agnostics, atheists, etc. here).
McDowel | has done nmuch work in this area, and so I"'mgoing to freely and
briefly draw fromhis material on the subject.® |f Conder's thesis is a live
qguestion for you, consider seriously reading McDowell's material on this

®Hal ey conveniently supplies a short list of these when announcing this
principle, all drawn fromthe OI. See Alleged D screpancies, pp. 350-51

®Dr. J.N.D. Anderson, "The Resurrection of Jesus Christ," Christianity
Today, March 29, 1968, p. 6; as cited by McDowel |, Resurrection Factor, p. 81
The evidence for the first century conposition of the NI was di scussed
earlier above, a point that adm nisters a death blow to clains that the
Cospels were nyths or | egends. They sinply were witten nmuch too close in
time to the events they describe to fit in with howworks in this literary
genre devel op.

®’McDowel |, More than a Carpenter, pp. 60-77, 89-100; MDowel |, Evidence
That Demands a Verdict, vol. 1, pp. 179-263; MDowell, Resurrection Factor
pp. 13-103; MDowell and WIson, He Wal ked Anbng Us, pp. 278-90.
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point, and see if Mystery Babylon, pp. 65-69, can really w thstand such an
assaul t.

VWHY DENYI NG THE TOVB WAS EMPTY IS | MPLAUSI BLE

Confronting the skeptic is the basic problem of explaining the fact of
an enpty tonb conme one Sunday norning during the Days of Unleavened Bread in
(rnost likely) 31 A.D. Apparent archeol ogi cal evidence for this comes in a
mangl ed form fromthe Nazareth stone the Roman government set up in Jesus
honetown. It contains an inperial edict that warns its readers against
messi ng around with graves and tonbs, with heavy punishnments to match
Evidently, word about stir created by the resurrection got back to Ronme in a
garbled formfrom Pilate or soneone else, resulting in this off-key
response! ®® Attenpts to deny the tonb's enptiness sinply aren't believable,
judgi ng especially fromthe actions of the enem es of Christianity al one.
Supposed you argue |ike Lake, that the wonen went to the wong tonb, or
Qui gnebert, that the disciples didn't know which tonb Jesus was placed in.
Such clains are shot down by the reactions of the authorities thensel ves
am dst the commotion created by the disciples' preaching from Pentecost on in
Judea and el sewhere. They woul d have done sone el enmentary investigation, such
as by asking Joseph of Arinmathea (a nmenber of the Sanhedrin hinself) where his
tomb was, and the matter woul d have been qui ckly disposed of. Anyway, would
have the Romans guarded the wong tonb? Sinply producing the body of Jesus,
perhaps presenting it on an ox cart by rolling it down the main streets of
Jerusal em woul d have strangled Christianity in the cradle. Wo could believe
that Jesus had risen just after seeing Hi s dead body? The preachi ng about
Christianity's clains did not begin in sone place far fromwhere Jesus Hi nself
had |ived, such as Athens, where checking up on the clains of His followers
woul d have been difficult. Furthernore, statements by hostile or
unsynpat hetic witnesses in the NT (which is the strongest kind of historica
evi dence there is--concessions to the eneny) show the Jew sh | eadershi p knew
the tonb was enpty, and that they didn't know where the body of Jesus was.

Wy el se woul d have they have bribed the guards at the tonb to spread the
story that (Matt. 28:11): "Hi s disciples cane by night and stol e H m away
while we were asleep"?® Instead, they woul d have said, "W know where the

®M chael Green, Man Alive (Downers Grove, IL: Inter-Varsity Press,
1968), p. 36, as cited by McDowel |, Evidence that Denands a Verdict, p. 218.

®The guards in question al nbst certainly were Romans, not the Tenple
guard, unlike what Conder maintains (MB, p. 68). Wuld have the elders of the
Jews bribed their own tenple guard? Furthernore, since the standard penalty
in the Roman legions for falling asleep while on guard duty was death, it
woul d make sense the soldiers in question would appeal to the Jew sh
| eadershi p (sonmeone outside the |Iine of command) to save their skins.
Appeal ing to any Roman officer or |eader would surely be of no avail, and a
swift, sunmmary death would soon be their fate. Conder's argunent that Jew sh
guards couldn't be bribed into |lying about the Messiah is actually an
excel l ent argunent in favor of the guard being Roman. (Thanks!) The dispute
over the conposition of the guard is based on Pilate's positive response to
the chief priests and Pharisees' request to have a guard placed on Jesus' tonb
to prevent the disciples fromstealing the body and cl ai mi ng Jesus was
resurrected. Note Matt. 28:65: "Pilate said to them 'You have a guard; go,
make it as secure as you know how."" If this command is in the inperative, it
woul d mean (as Alford has said) "Take a body of nmen for a guard.” This would
make nore sense, since the Jews wouldn't be asking Pilate for a guard had they
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body is, and we'll show it to you now " Consider the inplications of
Gamaliel's fence-straddling statenent that we can't be certain if this
nmovenment is of God or of nen, so we should be careful about punishing these
men for preaching about Jesus (Acts 5:34-40). It would be inconceivable to
say this if the body of Jesus could be shown to people and/or was in the
possessi on of the Jew sh | eadership. Cbviously, Gamaliel sinply didn't know
where it was, nor his friends on the Sanhedrin, so he counsel ed caution
Anyway, could have the wonen or the disciples have all gone to the wong tonb?
Whul d have they forgotten where their |oved one |ay?

WERE THE RESURRECTI ON APPEARANCES HALLUCI NATI ONS?

Were the resurrecti on appearances nere hallucinations? This is another
way to contend the tonb was occupi ed by Jesus' body, while still trying to
expl ain what transformed the behavior of the disciples fromcowards cowering
in hiding into nen who could only be silenced by death. This theory suffers
from numerous deadly flaws, the biggest of which is those who suffer from
hal | uci nati ons i magi ne what they expect to see and desire to see. However,
the disciples plainly were NOT anticipating Jesus to rise fromthe dead, and
even afterwards, according to the NT itself, still had doubts. They had
expected Jesus to be the Conquering Messi ah who woul d overthrow t he Romans,
and then install themas Hs top |ieutenants under Hs rule (Matt. 18:1;

20: 20-28; Mark 9:33-35; Luke 22:24-30). The disciples had a long, hard tine
unl earning the prevailing Jew sh view of what the Messiah would do when He
appeared. (However, they had at |east sone glimer that Jesus would cone
again, judging fromtheir question in Matt. 24:3). It took the crucifixion
and the resurrection to pound it out of them |Indeed, even then there was a
del ayed response, for they did not understand the truth that the Messiah canme
the first time to suffer and die for humanity's sins, not the rule the earth

t hen, under sone tine after Jesus' resurrection (note Acts 1:6-8). They
repeatedly refused to believe or even understand H s prophecies of H's own

i npendi ng crucifixion and resurrection. Christ praised Peter for saying He
was the Messiah, but then blasted himfor refusing to believe that: "He nust
go to Jerusalem and suffer many things fromthe elders and chief priests and
scribes, and be killed, and be raised up on the third day" (Matt. 16:21; cf.
Mark 9:31; Luke 9:22-26; Luke 17:25; Matt. 17:12, 19, 22-23; 20:17-19). Jesus
on anot her occasion told H's disciples (Mark 9:31): "The Son of Man is to be
delivered into the hands of nmen, and they will kill H nm and when He has been
killed, He will rise three days later.” The NT then w tnesses that the

di sciples didn't understand this. (This incident illustrates how it again and
again reveals the inperfections and flaws of the founders of Christianity
under Jesus, showing it was hardly a mndl essly partisan docunent). "And they
under st ood none of these things, and this saying was hidden fromthem and
they did not conprehend the things that were said" (Luke 18:34). The NT
repeatedly notes the lack of faith the disciples had about Jesus

intended to use the tenple guards to begin with. Furthernore, the G eek word
transl ated guard, "koustodian," which is taken fromLatin, really has a weight
t owar ds neani ng sone detachnent of Ronman troops, especially the guard unit of
a Roman legion. Then, if the troops were Tenpl e guards, which were under the
full control of the Jewi sh | eadership, there would have been no need to say
(Matt. 28:14) "if this should come to the governor's ears, we will win him
over and keep you out of trouble,” since Pilate would have no direct control
over them See MDowel |, Evidence that Demands a Verdict, pp. 210-214;
McDowel | , Resurrection Factor, pp. 54-55.
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resurrection, including even after it happened! (See Matt. 28:17; Mark 16:11
13; Luke 24:11, 41; John 20:25). The resurrected Christ rebuked them for
their unbelief (Mark 16:14): "And after He appeared to the el even thensel ves
as they were reclining at the table; and He reproached them for their unbelief
and hardness of heart, because they had not believed those who had seen H m
after He had risen." The disciples were not going to hallucinate about

somet hing--the resurrected Christ--that they didn't really believe would
happen to begin with. Wen the wonen carried the spices to the tonb early
Sunday norni ng, they obviously expected to find Jesus dead, not alivel

O her probl ens abound with the hallucination theory. Normally
hal I uci nations only afflict the paranoid and (especially) the schizophrenic.
These psychol ogi cal |abels hardly describe the disciples, wth hard-headed
fishernen and a forner tax collector among them Such nen, including the
rat her cynical and skeptical Philip, the initially disbelieving Thomas who
demanded deci sive enpirical evidence that he could not only just see, but
touch, are not the types prone to hallucinations. They also are highly
i ndi vidualized occurrences--it's absurd to posit that two people, let alone
groups of them would have the sane hal |l uci nation. Paul maintained some 500
saw the resurrected Jesus (I Cor. 15:6). Did they all hallucinate the sane
t hi ng? Neur obi ol ogi st Raoul Mourgue maintai ned that hallucinating "is not a
static phenomenon but essentially a dynami c process, the instability of which
reflects the very instability of the factors and conditions associated with
its origin." The appearances of the resurrected Christ were sustai ned cl ose
encounters, which included H meating dinner with the disciples, H's
invitations for the disciples to touch him H's speaking with them and
appeari ng under difference circunmstances before different people (Luke 24:39-
43; Matt. 28:9-10; John 20:25-27). |If they were only hallucinations, wouldn't
some have suddenly realized that they were only seeing things part way through
the encounter? When nornal people are uncertain of what one sense tells
t hem -when they suspect they are hallucinating--they exam ne what their other
senses are telling themas a check. Psychiatrists H nsie and Shatsky have
noted that "in a normal individual this false belief usually brings the desire
to check often another sense or other senses nay conme to the rescue and
satisfy himthat it is merely an illusion."’® Jesus' resurrection appearances
i nvol ved all three major cognitive senses, not just sight. Al these factors
decisively mlitate against believing hallucinations could explain how the
di sci pl es' behavior was so utterly transforned alnost literally overnight.

DI D THE DI SCl PLES STEAL THE BODY?

Once the truth of an enpty tonb is established, how can it be expl ai ned?

One standard expl anation, which Matthew hinself alludes to (Matt. 28:13;
27:63), clains that the disciples stole the body, concealed it, and procl ai ned
Jesus was alive. What problens does this face? First, consider the Roman
guard the Jewi sh authorities so thoughtfully placed around the tonmb, conplete
with the inperial seal (Matt. 27:62-66). The Roman guards were extremely
capabl e soldiers. The death penalties threatened upon those slept while on
wat ch produced discipline and, according to the historian Dr. CGeorge Currie, a

As summarized by Heinrich Kluerer in Paul H Hoch, Joseph Zubin, and
G hune Stratton, eds., Psychopathol ogy of Perception (New York: n.p., 1965),
p. 18; L.E. Hinsie and J. Shatsky, Psychiatric Dictionary (New York: Oxford
Uni versity Press, 1948), p. 280; both as cited by McDowel |, Evidence that
Demands a Verdict, vol. 1, pp. 249, 250.
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"faultless attention to duty, especially during the night watch."’* One of
these trained professional soldiers, let alone two or three, could have easily
di spatched all eleven disciples if they approached the tonb with the intent of
stealing the body. Second, as alluded to above, the disciples had fled and
hid when Jesus was arrested (Matt. 26:56). Later, even inpetuous Peter
fearful of being recognized as one of Jesus' followers, he denied Hmthree
times. Could have such frightened, disorganized nmen, who did not expect or
really believe Jesus was to rise to begin with, be able to even plan such a
heist, let alone pull off such a would-be brilliant coup? Wth their Messiah
dead on the cross, they obviously thought their grand hopes for a future of
ruling the world under H mwere equally defunct. Third, the testinony of
their lives norally points to the inpossibility of them being such intentiona
deceivers. They had their noral flaws, as the NI nmakes plain (showing its
objectivity, just as the OT reveals the flaws of such nen as David, Jacob, and
Abr aham), especially before conversion, but pulling off such a vast
intentional deceit would be totally out of character for them Fourth,
there's always this issue: Wuld these nen die for a lie that they knew was a
lie? Wuldn't one or nore of them when given the chance, deny Jesus rose
fromthe dead when put on trial for their lives? (In Pliny the Younger's
message to the Enperor Trajan, as well as when Pol ycarp was nmartyred, the
Christians in question were given the chance to save their lives, if they
woul d deny Christ. The Ronmans generally were not out to kill Christians for
the sake of killing them but sought to bring themback into civic loyalty and
pagani sm t hrough repenting enough to sacrifice to the enperor and/or deny
Jesus). By tradition, eleven of the twelve apostles died nmartyrs. What good
is dying for sone cause you know is fal se, when no personal gain is possible
fromcontinuing to uphold it, and by abandoning it, you could save your |ife?
(Thi s whol e point has om nous inplications for Conder's fanciful
reconstruction of Sinon the Sorceror's life and fate--see MB, pp. 131-39).
Fifth, even if the guards did fall asleep, could have they have renai ned so
when the disciples had to tiptoe past them and nove the tonb's covering stone?
It Iikely weighed between one and a half to two tons! Such comotion woul d
require total deafness on part of the guards--who may have been 16 in nunber.
Al these objections nake the ancient Jewish claimthat the disciples stole
t he body insufferably inplausible.

THE SWOON THECORY WEI GHED AND FOUND WANTI NG

Anot her attenpted naturalistic (non-supernatural) explanation for the
resurrection is to maintain Jesus did NOT actually die on the cross, but
merely fainted. Then after being entonbed, he revived in its cool air. This
theory ignores the nasses of evidence that point to Jesus' death whi ch nakes
it inmpossible to believe He was actually still alive. First, Jesus was
scourged. This was not a nmere whipping with (say) a standard horse or bul
whi p, but likely involved one or nore | eather cords or thongs attached to a
handl e, sonetinmes with pieces of netal or bones being weighted or knotted in
to make it nore effective in cutting the flesh. The standard scourgi ng,
according to the early church historian Eusebius, laid bare the victinls veins
and "the very nuscles, sinews, and bowels of the victimwere open to
exposure.” So Jesus was already greatly weakened when He was nailed onto the
cross, which His evident inability to carry the beamof H's cross (or stake?)

"George Currie, The Mlitary Discipline of the Romans from the Founding
of the City to the Cose of the Republic, pp. 41-43; as cited in MDowel I,
Resurrection Factor, p. 93.
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to H s place of execution indicates (Luke 23:26). Crucifixion victins, even
when rescued fromthe cross before death overtook them seldomlived. The
Romans crucified three of Josephus's friends during their quelling of the 66-
70 A.D. revolt in Judea. Josephus appealed to Titus, the Roman general in
charge (and future enperor) to have themtaken down. Although his request was
granted, two of themstill died shortly thereafter. The Roman sol diers
serving as executioners were presumably experienced in knowi ng what dead nen
| ooked like. They found Jesus was dead al ready, but, by contrast, the two
thieves crucified with Hmweren't (John 19:32-33): "The soldiers therefore
canme, and broke the legs of the first man, and of the other man who was
crucified with Hn but coming to Jesus, when they saw that He was al ready
dead, they did not break H's legs.” They broke the legs of the thieves to
bring a sudden end to their lives. Since crucifixion victinms needs the
support of their |egs, otherw se asphyxiation soon foll owed because by their
armstrength alone they couldn't keep lifting thenselves up to breathe for
long. But this treatnment wasn't necessary for Jesus. Wy? Because in a
statenment that should be seen as a parenthetical comment by John in v. 34:
"but one of the soldiers [had] pierced Hs side with a spear, and i nmedi ately

there canme out blood and water." Then, conpare it to Matt. 27:49-50 in the
Moffatt translation: "(Seizing a |ance, another pricked [pierced] his side,
and out came water and blood.) Jesus again uttered a |oud scream and gave up
his spirit.” Part of verse 49 is mssing in nost mgjor translations (though
it isin Mffatt's and Fenton's). But actually it has reasonabl e manuscri pt
support: It's found in Sinaiticus and Vaticanus, as well as Codex Ephraem,

L, 5, 48, 67, 115, 127, 1010, five good copies of the Latin Vulgate, the
Jerusal em Syriac (Aramaic), and the Ethiopic. Normally, this manuscri pt
support woul d be enough to earn it a place in the critical text (of Westcott-
Hort, etc.). But translators evidently omt it because John appears to
contradict Matthew about whether the spear was thrown into Jesus' back before
or after Hs death. The "contradiction"” can easily be resolved by noting John
was using an aorist past tense (which in the Geek |anguage refers to
somet hi ng having occurred at one point in tinme in the past, or at wdely
separated points in tine) in a parenthetical coment. Therefore, Jesus was
dramatically slain by a spear while still alive, which quickly ended H s
sufferings after being on the cross for about six hours, while the soldiers
instead sinply broke the legs of the thieves to hasten their untinely ends.’

2

There's still nore evidence that Jesus was dead. Joseph of Arimathea
asked Pilate for Jesus' body. Pilate sumobned the centurion who presided over
the crucifixion and after asking "whether He [Jesus] was al ready dead,"” handed
over Jesus' corpse to Joseph (Mark 15:43-45). Al ong with N codenus's hel p,
who supplied some hundred pounds of spices to be w apped underneath the body's
burial linen, Joseph laid it in a new tonb he owned (John 19:38-42). Not only
t he Roman common sol di ers had determ ned that Jesus was dead, but their
of ficer along with Joseph of Arimathea and N codenus did as well. Even IF
Jesus hadn't died from being scourged, crucified, and speared, the traditiona
Jewi sh practice of tightly wapping dead bodies with |inen, placing spices
underneath, with a sticky, gummy substance holding it all together, surely
woul d have finished the job via suffocation. He would have had no food or
water, or nedical help for Hs wounds, for three days and three nights. Then
wi th the boul der having been rolled against the tonb's entrance, He woul d have
received no fresh air, for the tonb was soon filled with the odor of the

?See the WOG reprint article, "Did Christ Die of a Broken Heart?," 1959,
1972, pp. 3-5.
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spi ces. The swoon theory also faces further problens: Could have a bl oody,
wounded, weakened man not only unwap hinself, but push open the tonb's

boul der? The wonmen who arrived at the tonb Sunday norning "saw that the stone
had been rolled away, although it was extrenely large" (Mark 16:4). Anyway,
coul d have Jesus gotten by and/or overcomnme the soldiers guarding the tonb?
Then, could have a battered, wounded man appearing before H s disciples have
transformed them fromcowering in fright to men no one could silence w thout
killing then? As Keimsaid, cited by Thorburn

Then there is the nost inpossible thing of all; the poor, weak
Jesus, with difficulty holding Hi nself erect, in hiding,

di sgui sed, and finally dying--this Jesus an object of faith, of
exalted enotion, of the triunph of H s adherents, a risen
conqueror, and Son of God! Here, in fact, the theory begins to
grow paltry, absurd, worthy only of rejection

The accounts of the risen Jesus passing through walls and suddenly appearing
and di sappearing (Luke 24:36-37; Mark 16:4; John 19:4; 20:1), able to conceal
Hs identity at will (Luke 24:31), etc., hardly fits with the Swoon theory's
vi ew of Jesus undergoing a nmere resuscitation. David Strauss, a higher critic
who sharply attacked the CGospels' supernatural aspects, still saw the Swoon
theory as absurd. He trashed it with these words:

It is inmpossible that a being who has been stol en hal f-dead out of

t he sepul chre, who crept about weak and ill, wanting nedica
treatment; who required bandagi ng, strengthening and indul gence,
and who still at last yielded to his sufferings, could have given

to the disciples the inpression that he was a Conqueror over death
and the grave, the Prince of Life, an inpression which lay at the
bottomof their future mnistry. Such a resuscitation could only
have weakened the inpression which He had made upon themin life
and in death, at the nost could only have given it an el egi ac

voi ce, but could by no possibility have changed their sorrow into
ent husi asm have el evated their reverence into worship.”

The theory that Jesus nerely spontaneously recovered physically in the tonb is
t he sheerest nonsense. |It's amazing that it once was a major way ei ghteenth-
century Enlightennent scholars attenpted to explain away the resurrection
naturalistically, without evoking mracles. Conder's ideas concerning Sinon
the Sorceror trying to reenact the crucifixion before the enperor Nero becones
t he worst kind of poppycock when considering such objections. Wuld anybody
allow nails to be driven into their hands (wists) and feet in order to engage
in sone el aborate stunt? (see MB, pp. 138-39)

HOW | S THE TRANSFORMED BEHAVI OR OF THE DI SCl PLES TO BE EXPLAI NED OTHERW SE?
In any attenpt to explain away the resurrection, the transfornmed

behavi or of the disciples nust always be reckoned with. These nmen fled when
Jesus was arrested. The |eading disciple, Sinon Peter, denied Jesus three

3Thomas James Thorburn, The Resurrection Narratives and Mbdern Criticism
(London: Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner & Co., Ltd., 1910), pp. 183-85; as cited
by McDowel |, Evidence that Demands a Verdict, vol. 1, p. 233; David Friedrich
Strauss, The Life of Jesus for the People, vol. 1, 2d ed. (London: WIlliam&
Nor gate, 1879), p. 412; as cited by MDowell, Resurrection Factor, pp. 98-99.
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ti mes upon the mere casual questioning by others around him They hid away,
afraid that the Jewi sh | eadership would claimtheir lives, just as it had
Jesus'. But then, suddenly, within fifty-four days of Jesus' death, they went
into Jerusalenm s streets preaching Jesus as the Messiah, repeatedly publicly
accusing their fellow Jews of killing the Messiah (Acts 2:23, 36; 3:13-15;
4:10). These sinple nmen, fishernen, etc., even w thstood the conmands of
their nation's top | eaders on the Sanhedrin to stop preaching in Jesus' nane.
Peter defiantly replied to them "W nust obey God rather than nmen. The
God of our fathers raised up Jesus, whom you had put to death by hanging H m
on a cross.” TH S--fromthe man who some weeks earlier was so frightened he
deni ed Jesus to a nmere servant girl? (Luke 22:56) Wy the change? The
disciples, if they were lying, knewit was a lie. Could have a lie that they
knew was a lie, have so utterly transfornmed their lives? Furthernore, being
(post-Pentecost at |east) fundanentally upright men upholding a religion that
prohi bited |ying have engaged in such deceit? Wuld you die for alie,
knowi ng that admtting it would save your life? For the Romans often offered
Christians their lives on the condition of denying Jesus and/or offer the
pi nch of incense to the enperor as a god. It's hard to believe that none of
t hem woul d break down under pressure if they had concocted such a gigantic
lie.™ By tradition, eleven of the twelve apostles paid for their beliefs
with their lives, with only John dying naturally. SOVETHI NG happened to so
utterly change these nmen's psychol ogy so quickly. What was it, if not the
mracle of their |eader, the Messiah, comng to back to life?

CONDER S ATTACKS ON THE NT' S RELI ABILITY FAULTY

Now havi ng consi dered Conder's criticisns of the New Testament as a
contradictory, ahistorical document, what has survived? Above, the NT has
been shown to be historically reliable, and that its supposed "contradictions"
within in are nothing of the kind. The discoveries of archeol ogy and the
preserved witings of various pagan historians generally do accord with the
text. Any remaining discrepancies are sonething apt even by secular criteria
to be resolved in the NT's favor in the future, simlar to how for the Ol in
nore recent years at |east sonme archeol ogi sts have reconsi dered the dates of
Jericho's fall that had conflicted with its chronol ogy.” The canon was shown

"Conder asks: "[Joseph] Smith offers a |ist of eyew tnesses to the
clainms he nakes for the Book of Mornon. Now, with these witnesses and the
word of the 'prophet' Joseph Smith, | ask you, why do the majority of
Christians not accept his testinony?" (MB, p. 63). However, the witnesses to
Jesus' resurrection present a stark contrast to those testifying to the Book
of Mormon. O two groups of witnesses listed at the beginning of this book,
the three witnesses and the eight witnesses, only the three Smths, nenbers of
the sane famly as Joseph Smith, remained in the LDS church until the end of
their lives. Al three of the three wi tnesses, who supposedly had seen an
angel show themthe plates that Joseph Smith allegedly translated the Book of
Mornon from |ater had visions that contradicted what Smith had received.
Joseph Smith hinmself later called all eight of the defectors liars and cheats
"too mean to mention,"” and accused two of the three w tnesses of being part of
a "gang of counterfeiters, thieves, liars and bl acklegs.” See Dave Hunt and
Ed Decker, The God Makers (Eugene, Oregon: Harvest House Publishers, 1984),
pp. 102-3.

“See The Bible: God's Wrd or Man's? (New York: Watchtower Bible and
Tract Society of New York, Inc., 1989), pp. 49-53; Archer, Encycl opedi a of
Bible Difficulties, pp. 156-57, 195-96.
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to be not formed by papal decrees or choices by synods of bishops, but cane
fromthe everyday practice of the churches as a whole. The NI's text can be
determined to be reliable, and what disputed variations that do exi st between
the critical and received texts do not place any significant teachings of
Christianity at risk. The idea the NT was witten entirely by pagan G eeks,
not Jews, sinply doesn't reckon with this docunent's Senmitic flavor inits

| anguage and background, even though Greek was used in its conposition

Conder anachronistically reads back the medi eval Christian church's teachings
and corruption to the pre-313 A D. Sunday-keeping church, which is hardly good
history. Does anyone honestly believe, given the above docunentation, that we
shoul d place our faith in Conder's higher critic schol arship, when
conservative Christian criticisnms undermne it badly? Furthernore, the sane
means of argunentation he uses against the NT which he picked up fromthese
schol ars can al so be used agai nst the OI, such as the argunent from silence
and the assunption nothing supernatural (from God) could have led to its
witing. He also fails to reckon with the evidence for the resurrection of
Jesus fromthe dead and the majesty of Christian ethics, so different fromthe
run of pagan nystery religions! |It's time for Conder to explain how he thinks
the resurrection accounts came to be, for calling them"nyths" will not
succeed with anyone who has read any significant anount of nythol ogica
writings, and so knows the difference fromhistorical witing. It's tine for
Conder also to make a choice out of the great trilenma. He has to explain who
and what Jesus was--if He wasn't the Lord, He had to be a deceiver or a
madman- - and gi ve the evidence fromthe pages of the NI for his choice. He
shoul d al so reply to standard conservative/fundanentalist Christian

schol arshi p--his footnotes hardly refer to any of it, even in reply. Conder
wites that he has "just counted 47 books on Christian defense here in ny
private library."’® Their contents sure don't seemto have nuch effect on
Mystery Babyl on, since he rarely states their arguments (except perhaps when
dealing with alleged contradictions in the NI), and they al nost never appear
in his footnotes. Those tenpted by Conder to believe the NT is historically

i naccurate, contradictory, etc. need to be open mnded and to research the

ot her side of the question, and avoid assumi ng he has the final word.

2. CHARGES THAT PAGANI SM | NFLUENCED EARLY CHRI STI ANI TY MADE BY UNI NFORMED

A centerpiece of Conder's clains against early Christianity is that it
got its ideas directly fromthe Roman Enpire's pagan thought, especially from
its nystery religions, but also from Grosticismand pagan phil osophy. 1In the
guot ed extract bel ow, Conder concocts some scenario in which Sinmon Magus was
supposedly the originator of Christianity, and so wites he preached to Romans
i deas li ke these:

Si mon presented his theology in a package known as Gnhosticism

whi ch was a conbination of different religious thought--including
pl atoni ¢ philosophy. . . . the title of Logos was directly from

t he t heol ogi cal phil osophy of Plato, and Christus had a di sgusting
phal l'ic meaning that was intrinsic to the Mysteries" (MB, p. 137).

®"Vance Stinson Letter," Masada, spring 1997, p. 33. The one place where
he cites such works is on MB, p. 41, where he refers to Fl oyd ME veen and
John H. Cerstner.
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He sensationally clains:

Snared in what? The junble of Christian theol ogy, which is one
and the sane as the traditions of Baal: the savior-god who was
born of a virgin, whose flesh nmust be eaten and whose bl ood nust
be tasted to obtain salvation, and who was crucified at the spring
equi nox and rose on the day of the Venerable Sun! (MB, p. 94)

So then, was first-century Christianity influenced by paganisn? It's
important to realize that such charges are dead issues anong contenporary
scholars in the fields of classics and Biblical studies. Seeing parallels

bet ween the ideas of (say) Grosticismor Mthraismand Christianity were
common from about 1890 to 1940, but are rarely circul ated today except by the
uni nforned. The Swedi sh scholar H Riesenfeld | abel ed appealing to the
nystery religions as having influenced early Christianity as outdated even in
1956. 7 W lliam Craig, a professor of philosophy at Westnont College, who has
earned two doctorates in studies related to the pagan nystery religions and
Hel l enistic/ Geek nyths, recently stated: "I know of no reputable New
Testament scholar or historian today who woul d any | onger defend the view that
the Christian ideas of the resurrection were derived fromparallels of pagan
religions.” So when HG Wlls saw parallels between Mthraismand the

| anguage used by Paul about the crucifixion in his history of the world, The
Qutline of History, originally published just after WA, his book reflected
its day and age.”™ This section will examine Conder's clains in this order
First, three standard ways by which Christianity is illegitimtely charged
with being directly influenced by the nystery religions are described, which

i nvol ve ignoring chronol ogy, maki ng superficial conparisons that fail to
really probe the synbolic neani ngs of the pagans' rituals, and trying to say
all pagan practices are ultimately traceable to a common source. Also sonme of
the standard differences between Christianity and the nmystery religions are
summari zed. Then, nmany of Conder's charges that Christianity was directly
dependent on the nystery religions' beliefs are examned in the tinme order of
Jesus' mnistry, fromthe mracles, to the Passover cerenony being instituted,
and finally H's death and resurrection

| GNORI NG CHRONOLOGY | N ORDER TO SAY M THRAI SM | NFLUENCED EARLY CHRI STI ANI TY

To press hone the charge first-century Christianity was influenced by
anci ent pagan religions, normally chronology is ignored. For exanple, Conder
asserts: "It is very significant that in first century Rome the worship of
Mthra was the nost popular of all the versions of the Mysteries" (MB, p. 32;

""Ronal d H. Nash, The Gospel and the Greeks: Did the New Testament Borrow
from Pagan Thought ? (Ri chardson, TX: Probe Books, 1992), pp. 9-10, 116-19.
H Riesenfeld, "Mthol ogi cal Background of New Testanent Christology,” in WD
Davis and D. Daube, eds., The Background of the New Testanent and Its
Eschat ol ogy (Canbridge: Canbridge University Press, 1956), pp. 81-95; as
cited in Nash, Cospel and the Geeks, p. 273. For nore on this genera
subject, but in a briefer fromthan Nash's work, see McDowell and WIlson, He
Wal ked Anong Us, pp. 175-97.

Craig in a lecture given in Peoria, IL, as quoted in MDowell and
W1 son, He Wal ked Anong Us, p. 283; H G Wlls, The Qutline of History: Being

a Plain Hstory of Life and Manki nd, ed. Raynond Postgate (Garden City, NY
Garden City Books, 1956 (1920, original publication), vol. 1, pp. 430-32.
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cf. pp. 73, 110). But this is sinply falsel Mthraismhad little presence
within the Roman Enpire in the first century, especially inits first half,
and so for that reason alone sinmply could not have been a major influence on
early Christianity's developnment. This fact at one bl ow destroys nuch of
Conder's thesis that early Christianity was influenced by the nmystery
religions, such as how the birth narratives about Jesus were supposedly lifted
fromMthraism (M3, pp. 32-33, 37, 136). Scholar MJ. Vernaseren has stated:
"No Mthraic nmonunent can be dated earlier than the end of the first century

A.D., and even the nore extensive investigations at Ponpeii, buried beneath
t he ashes of Vesuvius in A D. 79, have not produced a single inmge of the
god." Historian Edwi n Yanmauchi maintained after extensive investigation

"Apart fromthe visit of the Armenian King, who was a worshiper of Mthra, to
Nero, there is no evidence of the penetration of Mthra to the west until the
end of the first century A D."’® Even Fox, no friend of Christianity, states
that: "The | ast new pagan god, Mthras, was introduced to the Latin West by
the late first century A D." Wdengren has argued that a Mthraeum uncovered
by archeol ogi sts in Dura-Europos on the Euphrates River (in the east!) was
built c. 80-85 A.D. But even he adnmits the evidence for this date is "very
uncertain;" Vermaseren and others suggest 168 A.D. based on excavati on
reports. Mthraismis origins lay in Persia, an area never conquered by Rone,
and it spread due to Roman soldiers carrying back this faith from canpaigns in
the east. And Rone only held Mesopotam a and Arnenia very briefly
(respectively, 115-17 A.D. and 114-17 A.D.) The cult's greatest strength

al ways was in the Roman armmy. The military ethos of those who propagat ed

M thraismnmade it an unlikely source of influence on Christianity, since the
early Christians were pacifists who refused to wage war. So, unless Conder
has access to historical or archeol ogi cal evidence these contenporary schol ars
are unaware of, claimng Mthrai smhad major influence on Rome--and therefore,
on Christianity--in the first century is sinply a historical falsehood.?®

Conder asserts that Mthraismwas assinilated by the Catholic church
with

M J. Vermaseren, Mthras: The Secret God (London: Chatto and W ndus,
1963), p. 29; Edwin M Yamauchi, Pre-Christian Giosticism 2d ed. (G and
Rapi ds, M: Baker Book House, 1983), p. 112; as quoted in MDowell and
W1 son, He Wal ked Anong Us, p. 192. The main argunent for a pre-first century
establishment of Mthraismis Ronme is a reference in Plutarch, the Geek
bi ographer who wote in Latin. He once nmentions that the Roman general Ponpey
captured sonme Cilician pirates that practiced Mthrai smand ot her nystery
rites. Sone of themwere (likely) hauled back to Rone as prisoners to display
as trophies of his mlitary success, which occurred in 67 B.C. However, this
is afar cry fromsaying the cult had an i ndependent establishnent anmong the
average people of Rone or Italy in the century before Christ, which Plutarch
doesn't state here or el sewhere. Wile Samuel e Bacchi occhi presses for an
earlier establishnent of Mthraismin Ronme, his sources appear to mainly |ean
upon the Cilician pirate reference in Plutarch. See From Sabbath to Sunday:
A Historical Investigation of the Rise of Sunday Cbservance in Early
Christianity (Berrien Springs, M: Biblical Perspectives, 1977), pp. 240-41
A rather persistent pattern |'ve seen in | ooking up references on this
subject is that the later the reference was witten in this century, the later
the aut hor thinks Mthrai smwas established i n Rone!

8Fox, Pagans and Christians, p. 29; See the discussion in Nash, The
Cospel and the Greeks, pp. 146-47
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its savior-god sinply be[coming] a virgin-born deity renaned Jesus
the Christ. . . . By relating other deeds of Mthra before his
death and resurrection and conparing themto Jesus' deeds [the
extent of assimlation can be understood]. They included healing
the sick, raising the dead, giving sight to the blind, and making
the lame wal k. (M3, p. 33)

These cl ains face an enornmous problem According to Nash, "Mthrai smhad no
concept of the death and resurrection of its god."?® Unless Conder can
produce citations fromthe original nyths describing Mthra directly that
prove this, he evidently has been nmisled by \Wal ker, Doane, etc. or perhaps by
| ate devel opnents in Mthraismin l[ater centuries in which it began to pick up
ideas fromthe Christians. Conder asserts that Mthra was "a deity, who was a
'nmessi ah,' was born of a virgin, had a king trying to kill him (who then

sl aught ered i nnocent babies), fled to Egypt, had three wise nmen visit him had
twel ve disciples, ate a 'last supper’' with these disciples.” | challenge him
to himto prove, by quoting and citing the | egends directly thensel ves, not
frompotentially biased secondary sources such as \Wal ker, Doane, et al., that
indeed Mthra did all these things, according to the |legends as circulated in
or before the second century, not in later centuries. Fromthe third century
on, as Christianity becanme a nore form dable conpetitor, the pagans may have
begun to lift ideas out of it in order to win nore recruits or to avoid the

| oss of current ones. This possibility makes it rather hazardous to read the
| ater versions of any nyths about Mthra, etc. back into the first century and
earlier.

| GNORI NG CHRONOLOGY TO "PROVE" CHRI STI ANI TY' S DEPENDENCE ON THE MYSTERI ES

VWhen drawi ng parallels between Christianity and the nystery religions,
skeptics have one standard technique that ignores the crude basic of
hi storical reasoning, that something has to occur before sonething else in
order to cause a later thing to happen. They read back from sonethi ng done by
a pagan religion in a later century to the first century and say it influenced
the first-century church, such as saying conmuni on (the Passover cerenony) was
simlar to Mthraism s cerenonial nmeals. Actually, as Nash observes, no one
know edgeably can draw any solid parallels because so little is known about
the sacred neals of the pagan cults and the nmeani ngs they thensel ves applied
to them This point deals a deadly blow to Conder's analysis of the Christian
Passover (MB, pp. 44-49). It's nuch nore sensible to see the origin of the
Passover cerenony (conmmunion) in the A d Testanent, in its synbol of the I anb
being sacrificed (cf. John 1:36; Ex. 12:4-7, 12-13), and its blood protecting
I srael during the slaying of the Egyptians' firstborn. The NT clearly refers
back to the OI's Passover when Jesus instituted the Christian Passover
cerenony since this it was instituted on this day (Matt. 26:17-19; John 13:1,
29). Another exanple of this technique evidently appears in one quote by
Conder of Wl ker (note MB, p. 110, "'born again for eternity.'") There is an
inscription dated from 376 A D. that says in Latin, "reborn for eternity in
t he tauroboliumand criobolium" Skeptics sonehow think this fourth-century
expression of pagan thinking proves first-century Christianity was influenced
inits idea of spiritual begettal by these two pagan rituals that sacrificed
bulls and sheep. But by the late fourth century, with Christianity on the
sharp rise following the Edict of Mlan (313 A D.) by Enperor Constantine,

8Nash, Gospel and the Greeks, p. 147
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pagans easily could have gotten this idea fromChristianity instead! After
all, since they had a non-exclusive view of the truth (versus John 14:6 and
Acts 4:12), they were not be averse to swiping ideas fromtheir conpetition
and using themfor their owm ends to stemthe [oss of recruits! Sinmlarly,
(as inplied in MB, pp. 110-1) saying the Christian idea of baptismcanme from
t he taurobolium (which is explained nore below) ignores how the earliest
records of this cerenony cone fromthe second century. Even Laing, who is

quite willing to draw parallels between Christianity and the nystery

religions, adnmts: "The earliest known taurobolic inscription is dated A D.
133, but Paul had preached the doctrine that nmen nust be born again |ong
before.” According to Wagner, "the tauroboliumin the Attis cult is first

attested in the tine of Antoninus Pius for A-D. 160." The taurobolium which
was devel oped by the cult of Attis and Cybele (the Great Mther), apparently
was first practiced about a century after Paul wote his epistles by the

| atter reckoning. Hence, saying Christianity got the idea of a "bl ood
baptism' or spiritual begettal froma pagan cerenony that sacrificed bulls

i gnores chronol ogy, and reads something fromthe second and | ater centuries
back into the first century, when the NT was witten. And there's no way
somet hi ng that devel oped anong pagan religions after 100 A D. could have

i nfluenced the contents of the New Testanment, which was witten before that
date, as shown above.

THE NEED TO BE SPECI FI C WHEN COVPARI NG BETWEEN CHRI STI ANI TY AND PAGANI SM

Conder's case fundanentally is based upon draw ng superficial
simlarities between various pagan religions and Christianity. Normally, the
nore specific about the | egends in question about (say) a dying god or rites
of a mystery religion anyone is, the |less apparent are |ikenesses to
Christianity. Then when the neanings of the nyth or cerenmony in question are
anal yzed, Conder's case |argely evaporates. For exanple (see MB, p. 66 for
Conder's use of this), in the nystery religion of Cybele and Attis, Attis
becanme alive after dying, but to call this a "resurrection"” artificially
applies Christian termnology to force an parallel. 1In the |Iegend, Attis's
body was preserved, his hair would grow, and a finger would nove--and that was
it. 1In another version of the nyth, he just becane an evergreen tree. His
death was very different fromChrist's: 1In one version of the | egend, he was
killed by a boar, and in the other he bled to death after mutilating hinself
under a pine tree. He certainly didn't die for humanity's sins! Furthernore,
initially, the followers of the cult of Attis and Cybel e rehearsed the nyth's
events in order to ensure a good crop, and only later this developed into a
means by which cult's devotees sought to share in Attis's imortality. GQGunter
Wagner, who naintained the myth of Attis was exclusively an initiation-nyth,
says it had nothing to do with resurrection or death: "In its various forns,
fromthe oldest traditions right down to the versions received in the fourth
century A.D., the Attis nyth knows nothing of a resurrection of Attis. The
Attis of the nyth is not a dying and rising god.” Wile an anbi guous passage
in the ancient author Firmcus Maternus (which Conder refers to in a
footnote--p. 66, fn. 6) could be interpreted as saying Attis was personally

8Gordon J. Laing, Survivals of Roman Religion (New York: Cooper Square,
1963), p. 125; CGunter Wagner, Pauline Baptismand the Pagan Mysteries
(Edi nburgh: diver and Boyd, 1967), p. 266; as quoted in Nash, The Gospel and

the G eeks, pp. 142, 154. On chronol ogy and the taurobolium see Nash, pp
142- 43, 153-56, 176-78. On the alleged influence of Mthraisms sacred neal
on Christian conmuni on, see Nash, pp. 158-59.
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raised fromthe dead, this is highly disputable. This passage also is very
late (fourth century A D.) and (Nash) "appears inconsistent w th known

el enents of the cult," which nakes it of questionable reliability.®

Evidently, calling the final day of the spring-tine festivities of the
devotees of Attis and Cybele the "resurrection of Attis" artificially places a
| abel upgp t he proceedings that the standard versions of the nyth won't
sust ai n.

WAS THE TAURCBOLI UM A PAGAN RITE, A SOURCE OF CHRI STI AN DOCTRI NE?

The tauroboliumis another case of superficial simlarities between a
pagan rite and a Christian cerenony being used to say the latter cane fromthe
former (conpare the astrological sign of the bull, "Taurus"). Did the
taurobol i um i nfluence the Christian doctrines of baptism and/or atonenent? In
this cerenony a bull was killed on top of a pit which had boards covering it.

Bel ow, the pagan believers would stand or sit, and nove around to try to get
the blood fromit to drip on them Conder clainms that Christianity got its
doctrine of the forgiveness of sins by the shedding of blood at |east in part
fromthe taurobolium which gave Christianity the synmbol of the bul
(generally changed to a | anb) for Jesus' role as a sacrifice for humanity. He
guotes Wal ker's citation of Angus, who wites (evidently concerning the
consecration of a high priest, not a group of devotees): "he noistened his
tongue with the bl ood, which he then drank as a sacranental act" (M3, pp. 110-
11). As already discussed above, the cult of Attis and Cybele only began to
practice this ritual in the second century (Mthraismpicked it up later on).

So chronol ogy, for starters, bars this ritual frominfluencing the first-
century church or the NI. Did Christianity got its synbol of the lanb for
Jesus fromthis rite, after changing it fromthe bull? This claimignores the
A d Testanent's animal sacrifices and their nmeaning in forgiving sins.

(Conder gl osses this point over on MB, pp. 129-30 while trying to extricate

hi nself from having to do animal sacrifices today). Note Lev. 17:11: "For
the life of the flesh is in the blood, and I have given it to you on the altar
to make atonenment for your souls; for it is the blood by the reason of the
life that nakes atonenment." And consider this description of a sin offering
whi ch sacrifices a goat (Lev. 17:24-26):

And he shall lay his hand on the head of the male goat, and slay
it in the place where they slay the burnt offering before the
Lord; it is a sin offering. Then the priest is to take some of
the blood of the sin offering with his finger, and put it on the
horns of the altar of burnt offering; and the rest of the blood he
shal |l pour out at the base of the altar of burnt offering. . . .
Thus the priest shall nake atonenent for himin regard to his sin,
and he shall be forgiven.

8a@unter Wagner, Paul ine Baptism and the Pagan Mysteries (Edinburgh
Aiver and Boyd, 1967), p. 265; as cited in Nash, CGospel and the G eeks, pp
140-41. The di sputed passage is quoted at considerable length in Latin
(alas!) by James G Frazer, The ol den Bough (New York: G amercy Books,
1981), vol. 1, p. 298, fn. 1. Note that throughout ny essay, | cite fromthe
original two volune edition of 1891, which this publisher reprinted in one
vol une.

8Frazer, The Gol den Bough, 1:296-97; Nash, Gospel and the Greeks, pp
138-43.
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G ven the origination of Christianity in Judea and its Jewi sh roots, it's far
nore sensible to look to the book of Leviticus for the origin of the Christian
belief that Jesus was the Lanb offered for the sins of the world (John 1:29;
Rev. 5:6, 8-9, 12) than appealing to any pagan nystery religion's practices.®
To | abel the tauroboliuma "blood baptisnt ignores how this cerenony was not
an initiation rite for new believers. It was sonething that could be done
repeatedly by the sane individuals, unlike the case for baptismin
Christianity, which should be perfornmed only once in a believer's life.
Bapti sm uses water, not blood, and it inmerses believers, and does not
splatter blood on them Furthernore, the doctrine of water baptismoriginated
in Judaismas a initiation rite for gentile converts, although this cerenony
i s conmanded nowhere in the OI. The Pharisees in particular believed a
gentile believer had to be both baptized and circuntised. The Essene
communi ty, famous for the Dead Sea Scrolls it inadvertently preserved by
pl acing themin caves, also baptized believers. The rabbinic schools of
Hllel and Shammai, who both lived in the first century A D., conducted a
runni ng debate over whether baptismor circuntision was nore inportant when
converting gentile proselytes. Then, according to scholar Herman Ri dder bos,
the nmeani ng of the cerenony to Christians as explained by Paul, that a
believer is synbolically reenacting the death and resurrection of Jesus, as
wel | as burying the old sinful way of |ife and becom ng a new man obedient to
God (Rom 6:2-12), is not found in any pagan nystery religion's initiation
rites. Wagner nmaintains that no idea of death or resurrection was associ at ed
with the taurobolium "It is inportant that the tauroboliuminitiation is not
to be regarded as a dying and rising again, an after-fulfillnment of the
destiny of Attis." According to Robert Duthroy, the tauroboliums neaning
went through three major stages of devel opnent, though other schol ars woul d
deny this interpretation and say it underwent no changes in meaning for its
pagan practitioners. Only in the third stage, post-300 A.D., did the notion
of the bull's sacrifice change frombeing a sacrifice to being "nerely the
only means to obtain the purifying blood."™ But, by that time, Christianity
was such a strong conpetitor to the heathen cults that they easily could have
been Iifting ideas ("blood as a purifier"”) out of Christianity, instead of
vice versa. Cearly, especially when the tauroboliumhas to be
anachroni stically projected back fromthe second century to the first in order
to be an influence on the NI, it is nmuch nore sensible to see Jew sh, not
pagan, aninmal sacrifices as the origin of the Christian doctrine of blood as a
purifying sin renover. ®®

8Conder maintains that the nmystery religions still had a hold anobng the
Samaritans in the first century A D in Judea (MB, p. 131-32). He says it was
the main source of Christian doctrine, not Judaism But this claimfaces a
maj or problem Was this true? Norman Anderson nmaintains that: "There is no
evi dence whatever, that I know of, that the mystery religions had any
i nfluence in Palestine in the early decades of the first century"
(Christianity and Wrld Religions (Downers Grove, IL: Inter-Varsity Press,
1984), pp. 53 and/or 54; cited by McDowell and WI son, He Wl ked Anong Us, p.
185). Conder shoul d provide specific evidence that proves the first-century
Samaritans were idolaters, etc. before this claimshould be accepted.

®Her man Ridderbos, Paul: An Qutline of His Theology (Gand Rapids, M:
Wl liam B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1975), p. 24; \agner, Pauline Baptism p.
266; Robert Duthroy, The Taurobolium |Its Evolution and Term nol ogy (Leiden
Brill, 1969); pp. 120-21; all as cited in Nash, CGospel and the G eeks, pp
141- 43, 150-51, 156-58; MDowel|l and W/Ison, He Wil ked Anmong Us, pp. 182-84;
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SURFACE SI'M LARI TI ES DO NOT' PROVE DEPENDENCE

German schol ar Adol f von Harnack nade an excell ent summary st atenent
against the idea that Christianity was influenced by pagan nystery religions.
It points to the problemw th tracing everything back to a conmon source
(Babyl on) as Hi sl op does, ignoring how nen independently of one another can
conme up with the sanme i deas based on their experience of nature and the
seasons.

We nust reject the conparative nythol ogy which finds a causa
connection between everything and everything el se, which tears
down solid barriers, bridges chasns as though it were child's

pl ay, and spins conbinations fromsuperficial simlarities.

By such met hods one can turn Christ into a sun god in the

twi nkling of an eye, or one can bring up the | egends attending the
birth of every conceivable god, or one can catch all sorts of

nmyt hol ogi cal doves to keep conmpany with the baptismal dove [see
MB, pp. 8-9!]; and find any nunber of celebrated asses to follow
the ass on which Jesus rode into Jerusalem and thus, with the
magi ¢ wand of 'conparative religion,' triunphantly elimnate every
spontaneous trait in any religion.?

In short, simlarities do not prove causal influence; although religions that
are true and fal se can have simlar ideas, that doesn't prove the true one got
its ideas fromthe false. Especially when the specifics of the pagan nyths
are conpared to the NI's doctrines, the "simlarities" stand reveal ed as
superficial. Also, an analysis such as Conder's ignores human creativity, in
separately inventing simlar nythical explanations for the sane phenonena of
nature, such as the cyclical view of tine and the death/rebirth nmotif com ng
fromthe seasonal changes affecting vegetation

SOVE STANDARD DI FFERENCES BETWEEN MOST MYSTERY RELI G ONS AND CHRI STI ANI TY

Before noving on, let's list sone basic differences between the nystery
religions and Christianity. The nystery religions as well as Ghosticism
attenpted to have special secret, special know edge known only to a few
initiates to the "truth.” 1In contrast, Christianity sought to publicly
proclaim"Christ, and HHmcrucified" (I Cor. 2:2) and Hi s nmessage to the world
to everyone, whether they believed or not. Christianity maintained there was
only one way to salvation, and so believed in exclusivity. There is only one
true religion to a Christian, as Jesus made plain (John 14:6): "I amthe way,
and the truth, and the Iife; no one cones to the Father, but through Me."
Simlarly, Peter declared to the Jew sh | eadership that everyone had to accept
Jesus to be saved (Acts 4:12): "And there is salvation in no one else; for
there is no other name under heaven that has been given anong nen, by which we
nmust be saved." For this reason, Paul and Barnabas nmade a point of denying
they were Zeus and Hernes to a large crowd in Lystra who thought they were.

WIf Hey and John Meakin, "Acts 15 The Jerusal em Conference,” pp. 2, 11
Moi she Rosen, Y Shua: The Jewish Way to Say Jesus (Chicago: Mody Press,
1982), pp. 79-80.

8Aadol f von Harnack, Wssenschaft und Leben (G essen, 1913), as cited by
Nash, The Gospel and the G eeks, pp. 118-19
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They, along with the high priest of Zeus, wi shed to nmake sacrifices to them
But instead, Barnabas and Paul didn't seek to make a maxi mal nunber of
converts by bending doctrine to fit their pre-existing beliefs, but tore their
robes and proclaimed (Acts 14:15): "Men, why are you doing these things? W
are al so nen of the sane nature as you, and preach the gospel to you in order
that you should turn fromthese vain things to a |living God, who nmade the
heaven and the earth and the sea, and all that is in them"® But believers
in pagan religions did not care how nmany gods they or others worshi ped besides
the one they may have enphasized. For if Christianity was as pagani zed as
Conder maintains, there would not been such (as the world would see it)
fanatical Christian resistance to sacrificing and/or swearing allegiance to

t he Ronman enperors as gods. Mst of these religions had notions of
"resurrections” that were tied to a cyclical view of nature and of history, of
the birth, death, and rebirth of vegetation fromspring to winter and back
again. By contrast, Christianity enphatically believed in a |linear view of
time and history, because God created the world at a specific tinme in the
past, and because Jesus died "once for all.” Only Mthraismhad a |linear view
of time--but then its god didn't die and then cone to life by a resurrection
so this simlarity proves little here. Christianity also had a much stronger
ethical, noral, and intellectual aspect than nost nystery religions (with the
partial exception of Mthraisnm, especially early on, which enphasized enotion
and ritual, not noral transformation. Wo can deny the demandi ng and majestic
sweep of Christian ethics as proclainmed in the Sernon on the Mount, the Letter
of James, the "Love Chapter” of | Cor. 13? The idea of salvation in pagani sm
did not involve a noral change or noral duties or deliverance fromsin, while
Christianity required all three. Furthernore, Christianity's Savi or was an
actual person in history, in the tine-space continuum The pagan "savi or -
gods" were "nebul ous figures of an imaginary past.”" Oten nyths begin with
uncertain term nol ogy such as "It is said,"” or "They say," which is never
found in the NT. The Greek gods, who supposedly visited nmen on earth, "are
not described realistically, but rather as a character of fantasy would be."
As Anderson commented: "There is all the difference in the world between the
rising or rebirth of a deity which synbolizes the conm ng of spring (and the
reawakeni ng of nature) and the resurrection 'on the third day' of a historica

person.” For reasons such as these, as against the charge Paul created a
nmystery religion on a Jewi sh base, that the historian of phil osophy Gordon
Cark replied: "Such surmises are not so nmuch bad schol arship as prejudiced

i rresponsibility."®°

8\McDowel | and W son, He Wal ked Anong Us, pp. 188-89. Their analysis of
this text is positively deadly to Conder's concoction of a biography of the
life of Sinon the Sorceror, which is al nost pure, unproven, unprovable fantasy
(MB, pp. 131-39). Maximzing converts at the expense of doctrine was not a
first-century church tendency.

8For this general |ine of reasoning, see McDowell and WIson, He Wl ked
Among Us, pp. 186-87; Nash, CGospel and the Greeks, pp. 171-72. For nore on
the theme of Judeo-Christianity's linear view of tinme and how this hel ped
cause the rise of nodern science, see Stanley Jaki, The Savior of Science
(Washington, D.C.: Regnery Gateway, 1988); Science and Creation: From
Eternal Cycles to an Oscillating Universe (New York: Science H story
Publ i cations, 1974); The Origin of Science and the Science of Its Oigin
(South Bend, IN. Regnery/Gateway, 1978). M essay "Christianity: A Cause of
Modern Sci ence?: The Duhem Jaki and Merton Theses Expl ai ned" al so deals with
this truly crucial subject nore briefly; Gordon Cark, Thales to Dewey, p.
194, cited in Nash, Gospel and the Greeks, pp. 121-125, 128, 146; Norman
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THE FUNDAMENTAL DI FFERENCES BETWEEN PAGAN AND CHRI STI AN M RACLE ACCQUNTS

Conder charges that various pagan gods have performed nmiracles simlar
Jesus' (MB, pp. 42-43, 144). Does this prove the NI got themfromthese
sources? First, in reply, when it cones to performng mracles, there aren't
a huge variety of different things that can be done that would still be
under st andabl e and useful to humans, especially in a world w thout nodern
technol ogy. Certain basic needs, such as food, good health, long life, etc.
are constants of mankind's nature. So then these are the |ogical place for

stories about miracles to occur in any religion. Indeed, before such probl ens
as ill-health, blindness, |aneness, deafness, death, the human race renains
still totally or partially hel pless before them causing people to seek God's

hel p to neet these needs even today. To say all pagan practices had the sane
ultimate source ignores how, with humans having the sane needs, such as being
able to see, hear, walk, etc., simlar stories involving the gods satisfying
t hose needs are going to spontaneously and independently pop up. The rea

i ssue then is why should anyone consi der the CGospels' accounts of miracles as
nore reliable than those perforned by pagan gods. As has been shown above,
the NT is a historically reliable book in what can be checked--whi ch neans
maki ng an inference to what can't be checked directly (Jesus' mracles as
havi ng actual Iy happened) is not an operation in blind faith. Caimng the
Cospel s are nyths, an issue also dealt with above, sinply isn't plausible,
since as a literary genre, nyths have a very different feel fromthe Gospels.
As J.B. Phillips comrents:

I have read, in Greek and Latin, scores of nyths, but | did not
find the slightest flavour of myth here [in the Gospels]. There
is no hysteria, no careful working for effect, and no attenpt at
collusion. . . . One sensed again that understatenment which we
have been taught to think is nmore "British" than Oriental. There
is an al nmost childlike candour and sinmplicity, and the tota
effect is trenendous.

Then we shoul d carefully consider what C.S. Lewis had to say, a man with a
truly professional know edge of nythol ogy, about the differences between
mracles attributed to pagans and to Christians:

If we open such books as Gimis Fairy Tales or OQvid's

Met anmor phoses or the Italian epics we find ourselves in a world of
mracles so diverse that they can hardly be classified. Beasts
turn into nmen and nmen into beasts or trees, trees talk, ships
beconme goddesses, and a mmgic ring can cause tables richly spread

with food to appear in solitary places. . . . the | east suspicion
that it was true would turn the fun into nightmare. [If such
things really happened they would, | suppose, show that Nature was

Anderson, Christianity and Wrld Religions (Downers Gove, IL: Inter-Varsity
Press, 1984), p. 53; as cited in MDowel!l and WIson, He Wal ked Anong Us, pp
176-82. Yair Davidy, in his Tribes, mmintains that Zoroastrianismarose in
the place(s) where the twelve tribes were taken to, and was ultimately derived
from Judai sm even as it was changed by the apostate Israelites, etc. In
turn, it's known that Mthraismcane out of Zoroastrianism so these
simlarities between Christianity and Mthraismcould be traceable to how
Mthraismis |ike Judaisn
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being i nvaded [by an alien power]. . . . The fitness of the
Christian mracles, and their difference fromthese nythol ogi ca
mracles, lies in the fact that they show i nvasi on by a Power
which is not alien. They are what m ght be expected to happen
when she is invaded not sinply by a god, but by the God of Nature:
by a Power which is outside her jurisdiction not as a foreigner
but as a sovereign. . . . the Christian mracles have a much
greater probability in virtue of their organic connection with one
another and with the whole structure of the religion they exhibit.
[Even if the pagan Roman Enperor Vespasian actually
perfornEd two mracul ous healings] it would remain a quite
i sol ated and anomal ous fact. Nothing conmes of it, nothing | eads
up to it, it establishes no body of doctrine, explains nothing, is
connected with nothing. And this, after all, is an unusually
favourabl e i nstance of a non-Christian mracle [since various
pagan historians said he did theml. The imoral, and sonetines
alnost idiotic interferences attributed to gods in Pagan stories,
even if they had a trace of historical evidence, could be accepted
only on the condition of our accepting a wholly neani ngl ess
universe. \What raises infinite difficulties and solves none w ||
be believed by a rational man only under absol ute conpul sion.

Fundanental |y, Conder relies on people's lack of familiarity with the G eek
and Roman myths through their own reading (a casualty of tossing out the old
classical curriculum) in order to nake his case plausible. Since the stories
of pagan mracles cone in books that cannot be called historical or primarily
factual, unlike the Gospels or Acts, and the mracles sinmlar to those in
Christianity presumably occur in pagan sources detailing inherently

i npl ausi ble mracles, or even truly absurd or idiotic ones as well, the

di fferences between the two's miracle accounts shoul d becone obvi ous.

THE UNRELI ABLE NATURE OF THE M RACLES ATTRI BUTED TO BUDDHA

How reliable are the accounts of mracles attributed to Buddha? Conder
cites a story about Buddha while he was fasting being tenpted by "the Prince
of Evil, Mara," and conpares it to Christ's tenptation by Satan in the
w | derness (MB, p. 41). There are two major problens in using this story to
assert Christianity adapted it for use in the Gospels. First, Indiais far
enough fromthe Roman Enpire it couldn't have directly influenced its people
hardly. Buddhi sm spread towards the east, not the west, towards China and
I ndochina, even as it died out in the land of its birth, India. Second, the
accounts witten about the life of Siddhartha Gautana (Buddha) (c. 563-483
b.c.) are very unreliable, especially when they say he did mracles. As H G
Wl | s comment ed:

It is only within the |l ast century that the increasing study of
the Pali |anguage, in which nost of the original sources were
witten, has given the world a real know edge of the life and
actual thought of Gautama. Previously his story was overlaid by
nonstrous accumrul ati ons of |egend, and his teaching violently

%3.B. Phillips, The Ring of Truth (New York: Macnmillan Publishing Co.,
1967), p. 77; as quoted in MDowell and WIson, He Wal ked Anong Us, p. 195;
C.S. Lewis, Mracles: A Prelimnary Study (New York; Collier Books,
Macmi | | an Publishing Co., 1960), pp. 132-33.
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m sconcei ved. But now we have a very human and under st andabl e

account of him . . . Men who would scorn to tell aliein
everyday life will become unscrupul ous cheats and liars when they
have given thensel ves up to propagandi st work . . . [Buddha's
followers] were presently telling their hearers of the mracles
that attended the Buddha's birth . . . of his youthful feats of
strength, of the marvels of his everyday life, winding up with a
sort of illum nation of his body at the nonment of death. O

course it was inpossible to believe that Buddha was the son of a
nortal father. He was mracul ously concei ved through his nother
dream ng of a beautiful white el ephant! Previously he had hinsel f
been a marvel ous el ephant possessing six tusks; he had generously
given themall to a needy hunter--and even hel ped to saw t hem of f.

Now, let's illustrate how defective Conder's scholarship can be. Citing this
story about Buddha shows how an uncritical use of biased secondary works about
pagan religions is fundamental to Mystery Babyl on. He | eans upon Doane, whose
work (Bible Myths and Their Parallels in O her Religions) was first published
in 1882, which in turn depends on Conway's Sianese Life of Buddha. But
Thailand is not where Pali is spoken as the common peopl e's everyday | anguage,
nor where Gautana hailed from which nmeans this story alnost certainly isn't
true. There's every good reason to see this as one of the stories his

foll owers made up--like the tale that "nmeteors fell and clouds of darkness
covered the earth" when Buddha died (MB, p. 64). These mracle stories were
evidently witten a long tinme after Buddha lived. They also, on a deep |evel,
contradict his teachings unlike the Christian mracles, as C S. Lewi s noted:

But what could be nore absurd than that he who canme to teach us
that Nature is an illusion fromwhich we nmust escape should occupy
hinself in producing effects on the Natural |evel--that he who
conmes to wake us froma nightmare should add to the nightnare?

The nore we respect his teaching the | ess we could accept his

m racl es. **

By contrast the New Testanent's stories about the mracul ous are nmuch nore
restrai ned, much nore understated, |less fanciful, nore practical. These
differences make them far nore believable than those ascribed to Buddha that
Wl |s described. Then the NI's accounts of miracles were witten within one,
at the nost two, generations after Jesus died, which brings appeals to

eyewi tness testinony into play. And even hostile Jew sh sources (the
Babyl oni an Tal nud, Sanhedrin 43a) as well as the pagan Cel sus (who obviously
used Jew sh sources) make oblique nmention of Jesus' ability to do the

m racul ous, but attribute it to Satan, nmagical arts, sorcery, etc. (cf. Matt.
9:34: 12:24; Mark 3:22; see also Josephus, who attributes to Jesus "surprising
feats"). Trying to tar Christianity's origins with some dubi ous story about
Buddha shows how defective Conder's schol arship can be.

'S THE CHRI STI AN PASSOVER PAGAN?

Conder attacks the Christian Passover (conmunion, the Lord' s Supper, the
Eucharist, etc.) as derived from paganism "But the cel ebration of a sacred
banquet is equally as pagan [as Easter and Christmas], and, | say now that if

"H.G Wells, Qutline of History, vol. 1, pp. 311, 319; Lewis, Mracles,
p. 133
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it were not found commanded in the NT few of you would have any problemin

abandoning it conpletely as an abom nation before your Creator!™ (MB, p. 48).
He has a fastidious, esthetic distaste, which he attenpts to pass on to his
readers (cf. MB, p. 111), against the idea of eating the body and drinking the
bl ood of a Man, of Jesus. |In reply, consider an insightful observation of

C.S. Lewis's: The true religion has to have both "thick"” and "clear"

el ements, or ideas and rituals that appeal to both the enotional and rationa

side of man, since he is conposed of both. By this reasoning, since

Christianity has both, this suggests it is the true religion. As he explains:

By Thick I mean those which have orgi es and ecstasies and
nmysteries and |l ocal attachnents: Africais full of Thick
religions. By Cear |I nean those which are phil osophi cal

ethical, and universalizing: Stoicism Buddhism and the Ethica
Church are Clear religions. Nowif there is a true religionis
must be both Thick and Clear: for the true God nust have nade
both the child and the nan, both the savage and the citizen, both
the head and the belly. . . . Christianity really breaks down the
mddle wall of the partition. It takes a convert from central
Africa and tells himto obey an enlightened universalist ethic:

it takes a twentieth-century acadenic prig like me and tells nme to
go fasting to a Mystery, to drink the bl ood of the Lord. The
savage convert has to be Clear: | have to be Thick. That is how
one knows one has cone to the real religion

Arguing that no OT text nentions taking in the body and bl ood of the Messiah
synbolically is irrelevant (M3, p. 47), since God does not reveal all H's plan
in any one place. Even within the OT there is progressive revelation, from
the Torah, to Sanuel and Kings, to the Prophets, in which God gradually
reveal s greater know edge to humanity. The NT, when it adds the Christian
Passover cerenony, nerely is a further revelation. It nust be accepted as
part of the overall "package," once you have proven the NI to be supernatura
in origin (such as by Jesus' accurate prediction that Jerusalem and the Tenple
woul d be destroyed) and historically reliable. Conplaining that this cerenony
is cannibalism-albeit in synbolic form-is human reasoning that cuts no ice
if God commands it.% Metzger notes little evidence exists about the
sacranmental neals of the pagans, or whether they were different in nmeaning
from Christian comuni on

“Lewis, God in the Dock, pp. 102-3; Conder (MB, p. 46) mistakenly follows

H sl op when saying "canni bal” comes fromthe Chal dean word "cahna,"” "the
priest,"” and Baal, neaning "the priests of Baal." In fact, according to The
Random House Dictionary of the English Language, it comes from a Spani sh
corruption of an Indian word: [1545-55; <Sp cani bal, var. of caribal, equiv.
to canib-, carib- (<Arawak) + -al -AL'; fromthe belief that the Caribs of the
West Indies ate human flesh] Normally, 1'd just call this a trivial slip-up

But it is synptomatic of Conder's scholarship to rely on Hslop (1877) rather
than an up-to-date dictionary for a word' s etynmol ogy. Likew se, the
contenporary scholarly conmunity in classics and biblical studies has nostly
tossed out tales of Christianity being derived fromnystery religions by and
| arge decades ago. Conder bypasses this by using sources either that are
ol der than the current scholarly consensus (i.e., Doane, 1882) or people
driven by such a deep unbelieving bias that they engage in carel ess
conpari sons and anal ogy (Wal ker).
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Simlarly with respect to sacramental neals reserved for those who
had been initiated into the comunity of devotees, there is
singularly little evidence. Nothing is heard of sacranmental neals
in Ophism[a |ater devel opnment of the worship of D onysus]. The
drinking of the kykeon in the rites of Eleusis, which has

someti nes been thought to be the prototype of Paul's teaching and
practice regarding the Lord' s Supper, is as different as possible
fromthe Christian Communion. %

As Nash observed (cited above), since little is known about the pagans
cerenoni al nmeals, drawi ng cl ose conparisons with the Christian Passover
degenerates into superficial analysis. Conder once uses a statenent by Frazer
t hat di scussed the purpose of a fast by the devotees of Attis (simlar to that
done by followers of Tammuz). It showed respect to the god by not eating
bread "may possibly have been a preparation for a sacramental nmeal . . ." (M,
p. 66). Are you going to risk your eternal [ife on the words "may possibly
have been"? Furthernore, a fast is the opposite of a neal! To know edgeably
draw any conparisons, it's necessary to know specifically what synbolic

nmeani ngs the pagans applied to the different foods served at their neals and
so forth.

VWERE M THRAI SM OR DI ONYSTI C RI TUALS THE SOURCE OF THE CHRI STI AN PASSOVER?

O all the nystery religions, only Mthraismhad anything simlar to the
Lord's Supper (which serves as a serious challenge to Conder's claimthe
followers of GCsiris had a simlar neal--M3, p. 45), which even then served
water, not wine, toits initiates. But since Mthraismhad little hold on the
Roman Enpire in the first century, a point dealt with above, its rituals
sinmply could not have influenced primtive Christianity's. Consider another
basic difference of Christian cerenpnies (baptism the Passover service, etc.)
frompagan rituals: The Christian ones were considered ineffective wthout
faith or a norally or spiritually transforned life, while the pagan ones gave
their followers imortality in an external, mechanical way, depending "solely
on the performance of the rite, independent of the faith, attitude, or
intentions of the worshiper."® Hence, since little is known of the specific
nmeani ngs of the synbols of any pagan ritual neals, including that of
Mthraism drawi ng any tight analogies to Christian practice goes far beyond
t he avail abl e evi dence.

So then, did the Christian Passover originate in the cult of Dionysus,
the Greek god of wine and vegetation? It couldn't have cone fromthe savage
rites the devotees of Dionysus participated in because these died out |ong
before Christianity arose. The nost ancient rite involved this god' s nostly
femal e foll owers working thenselves up into a frenzy, after nuch orgiastic
revelry. They would attack a living bull, or perhaps a goat or fawn,

di smenber it, and eat its raw flesh and drink its blood. The O phic nystery
religion, comon in Geece by the md-sixth century b.c., was a later

devel opnent of the worship of Dionysus. It toned down these proceedi ngs, and
elimnated the orgies and wild partying, while adding a sacred literature

“Bruce M Metzger, "Methodology in the Study of the Mystery Religions and
Early Christianity,” in Historical and Literary Studies (Gand Rapids, M:
Eerdmans, 1968), p. 14, as cited by Nash, Gospel and the G eeks, p. 151

%Nash, Gospel and the Greeks, pp. 152-53, 158-59.
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conposed of hyms and prayers to interpret the rites. The O phics stil
retained the practice of attacking, ripping apart, and eating a living bull.
Coul d have such an undignified, wild frenzy of a ritual been the source of the
Christian Passover? The foods eaten and synbols attached to the foods

i nvol ved were certainly different between the two. To the Orphics, by eating
the god, they nade thenselves |ike the god, taking on his characteristics, a
theme Frazer devel ops at enornous length.%® To the Christian, the primary
meani ng of taking the wine and bread at Passover is to synbolize accepting

Jesus' sacrifice as a condition for eternal life (John 6:54): "He who eats My
flesh and drinks My blood has eternal life, and | will raise himup on the
last day." |It's far nore sensible to see the origin of the Christian Passover

cerenony in the Jewi sh Passover itself, the day of its institution as the
Cospel s thensel ves say, instead of straying into scarcely known pagan rites.

D D THE PAGANS HAVE SAVI OR- GODS WHO DI ED AS JESUS DI D?

Conder clainms that Caiaphas's words about one man dying for the nation
(John 18:14) make little sense in a [Jewish?] Christian franework, but do in a
pagan setting: "The crucified deity in the flesh sinply harkens back to
Ni nt od, who, when he was crucified, died for the sins of the people.” He then
uses Frazer's description of the ancient pagans sacrificing sone nan as a
representative of the king as a "replacenent savior-Sun-god' s sacrifice for
the good of the people" (M3, p. 61). Here Conder draws a conpletely
illegitimate parallel. Wile there were "savior gods" in pagan religions,
upon cl oser exam nation it's discovered that only in Christianity was the
death of God for other people's sins, that it was once for all time, and that
it was an actual event in history, not a nyth. Upon inspecting the specific
nmeani ngs and details of the nyths in question, the simlarities to
Christianity are clearly only superficial. 1t's unacceptable for Conder to
use Frazer to support this claimwhen carefully exam ning the latter's overal
thesis, instead of just biting off sone chunk that mght suit his own
pur poses. For exanple, Frazer at one point wites: "No one, therefore, could
so appropriately die for the king and, through him for the whol e people, as
the king's son." He then cites Philo' s description that an anci ent custom was
for a king to sacrifice "his beloved son to die for the whole people, as a
ransom offered to the avengi ng denons” in a tine of great crisis. |Is Conder
right after all? But when you go back and exam ne the overall point of this
section of Conder's work, it's found that the specific neani ng behind the
sacrifice is very different froanhristianitX's. Why did anci ent pagan ki ngs
offer up a substitute for thenselves to die?”® Frazer explains that since

“Nash, Gospel and the Greeks, pp. 134-36, 151-52; Frazer, GCol den Bough
vol . 1, pp. 213-409; vol. 2, pp. 1-222.

“Here we shoul d consider Conder's reference to Wl ker (MB, p. 111), which
refers to the Babylonian king's substitutes during the Sacaea festival dying
"as a representative of the king, in nmenory of the Sun-god of Babyl on who was
crucified for the sins of humanity!" Frazer, Golden Bough, vol. 1, p. 226
deals with this same festival. An exam nation of the long footnote reveals
all sorts of |anguage reflecting problenms in drawing the certain concl usions
Conder woul d want, such as "probably" (three tinmes), including about this
cerenony being "much ol der” than the Medi an takeover of Babylon (sixth century
b.c.) Curiously, when Frazer denies that a certain Geek word nmeans "hung"
instead of "crucified," he says hanging wasn't used as a form of execution in
the ancient world. This, granted a standard translation, presumably would
have been news to Mordecai and Haman in the book of Esther's description of
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many pagans believed that various pagan gods di ed, pagans believed that their
god- ki ngs woul d die as well since they were fleshly beings. Thi s threat
call ed for decisive proactive neasures!:

Now primtive peoples, as we have seen, sonetinmes believe that
their safety and even that of the world is bound up with the life
of one of these god-men or human incarnations of the divinity.

The danger is a form dable one; for if the course of nature
|s dependent on the nan-god's life [notice!--this has nothing to
do with spiritual salvation fromsin!--EVS], what catastrophes may
not be expected fromthe gradual enfeeblenent of his powers and
their final extinction in death? There is only one way of
averting these dangers. The man-god nust be killed as soon as he
shows synptons that his powers are beginning to fail, and his sou
must be transferred to a vigorous successor before it has been
seriously inpaired by the threatened decay.

As an exanmple of this belief, Frazer nentions people in the Congo (central
Africa!) who believed that if "their pontiff the Chitone" were allowed "to die
a natural death, the world would perish, and the earth, which he al one

sustai ned by his power and nerit, would i mediately be annihilated.” This
hardly has the same neaning as John 3:16! Material prosperity and this life
are what matters to the pagans when they believe this. Again, you re back to
Frazer's thene of the cyclical/seasonal vegetation cycle when he wites this
later in the sane section dealing with god-kings and/or their substitutes
dying: "But the task of nmaking the crops grow, thus deputed to the tenporary
ki ngs [who were killed as substitutes for the real kings--EVS], is one of the
supernatural functions regularly supposed to be di scharged by kings in
primtive society.” So while Frazer may use sonetinmes | oose | anguage that
inplies a parallel between Christian and pagan beliefs that Conder could seize
upon to his seem ng benefit, a nore careful reading reveals the deep

di fferences between the two.

HOW THE DEATH OF DI ONYSUS WAS DI FFERENT FROM JESUS'

As for the tal es about Di onysus hinself, Frazer uses | oaded | anguage and
different descriptions of this god's fate. He wites: "Like the other gods
of vegetati on whom we have been consi dering, Di onysus was believed to have
died a violent death, but to have been brought to life again; and his
sufferings, death, and resurrection were enacted in his sacred rites."” This
sounds simlar to Christianity, right? But the devil is in the details. Wy
did D onysus die? To save humanity fromspiritual sin? No--he died because
Juno (Hera), the wife of Jupiter (Zeus), was jealous of the child.

Presumably, he was his "love child." She bribed the child s guards that
Jupiter left to protect him and then had the Titans attack and kill him
They di snenbered his body, boiled it, and ate it. However, M nerva, who
shared in this dirty deed, had still saved D onysus' heart, and presented it

the court of (nost likely) Xerxes, the Persian king best known for invading
Greece and losing the naval battle of Salamis in 480 b.c. to Athens and ot her
Geek city-states. Certainly, the word "kremannum " can refer to hangi ng, not
crucifixion. See the Bauer-Arndt-G ngrich G eek-English | exicon, p. 450

Frazer, Golden Bough, vol. 1, pp. 214-15, 217-18, 228, 233, 235 and in
passim MDowell and WIson, He Wil ked Anong Us, pp. 186-87.
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to Jupiter. In retaliation, Jupiter then punished the Titans by putting them
to death. So now -be serious folks--how simlar is this to the death of

Jesus?!? The neani ng and causes of death are totally different in D onysus's
case. Then, whether he rose fromthe dead invol ves which version of the myth

you'll accept. In one version, Apollo pieced together D onysus's |inbs at
Zeus's conmmands, and then buried themon Parnassus. That doesn't make for
much of a "resurrection"! |n another version, after being pieced together, he
becanme young again. In one account, his heart was pounded up and placed in a

potion given to Senele, who then conceived him O course, in one rendition
he, after being buried, rose fromthe dead and went to heaven, and then
according to Frazer, when the resurrection was part of the nyth in sone area,
it was reenacted at the rites of Dionysus's followers. But, now, what century
was this |ast version propagated? Wich one was the nost original? The

French schol ar Andrew Boul anger maintains that: "The conception that the god
dies and is resurrected is order to lead his faithful to eternal life is
represented in NO Hellenistic nystery religion.”™ This nmeans you couldn't take

the cl ai m Di onysus (nor Adonis nor Attis nor Gsiris) rose fromthe dead in any
kind of literal fashion. And, as shown above, Frazer m sapplied the
Christian/Jewi sh term"resurrection” to Attis using a rather problematic
single late source (fourth century, Firmcus Maternus), and this may be
happeni ng agai n here. Hence, further research would be necessary in the
original texts of the nyths thenselves in order to judge which version of the
nmyt h about Dionysus's fate was the nost common in the ancient world before
sonmeone could confidently and triunphantly proclaimhima "dying savior-god."
Quite obviously, Frazer confuses the doctrines of the i mortal soul and the
resurrection, when he wites that at the rites of D onysus that

it even appears that a general doctrine of resurrection, or at

| east of inmmortality, was incul cated on the worshippers; for
Plutarch [the ancient G eek biographer and witer (c. 46 A D. to
after 119 A D.) who wote in Latin and is a key source for the
myths], witing to console his wife on the death of their infant
daughter, conforts her with the thought of the immortality of the
soul as taught by tradition and revealed in the nysteries of

Di onysus.

If it turns out Frazer has nerely footnoted as proof of D onysus's
"resurrection” sources that nerely said he didn't die since he had an i morta
soul, this cult is hardly a likely source for the Christian belief in Jesus
personal, literal resurrection fromthe dead.*

HOW PROVETHEUS' S SUFFERI NGS WERE DI FFERENT FROM JESUS' DEATH

In order to say the suffering of the G eek god Pronetheus was simlar to
Jesus', Conder quotes Doane, who in turn quotes fromthe ancient G eek
pl aywight Aeschylus's (525-426 b.c.) play Pronetheus Chained (MB, pp. 51, 62,
73). Although Conder has the correct title in his footnotes, for some reason
Doane entitles this play The Divine Sufferer. This nane change appears to be

%ny enphasis, Andre Boul anger, Orphee: Rapports de |'orphisme et du
christianisme (Paris, 1925), p. 102; as cited by Ronald Nash, Christianity and
the Hellenistic Wirld (Grand Rapids, M: Zondervan Publishi ng House, 1984),
pp. 172 and/or 173 in MDowell and WIson, He Wal ked Anobng Us, pp. 184-85;
Frazer, Colden Bough, vol. 1, pp. 322-324. dearly, further research in
Frazer's references is necessary to settle this issue one way or the other
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deceitfully calculated to make the Christian parallels sharper. Doane

m squotes (by using "their" for "our," and "they" for "us") fromlsaiah 53:5
7 to inply the suffering of Jesus was just |ike that of Pronetheus. Even a
rat her casual skimthrough this play denonstrates how nuch Doane (and,

t heref ore, Conder) have seized upon a superficial simlarity to tar
Christianity by claiming the latter depended directly or indirectly on the
former. First, quite clearly Pronmetheus was not crucified, but sinply chained
to a certain mountain in the Caucasus. At the beginning of the play, the god
Vul can reluctantly chai ned down Promnet heus. Jupiter (Zeus) was puni shing him
for having hel ped humanity race by giving it the gift of fire and learning in
the arts and sciences. Vulcan conplains that he has to tie down Pronetheus
"with indissoluble chains, perforce, must | nowrivet to this savage [7?]

rock.” He comments to the character Strength, "The manacl es are ready, thou
mayst see them" Strength replies, "Bind themaround [not in--EVS] his hands;
with all thy force Strike, nail themfast, drive theminto the rock." Later,

during Vulcan's dialog with Strength, the latter says, "And now clasp this
[arn] secure, that he may | earn how i nmpotent his craft, opposed to Jove.
Across his breast draw now this stubborn bar of adamant, fix firmits

sharpened point. . . . with all thy force enring [not into--EVS] his legs."
Promet heus | ater wails by hinself: "Behold, what tortures for revol ving ages
| here nmust struggle; such unseemy chains.” Cdearly, this is not a

crucifixion! Doane's scholastic dishonesty is evident to anyone reading the
original text when supposedly based on this source he could wite that

Promet heus was "hanging with arns extended in the formof a cross . . . which
had brought on himthat horrible crucifixion.” Then, did Pronetheus suffer
for the sane reasons Jesus did? Jesus died in order to save nmankind from
spiritual sin, and was resurrected to give us eternal imortal spirit life
(Romans 5:8-11; 6:23). Pronetheus was punished for giving the gift of fire to
humanity, and teaching it various arts and sciences, such as astronony,
snelting netal, masonry, sailing, medicine, and interpreting omens from

animals' livers: "The ills of man you've heard: | formed his mnd, and
t hrough the cloud of barb'rous ignorance diffused the beans of know edge.” He
summari zed why he was being punished thus: "To nortal man | bear this weight

of woe; hid in a hollow cane the fount of fire | privately conveyed, of every
art productive, and the noblest gift to nen. And for this slight offence,
woe, woe is ne! | bear these chains, fixed to this savage rock . . ." The
reasons for Jesus' death were quite different fromwhat caused Pronet heus
sufferings! Pronetheus underwent an involuntary puni shment inflicted by the
chief god, while Jesus' sufferings and death were not a punishnent, and were
vol untary, for He had not sinned against the Father. Furthernore, Pronetheus
wasn't a "dying savior god'! The essence of his tragedy was that since he was
a god, he was immortal, and so he couldn't diel Hs sufferings won't end
until eventually the cycle of fate frees himfromhis chains, after Jupiter is
i nevitably unseated as the chief god, just as his father Saturn was before
him Ever defiant, Pronetheus replies against the threats Jupiter could

i ncrease his sufferings: "Wat should | fear, by Fate exenpt from death?"
Earlier, he lanmented to the goddess lo: "Ill wouldst thou bear ny mseries,
by the Fates exenpt from death, the refuge of th' afflicted.” By contrast,

al t hough Jesus was Jehovah, the God of Israel, he becane flesh so that He
could die, and so He did die. (Need | cite texts to prove this?) The only
part of the quote from Doane that actually that comes fromthe play is where
Promet heus explains his actions, saying that by "boldly pleading [he] saved
them from destruction, saved themfromsinking to the realns of night," etc
The context shows he wasn't saving humanity fromspiritual sin, but had
persuaded Jupiter fromw shing to destroy the human race, and start again.
Note this statenent that inmediately precedes Doane's citation fromthe play:
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"But for unhappy nortals [Jupiter] had no regard, and all the present race
[he] willed to extirpate, and formanew. " Conpare this incident to when Mses
pl eaded with God to save Israel fromdestruction for its sins while wandering
in the wilderness, and to start anew with himal one after they worshi ped the
ol den Cal f (Ex. 32:10-14). Saving humanity from physical destruction by
pl eading with Jupiter is very different fromsaving humanity through beconi ng
human, and dying for its spiritual sins and guilt from breaking God's | aw, and
then by rising fromthe dead, giving it imortal life. Cearly, when
consulting the original work, as done here, Doane's (and, by extension
Conder's) case falls to pieces. This has om nous inplications should this be
done with other citations found in Mystery Babylon: How many of these could
stand scrutiny?%

SPECI FI CALLY HOW JESUS' DEATH DI FFERED FROM THE PAGAN GODS' DEATHS SUWWVARI ZED
Conder clains that:

Now it is a fact that the | egendary suffering savior-gods of the
anci ent pagan Mysteries were all nmaltreated. In other words, they
suffered unjustly for the sins of the world. They bore the
transgressions of humanity in their flesh and by their death
humanity was saved. Prom nent anong these gods was Mthra, whose
wor shippers literally flooded into the first century Christian
Church. (MB, p. 73; cf. p. 110, "Mthraic doctrines of forgiveness
of sins.")

Except for the first sentence perhaps, none of these statenments are true.
VWhen peering underneath the surface simlarities between Jesus' death and

t hose of various pagan sun/savior-gods, the simlarities vanish, as was done
above with the specific cases of Pronetheus and Dionysus. Only in
Christianity did God in the flesh die for the sins of others, for humans
breaking His law, as a vicarious, substitutionary atonenent. No pagan
religion attributed to their god the belief of Paul as found in Romans 5:17-
18: "Mich nore those who receive the abundance of grace and of the gift of
ri ghteousness will reign in life through the One, Jesus Christ . . . even so
t hrough one act of righteousness their resulted justification of life to al
men." As Wagner observed, none of the pagan gods "has the intention of
hel pi ng men been attributed. The sort of death that they died is quite

di fferent (hunting accident, self-enmasculation, etc.)" Then Jesus died once
for all time and all men (Hebrews 7:27; 9:25-28; 10:10-14). Christianity
denies the cyclical view of tine and history, in which all the events of
history will be literally repeated tinme and tine again, a theory pagans
bel i eved al nost universally in sone form (It's found in Aeschylus' play,
since Pronetheus is confident Zeus is fated to be unseated as the chi ef god,
just as his father before himwas). Like Judaism Christianity upholds the
linear view of time as progressing fromcreation to the second conm ng and

j udgnment day--the view that was necessary for nodern science to come into
exi stence. To a Christian, the idea of H s Savior having to die again and
again literally is unbearably repugnant, so it can't be an event that is
constantly repeated literally time and tine again, just as creation and
judgnment day won't be repeated either. Jesus' death also was an actual event
in history. At a specific time and place He "suffered under Pontius Pilate,"

MW enphasis, Robert Potter, The Plays of Aeschylus (London: George
Rout | edge and Son, 1886), pp. 11-14, 24-25, 33-34, 39.
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which is hardly the case for the death of the pagan gods of nythol ogy, who
died in some dim undatable tine and place. Jesus also died voluntarily, as
no pagan god did. He sacrificed hinself by intention fromthe begi nning of
H's ministry. This was unlike how (say) Dionysus was killed out of Juno's
jealousy or Gsiris was slain due to a plot of his brother and 72 others or
Attis mutilated hinself under a pine tree or was killed by a boar |ike Adonis.

As J. Gresham Machen coments: "Gsiris, Adonis, and Attis were overtaken by
their fate; Jesus gave his life freely away. The difference is stupendous; it
i nvol ves the very heart of the religion of Paul." As Jesus said, conparing

H nself to a good shepherd (John 10: 11, 17-18):

I am the good shepherd; the good shepherd | ays down His life for

the sheep. . . . For this reason the Father |oves Me, because
lay dowmm My life that | may take it again. No one has taken it
away fromMe, but | lay it dowmm on My own initiative. | have
authority to lay it down, and | have authority to take it up
agai n.

Finally, Jesus' death was not a defeat but an ultimate triunph, because He
rose fromthe dead, which allowed us to be saved (justified) by H s death, and
saved (sanctified and ultimately born again) by Hs life (Rom 5:8-10). A
sense of exultation is found in the NT that sharply contrasts with the
attitudes of the devotees of the Mysteries, "whose followers wept and nourned
for the terrible fate that overtook their gods."!® Wen Peter denied Jesus
woul d die, since he believed Jesus was the Conquering Messiah who woul d soon
set up H s kingdom Jesus "turned and said to Peter, 'Get behind Me, Satan

You are a stunbling block to Me; for you are not setting your mnd on God's
interests, but man's" (Matt. 16:23). Some basic probi ng exposes how
superficial are the simlarities of the pagan "savior-gods" to Christianity,
for their gods died for very different reasons conpared to Jesus' death, which
proves how shallow are the clains that Christianity borrowed its doctrines
from pagan religions.

FRAZER S THESI S TI ES THE VECGETATI ON CYCLE TO THE PAGAN GODS' DEATHS AND
" RESURRECTI ONS"

Once you realize what Frazer's overarching thesis is, Conder's use of
The CGol den Bough is seriously undercut. Frazer ties together various pagan
rites to the seasonal vegetation cycle, which causes the pagan gods' deaths
and "resurrections"” to the reenacted yearly. In a peasant agricultura
soci ety in which al nost everybody's livelihood is directly dependent on how
good or bad the weather is and its effects on the crops, an overpowering
year ni ng devel ops to please the gods in order to guarantee a good harvest. So
when Frazer speaks of a god's "resurrection" (see MB, p. 66), the question
beconmes what did he really neant by this term |If he neans nerely the god was
reborn because spring had begun with the passage of the vernal equi nox (when
t he days and nights are equal in length in the spring, which is when spring
officially begins), because green things were growing anew, this is hardly a
personal resurrection to inmmortality! Frazer undeniably uses Judeo-Christian
terns carelessly. It seens he uses themto force an analogy. He ties Attis's

103 Gresham Machen, The Origin of Paul's Religion (New York: Macnillan,
1925), p. 315; as cited by Nash, who develops this thene generally, Gospel and
the G eeks, pp. 171-72; see also McDowell and WIson, He Wil ked Anong Us, pp
186- 87.
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"resurrection"” very closely to the vegetation cycle, which inplies it wasn't
"once for all,” but had to be repeated annually:

The fastening of his effigy to the tree would then be a
representation of his coming to life again in tree-form just as
the placing of the shirt of the effigy of Death upon a tree
represents the revival of the spirit of vegetation in a new form
After being attached to the tree, the effigy was kept for a year
and then burned. . . . The original intention of thus preserving
the effigy for a year and then replacing it by a new one was
doubtless to maintain the spirit of vegetation in fresh and
vigorous life. . . . As a god of vegetation, annually slain, the
representative of Attis would be parallel to the Wld Man, the
King, etc. of north European fol k-custom

Frazer's analysis of the Geek nyth of Deneter and Proserpine supplies an
excel l ent exanple of his |oose | anguage. Proserpine "who personifies the
vegetation, nore especially the corn [grain], which dies in sumer to revive
in spring,"” was the daughter of Deneter. Proser pi ne was grabbed by Pl uto,
the god of the dead and underworld, to be his bride. Due to Deneter's sadness
over her |oss, she stopped the world's seeds fromgrowi ng. This threatened
humanity with starvation until Zeus intervened. A deal was worked out, in

whi ch Proserpine had to spend half (or a third) of the year with Pluto in his
underworl d ki ngdom and the rest with her nother and the gods in the upper

world. Now notice Frazer's carel ess use of the word "resurrection": "Her
annual death and resurrection that is, her annual descent into the under world
and her ascension fromit, appear to have been represented in her rites.” |Is

an annual novenent between hades and Mount O ynpus a "resurrection"? Hardly!

Proserpine didn't actually die, and the novenent between the two pl aces was
constantly repeated annually, not a "once for all" event. Nor did this
"resurrection"” give her believers personal imortality, but just ensured the
crops would grow. O consider this extract of Frazer, which shows how t he
death and "resurrection"” (a very dubious termhere) of these gods was
evidently conceived as an annual event by the heathens:

A leading incident in the Geek nmyth is the death and resurrection
of Proserpine; it is this incident which, coupled with the nature
of the goddess as a deity of vegetation, links the nyth with the
cults of Adonis, Attis, Gsiris, and Dionysus; and it is in virtue
of this incident that the nmyth is considered in this chapter. It
remai ns, therefore, to see whether the conception of the annua
death and resurrection of a god, which figures so promnently in
these great Greek and Oriental [Mddl e Eastern] worships, has not
also its originin the rustic rites observed by reapers and vi ne-
dressers amongst the corn-shocks and the vines.

Simlarly, Frazer says, when discussing Gsiris:

There seemto be sone grounds for believing that Gsiris, the great
god of ancient Egypt, was one of those personifications of
veget ati on, whose annual death and resurrecti on have been
celebrated in so nmany | ands.

If the death and "resurrection” of these gods occurred seasonally, with the

wi nter signifying death and spring rebirth as the plants grew and di ed, then
this cycle has very little to do with the reasons why Jesus died according to
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the NT. The specific neanings given by the pagans to the events in the Geek
nmyth of Deneter and Proserpine nakes for a great difference between what their
rites meant to them and Jesus' resurrection, and its neaning to Christians.
It's necessary to be wary of those who use Christian term nol ogy to describe
some pagan rite or nyth's events, and then turn around, and say, "Ww Look
at all the simlarities to Christianity!™ The nmere use of Christian
term nol ogy can easily prejudi ce soneone's concl usi ons towards seeing
Christian dependence on pagan rites and beliefs when there isn't any.

DI D THE DYI NG SAVI OR/ SUN- GODS REALLY RI SE FROM THE DEAD?

I hereby chall enge Conder to prove specifically, by citing exanples
whil e quoting the original versions of the nyths thensel ves, such as from
Pl utarch, Ovid, or whonever, not secondary works such as Doane, Wal ker, or
Frazer, that "Every one of the Sun-god saviors rose fromthe dead on the first
day of the week after three days in the tonb. (MB, p. 65, cf. p. 67). As was
shown above, his claimthat Attis rose fromthe dead is based upon one rat her
dubi ous, ambi guous | ate source that Frazer cites. Conder quotes Frazer, who
says that Adonis rose fromthe dead "and ascended up to heaven in the presence
of his worshippers" (MB, p. 69). Wen | consult ny edition of Frazer, he
i ndeed does interpret the nyth this way, though you would have to know G eek
and Latin to really follow his footnotes. After opening this section on
Adoni s by stating part of his overarching thene, he repeats part of it again
later. He conpares the seasonal vegetation cycle to Adonis's death and
resurrection after citing a simlar |egend about the Babyl onian god Tanmuz:
"It confirms the view that the purpose for which the i rages and gardens of
Adonis were thrown into the water was to effect the resurrection of the god,
that is, to secure the revival of the vegetation.”™ So then--how personally
did the ancients see Adonis's revival? Did it just synbolize the vegetation
including their crops, coming alive again annually in spring? D d Adonis just
continue to |ive because he had an imortal soul or immortality, and coul dn't
really die? O did they believe their god was literally dead, and rose from
the dead by a resurrection? Wagner contradicts Frazer's analysis by witing:

That Tammuz [who Frazer identifies with Adonis--EVS] is at once a
"god of resurrection' . . . and a 'god of salvation' is hardly

perceptible. H s death does not signify a sacrifice for sin, nor
has it anything to do with eschatol ogy [future prophetic events].

The fate of the dead . . . is not in his hands . . . his own
deat h does not enable the god to give succour . . . In no sense
at all is Adonis to be clained as a dying-god, and there is no

evi dence that the worshi pper of Adonis believed in a persona
resurrection.

Concerning Gsiris's supposed resurrection, he wites: "Gsiris knew no
resurrection, but was resuscitated to be a ruler of the Nether [under] world."
To settle this issue, it's necessary to ook at the original nyths

t hensel ves, which unfortunately may only be accessible in Latin or Geek, not

just secondary sources such as Frazer. | can quote Nash, who with his
citations denies interpretations |ike Conder's (or Frazer's):

YNash, Gospel and the Greeks, pp. 126-27; ny enphasis, Frazer, ol den
Bough, vol. 1, pp. 299, 301, 330-31, 363.
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VWi ch mystery gods actually experienced a resurrection fromthe
dead? Certainly no early texts refer to any resurrection of
Attis. Attenpts to link the worship of Adonis to a resurrection
are equally weak. Nor is the case for a resurrection of Gsiris
any stronger. After Isis gathered together the pieces of Gsiris's

di smenber ed body, he becane "Lord of the Underworld.” . . . And
of course no claimcan be made that Mthras was a dying and rising
god.

Nash el sewhere states, while evidently | eaning on the research of Edw n
Yamauchi : "Tanmuz never rose fromthe dead. The texts used to support a
resurrection of Adonis date between the second and fourth centuries A D. "'
Again, the old chronology issue raises its ugly head--unless you can prove
these texts concerning Adonis's resurrection are |ater descriptions of an
older tradition, this cult's idea of the resurrection could not have

i nfluenced first-century Christianity. O course, sonebody may retort, "Nash
and Wagner are biased traditional Christians!™ But then, | could respond that
Conder's mai n sources, Wl ker and Doane, have an evi dent bias agai nst
Christianity, and that Frazer is undeniably |oose in his |anguage in places,
illegitimately using Christian term nology to describe events in various
myths. To really settle this issue, it's necessary crack open copies of the
ancient Greek and Latin classics, such as Plutarch, Ovid, Aeschylus, or
whonever, and read the original texts. Since the weight of contenporary

worl dly scholarship in the fields of classics and Biblical studies is
overwhel m ngly against finding primtive (first-century) Christianity as
dependent on the nystery religions for its teachings, this shows how t hey have
interpreted the primary sources. German scholar Gunter Wagner has witten:
"That Paul nodeled his Christ 'myth' on the myths about other 'dying and
rising’ gods is now no nore seriously held than is the derivation of the
observance of Sunday and of the resurrection on the third day fromthe nystery
cults. "' Conder's secondary sources (Doane, Hislop, and Walker in
particul ar) are fundamental |y based on out noded, out-of-date schol arshi p,

whi ch has omi nous inplications for anybody placing his faith in Conder's
research as a basis for denying Jesus as his Savior

REASONS FOR FAI TH:  ARE THE PARALLELS TO PAGANI SM NECESSARI LY SO PROBLEMNATI C?

Early in 1926 the hardest boiled of all the atheists | ever knew
sat in my roomon the other side of the fire and remarked that the
evidence for the historicity of the gospels was really
surprisingly good. 'Rumthing,' he went on. 'All that stuff of

192Fr azer, Gol den Bough, vol. 1, pp. 278-80, 287-88; Wagner, Pauline
Baptism pp. 157, 261, 264; as cited in Nash, Gospel and the Geeks, pp. 292
294; Nash, Cospel and the Greeks, pp. 172-73, 294.

%3@unt er Wagner, Pauline Baptism and the Pagan Mysteries, p. 269
Evidently, he hasn't read Sanuel e Bacchiocchi's From Sabbath to Sunday! But
the casual way he dismisses clains |ike Conder's illustrates the current
climate of opinion anong scholars. It isn't as if Christianity's alleged
dependence on pagan thought and ritual is some hot topic which actively
di vides conservative and |iberal scholars in the fields of Biblical studies
and classics. |If liberal, skeptical scholars in these fields gave up draw ng
paral |l el s between the nystery religions and Christianity sonme time ago, then
Conder's attenpt to do the same is DOA.
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Frazer's about the Dying God. Rumthing. It alnost |ooks as if
it had happened once.'

After C. S. Lewis heard these coments, they were the straw that broke the
canel's back of his unbelief, directly leading to his enbrace of Christianity.
He knew the inplications of the historical accuracy of the Gospels for his

past atheism The apparent simlarities between certain pagan ideas and
Christianity's he saw as a reason to believe, not to deny. After all, Satan
is perfectly capable of reading Scripture and using it for his own purposes,
such as when he tried to tenpt Christ (Matt. 4:1-11). Satan al so has
manuf actured a nunmber of counterfeits that look like the real thing, but
aren't, such as substituting Sunday for the Sabbath, Easter for the Passover,
a false church for the true, etc. Is it really so surprising he would create
religions that worship him but which have elenents of the truth in a
perverted forn? Satan nay have long found it nore successful to use half- and
quarter-truths to decei ve people, instead of manufacturing fal sehoods whol e
cloth. By using sonmething close to the truth in sone regard, such as Sunday
worship in place of the true Sabbath, he still holds people in his tangled
web, while not making it so false that people "wake up" and becone undecei ved.
Then anot her factor is involved--the extent to which pagans by natura
revel ati on know there is a God of sone sort, but create false ones of their
own i magi nations to worship. Just because nmany fal se gods have been
wor shi pped in history doesn't prove there isn't a true one as well. Nor does
pagani sm generally being false, have to be totally false. After all, at
| east unlike atheists or agnostics, they are concerned with the supernatural
as nmen ought to be. However, their innate, natural desire to reach out for
somet hing greater than thensel ves has been perverted by sone conbi nati on of
Satan's influence and fal se hunan reasoni ng (conpare Rom 1:19-28; 2:14-15;
Acts 17:22-28). Some of the pagans' know edge al so could be remmants of what
CGod reveal ed to the antediluvian patriarchs, such as Adam and Noah. Lews, a
man who surely forgot nore pagan nythol ogy than nost of us will ever learn
coments thus:

The heart of Christianity is a nyth which is also a fact. The old
myth of the Dying God, without ceasing to be nyth, conmes down from
heaven of |egend and imagi nation to the earth of history. It
happens--at a particular date, in a particular place, foll owed by
definabl e historical consequences. W pass froma Balder or an
Gsiris, dying nobody knows when or where, to a historical Person
crucified (it is all in order) under Pontius Pilate. By becom ng
fact it does not cease to be nyth: that is the mracle. |

suspect that men have sonetinmes derived nore spiritual sustenance
fromnyths they did not believe than fromthe religion they
professed. To be truly Christian we must both assent to the
historical fact and al so receive the myth (fact though it has
beconme) with the same inaginative enbrace which we accord to al
myths. The one is hardly nore necessary than the other. . . . W
must not be nervous about 'parallels' and 'Pagan Christs': they
ought to be there--it would be a stunbling block if they weren't.
We nust not, in false spirituality, wi thhold our inmaginative
welcone. . . . For this is the marriage of heaven and earth
Perfect Myth and Perfect Fact: claimng not only our |ove and our
obedi ence, but al so our wonder and delight, addressed to the
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savage, the child and the poet in each one of us no less than the
nmoral i st, the scholar, and the phil osopher.

W have to renenber our religion is one of enotion, not just of reason, and
that God wants our whole heart, mnd, and soul, and He will fill both. Pagans
who sensed the need for the divine, but were cut off from God, sought H m by
ways that were not necessarily false in thensel ves (such as by prayer or

ani mal sacrifices). The nere fact pagans have some i deas or cerenonies

i ndependently of Christianity (or Judaism that at |east superficially agree
with the true religion does not automatically prove Christianity false,

whet her it be Aristotle's philosophical concept of the Prine Myver as God on

t he one hand, or sone nythic caricature of sone god dying then living being
reenacted in a rite by ignorant, heathen peasants on the other. Human reason
and enmotion clunsily have made many pathetic attenpts to reach for God, and
had sonme glimer of the truth (re: Acts 17:23, 28), but fell far short, and
remai ned in deception. But just because Biblical religion my have served God
in the same way superficially as the pagans doesn't nean those neans are
automatically invalid. Oherw se, Judaisms use of animal sacrifices is
"pagan” because heathens offered animals to their gods as well (I Cor. 8:7;

10: 19-20, 28). Nevertheless, since all attenpts to serve God based on hunman
reason or enmotion will come up far short, the revelation of the true religion
can only conme fromthe top down, fromthe true God to man, since no pagan rite
can give us eternal life. While above the supposed close simlarities between
Christianity and pagani sm or the direct dependence of one on the other, was
refuted, any remaining superficial simlarities can be attributed to Satan's
desire to counterfeit the truth to decei ve people, sone possible remant of
ant edi | uvi an revel ati on, and how even in religious affairs human reason and
enotion can gain a small neasure of the truth.

VWhen Christianity is accused of being dependent for its theol ogica
content on pagan nystery religions because the two have simlar ideas, there
remains this possibility for explaining the superficial simlarities: Could
the nmystery religions be a pale shadow, a caricature, of the truth? C S
Lewi s develops this thene at length in Mracles, and his analysis is so
brilliantly stated, it's absurd for ne to rewite it. Note how he uses
Frazer's ideas concerning the vegetation cycle and the corn-gods who personify
it. This true nmaster of the subject shows, by conparison, how utterly shall ow
and superficial Conder's scholarship and analysis of the mystery religions
are. Having just mentioned the "deepest apprehensions” that Christian
doctrine appears all too simlar to that of various pagan nystery religions,
he proceeds to deal with this seem ng probl em

If Christianity is a religion of that kind why is the anal ogy of
the seed falling into the ground so sel dom nentioned (twi ce only
if I mstake not) in the New Testanent? Corn-religions [neaning
"grain," not maize--EVS] are popular and respectable: if that is
what the first Christian teachers were putting across, what notive
could they have for concealing the fact? The inpression they nake
is that of men who sinply don't know how cl ose they are to the

194C'S. Lewis, Surprised by Joy: The Shape of My Early Life (New York
Wl ker and Co., 1986 (original publication, 1955)), p. 330. Incidently, this
story is dramatized in the novie "Shadow ands.” C. S. Lewis, "M/th Becones
Fact," World Dom nion (Sept./CQct. 1944), as reprinted in God in the Dock, pp
66- 67.
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corn-religions: nen who sinply overl ook the rich sources of

rel evant inmagery and associati on which they nust have been on the
verge of tapping at every nonment. |If you say they suppressed it
because they were Jews, that only raises the puzzle in a new form
Why shoul d be only religion of a "dying God" which has actually
survived and risen to unexanpl ed spiritual heights occur precisely
anong those people to whom and to whom al nost al one, the whol e
cycle of ideas that belong to the "dying God" was foreign?

nmysel f, who first seriously read the New Testanent when | was,

i magi natively and poetically, all agog for the Death and Re-birth
pattern and anxi ous to neet a corn-king, was chilled and puzzled
by the al nost total absence of such ideas in the Christian
docunents. One noment particularly stood out. A "dying God"--the
only dying God who m ght possibly be historical--holds bread, that
is, corn, in H's hand and says, "This is ny body." Surely here

. the truth nust cone out; the connection between this and the
annual drama of the crops nmust be made. But it is not. It is
there for me. There is no sign that it was there for the

di sciples or (humanly speaking) for Christ Hnself. It is alnost
He didn't realise what He had said. The records, in fact, show us
a Person who enacts the part of the Dying God, but whose thoughts
and words remain quite outside the circle of religious ideas to
whi ch the Dying God bel ongs. The very thing which the Nature-
religions are all about seens to have really happened once: but it
happened in a circle where no trace of Nature-religion was
present. It is as if you net the sea-serpent and found that it

di sbelieved in sea-serpents.

He goes on to explain how Jehovah was a nature God yet also not a nature God.
On the one hand, Jehovah nakes the crops grow, simlar to the clainms nade on

behal f of pagan gods |ike Bacchus and Ceres. |In Judaismthere is no trace of
areligion that teaches nature is an illusion, that this life or matter is
evil, etc., as in Buddhism H nduism etc. Yet on the other hand, Jehovah

"does not die and cone to |life each year as a true Corn-king should. He may
give wine and fertility, but nmust not be worshi pped with Bacchanalian or
aphrodisiac rites." He is not nature nor an actual part of it, but is
transcendent, and separate fromH s creation. Then Lewis draws this
shattering concl usion:

Now i f there is such a [True] God and if He descends to rise
agai n, then we can understand why Christ is at once so like the
Corn-King and so silent about him He is |like the Corn-King
because the Corn-King is a portrait of Hm The simlarity is not
in the | east unreal or [sic] accidential. For the Corn-King is
derived (through human imagi nation) fromthe facts of Nature, and
the facts of Nature fromher Creator [cf. Rom 1:19-20--EVS]; the
Deat%sand Re-birth pattern is in her because it was first in

H m

So whatever superficial simlarities that remai n between the pagan nystery
religions and Christianity, since Conder's case doesn't have a leg to stand
on, nerely reflect how human reason, cut off fromthe true God, still can gain
a glimrer of the truth, even as it turns into idolatry and perversion. Pau

%L ewis, Mracles, pp. 113-15
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explained this at length in the opening chapter of Romans (vs. 19-32). So
it's tine nowto bury the Conder thesis of Christian dependence on the
Mysteries for its doctrinal content or cerenonies, which is only sustainable
t hrough maki ng superficial, anachronistic conparisons by shall ow, obsolete,

i rresponsi bl e schol ar shi p.

DI D PLATONI SM OR HELLENI STI C PHI LOSOPHY | NFLUENCE FI RST- CENTURY CHRI STI ANI TY?

Conpared to the wei ght placed on the pagan nystery religions influencing
Christianity, Conder spends nuch less time trying to prove Giostic or Platonic
i nfluence on it. The charge that Paul was a "platonic Jew sh phil osopher” who
lifted ideas fromthe great G eek phil osopher Plato (c. 428-348 or 347 b.c.)
is made, but nostly left unel aborated upon (MB, p. 139; see also p. 140).
Conder nmakes no attenpt to quote Plato, and then quote the NI, and say the
first influenced the second. Plato's works are readily available in English
translation; | have a copy of his dial ogues on one of ny bookshel ves.
chal l enge himto nake specific exanples of simlarities between the two, by
qguoting Plato, using the standard nunbering systemfor citations, and then
quoting Paul out of the NTI. But, it would repay his efforts to read Nash's
refutation of these clains first.' Merely noting that the NT uses "Logos"
(in John 1 for exanple) proves little or nothing about whether the Christian
meani ng of this word was identical with various pagan phil osophi cal uses of
it. (See part of Conder's gratuitous fantasy--neaning, his inmaginative
reconstruction of the life and mnistry of Sinon the Sorceror, M, p. 137).
After all, this Geek word has a great nunmber of definitions and neani ngs,

i ncluding "word," "statement," "speech," "subject [being discussed],"
"conputation,"” "reason," "notive," etc. Since Christianity was attenpting to
conmuni cate to the world in a | anguage using words that pagans had | ong since
used, necessarily sone of the same words used by pagans to describe their gods
woul d be used by Christians to describe the true God. But if a Christian
call s Yahweh, "Theos,"” or "Kyrios," this does not prove he had the sane ideas
about that "theos" the pagans did who used the same word about their gods!
Simlarly, translating a word |like "Messiah” into its G eek equivalent,
"Christ," when both words nean "the anointed one," does not nean the
Christians had the sanme doctrines about "the anointed one" sone pagans may
have had (vs. MB, p. 14). Furthernore, as Nash explains, the term"|ogos" as
standing for a Being who would intercede between God and man need not have
come fromthe Jew sh phil osopher Philo (c. 13 b.c. to 45 or 50 AD.). Philo
was so heavily influenced by G eek phil osophy he bent his Jewish religion to
fit it. Instead, the Ol itself can easily be seen as the origin of John's use
of the term"logos." For exanple, "wi sdont is personified in Proverbs 8:22-
31, and says that she was created before the world was, and even partici pated
in the creation of the world. British scholar T.W Manson explains this OT

t endency:

W find in the late Jewish literature [for exanple, in the
apocryphal books Eccl esiasticus 24:1-23 and W sdom of Sol onon 7-9]
a tendency to speak of the attributes of God as if they had a
separate existence. This tendency is specially marked in the
Wsdomliterature. The passages that are specially relevant to
our present problemare those in which the wisdomof God is to
some degree personified.

%®Nash, Gospel and the Greeks, pp. 57-65
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An alternative possible source for John's use of the word "logos"” is howin
the OT sonetinmes the "word of God" is personified, so inplying its independent
exi stence from God Hinsel f. For exanple, Ps. 33:6: "By the word of the Lord
t he heavens were nade," Ps. 107:20: "He sent H s word and heal ed them™" Ps.

147:15, 18: "He sends forth H's command to the earth; H's word runs very

swiftly . . . He sends forth H's word and nelts them" Isa. 9:8 (NASB, lit.):
"The Lord sends a word agai nst Jacob, and it falls on Israel.” The nost

i nteresting case, and surely the best known, is Isa. 55:11: "So shall My word

be which goes forth fromM nouth; It shall not return to Me enpty, w thout
acconpl i shing what | desire and wi thout succeeding in the matter for which
sent it." |Instead of seeing the author of the Gospel of John as dependent on
Phil o or some pagan thinker, his use of "logos" is much nore likely due to,
according to scholar T.W Manson, both John and Philo borrowi ng froma comon

source, the AOd Testanent: "The points of simlarity are just those that both
have in common with the A d Testanment notion of the "word of God.' Philo's
logos is really Stoicismblended with the A d Testanment 'word of God.' John's

I ogos is Jesus Christ understood in the light of the same A d Testanent 'word
of God.'"'" Conder's strategic nistake here is to equate the use of the same
words (i.e., "logos") in certain cases to nean Christians and pagans had the
same religious doctrines connected with, and behind, those identical words.
Once again, Conder mstakenly takes a superficial simlarity--here, in
vocabul ary--and reads into it that the NI's authors depended on the pagan-

i nfl uenced Jewi sh phil osopher Philo, Plato, or sone other pagan phil osopher
for their doctrines.

DI D GNCSTI G SM | NFLUENCE FI RST- CENTURY CHRI STI ANI TY?

Conder clainms that: "Sinon [the Sorceror, here presented as the rea
founder of Christianity--EVS] presented his theology in a package known as
Gnosticism which was a conbination of different religious thought--including
pl atoni ¢ philosophy" (MB, p. 137). In a footnote on the sane page, he
coments: "the foundations of Grosticismhad to remain within the church
. the fathers of the Christian Church were so successful in their goa
that all but the very astute can now see and understand the incredible

i nfl uence of Gnosticismon the New Testanent." So then, what is Grosticism
first of all? Unfortunately, this has proven hard to define, in part due to
the great diversity of beliefs that come under this label. Furthernore, how

you define it may influence how plausible drawi ng conpari sons between it and
Christian doctrine arel! But, using a standard phil osophical dictionary, let's

take a stab at it: "Grosticism like the nystery religions, clainmd an
esoteric wi sdom sharply distinguishing between the uninitiated and the
initiated.” Under the heading of "Ghosticisni generally cones at |east sone

of the followi ng beliefs: A marked sense of dualism in which matter is evil
but spirit is good, perhaps characterizes this religion above any other. The
God of the A d Testanent is identified as a stupid and evil god, a god of

dar kness, because he created the material world, but the god of the New
Testanment is good, a god of light. There is a series of intercessors between
God and man, such as the angels or denons or other celestial beings, who
emanated from God, not just one (Jesus) who eternally existed. Jesus (in
particul ar) was believed to be one of the higher internediary bei ngs who
descended to earth in order to help release the divine spark inprisoned in
every man. Each human soul fell fromthe highest heavenly sphere into the

7T W Manson, On Paul and John (London: SCM 1963), pp. 163, 149; cited
in Nash, CGospel and the G eeks, pp. 81-88
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material world, which caused it to be inprisoned in a material body. All

t hese souls, divine sparks, were part of a Primal Man, who was torn apart by
denons, who then nade the world out of Hm These denons (or powers of

dar kness) carefully inprisoned the divine sparks, the souls, in human bodi es,
to insure the material world doesn't revert back to its original chaos. The
basi ¢ purpose of gnosis (special know edge) is to free the soul fromthe body,
which is inparted by sone savior sent to earth by the true God in order to
redeem nen. The special know edge tells them about their former state, when
living in the heavenly world, and how to return to it. Ghosticismtends
towards one of two extrenes in norality. It either is very ascetic and denies
the desires of the flesh, including sex, since they are evil, or believes
havi ng speci al know edge (the gnosis) made right behavior irrelevant, which
encouraged inmmorality. Religious prostitution played a najor part in

Gnostici smwhen the Great Mt her, the Goddess of Heaven, often called "Sophia"
(wi sdom), played a major role. (She was considered to have given birth to (or
emanate) seven sem -evil, world-creating entities, or angel s/denmons, from

whi ch the powers of darkness (denpbns) are derived). Gnosti ci smtaught the
heresy cal |l ed Doceti sm which maintained Jesus did not cone in the flesh,
since matter by definition is evil. Instead, He only appeared to be a man
with a human body, and really was a spirit being while on earth. Many
Gnostics al so got caught up in casting spells, making up magi cal formulas, and
astrol ogy. Because different Ghostic groups had different beliefs, not al
woul d accept all the teachings just sketched out above; diversity of belief is
the rule, not the exception, in this movenent.!® Now-just howis
Christianity supposed to cone out of this m sh-mash?

Simlar to claimng that Platonisminfluenced the NI, Conder gives
al nrost no specific exanples of alleged Grostic influence on it, outside his
gloss on the Greek word "logos."” He never (say) quotes fromthe NI, and lines
up a quote fromthe Grostic Nag Hanmadi "gospels,” or some other source
docunent, and says the latter influenced the fornmer (see MB, pp. 137, 139; cf.
pp. 22, 91, fn. 21). Actually, there are repeated contradictions between the
canoni cal Cospels and Letters of the NI as against Giostic teaching. The fact
various early Catholic Church fathers (such as Tertullian, Justin Martyr,
I renaeus, and Hi ppol ytus) attacked Gnostic ideas, such as those held by
Mar ci on, Val entinus, and Menander, shows here they were nerely follow ng the
NT's teachings fairly closely. |In particular, John, supposedly the witer who
was i nfluenced by Grosticismthe nost, spends considerable tinme attacking,
directly or indirectly, certain Grostic ideas. |In particular, Docetism the
teaching that Jesus Christ did not have a body of flesh and bl ood while He was
on earth, is attacked in the strongest possible terns in Il John 7 (cf. I John
4:2-3): "For many deceivers have gone out into the world, those who do not
acknow edge Jesus Christ as coming in the flesh. This is the deceiver and the
antichrist.” John makes a point of saying the Wrd--the Logos--"becane fl esh,
and dwelt anong us" (John 1:14) and he not only saw and heard Jesus, but
touched HHmas well (I John 1:1): "What was fromthe begi nning, what we have
heard, what we have seen with our eyes, what we behold and our hands handl ed,
concerning the Wrd of Life . . ." Also, Biblical Christianity avoids the
extremes of dualismand asceticism Nowhere does the NT say matter, the human
body, or sex in itself is intinsically evil, as opposed to evil human nature
living in the flesh, which perverts these gifts. As C.S. Lewis remarked: "He

%W liam L. Reese, Dictionary of Philosophy and Religion: Eastern and
Western Thought (Atlantic H ghlands, NJ: Humanities Press, 1980), pp. 192-93;
Nash, CGospel and the G eeks, pp. 39-40, 213-24.
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[ God] uses material things like bread and wine to put the newlife in us. W

may think this rather crude and unspiritual. God does not: He invented
eating. He likes matter. He invented it." God called H's creation "very
good" (Gen. 1:31), which couldn't be true if it was intrinsically evil. Pau

attacked those who forbade marri age, and those who opposed eating vari ous
foods, and wi shed to nortify the flesh (I Tim 4:2-5; Col. 2:17, 21-23). The
Gnostics believed in a conplicated series of internediary beings that emanated
from God, but Paul believed Jesus Christ was the |lone internmedi ary between CGod
and Man, and that the angels should not be worshipped (Col. 1:18; | Tim 2:5).

Furt hernore, ideas of John's such as the "descent-ascent” notif, concerning
Jesus coming to earth and returning to heaven, need not be seen as G eek
(Hellenistic) in origin. The Dead Sea Scroll discoveries of the Jewi sh Essene
sect's witings show ideas |ike John's were floating around in first-century
Judai sm as NT schol ar George Ladd sees:

Even if direct dependence cannot be established between John and
the Qunran [Dead Sea Scroll area] witings, the simlarities have
proven that the idiomand thought patterns of the Fourth Gospe
could have arisen in Palestine in the md-first century A D.--a
position few critical scholars of a generation ago would have
dared to support. . . . Many contenporary schol ars now recogni ze
a solid Johannine tradition independent of the Synoptics [Mark
Luke, and Matthew], stenm ng from Pal estine and dating from A D.
30-66, and attribute to the Fourth Gospel a degree of historica
worth hardly dreamed of a generation ago except by the nost
conservative schol ars.

These di scoveries seriously underm ne attenpts like that by the very
influential liberal Protestant theol ogian Rudolf Bultmann (1884-1976) to |ink
Ghosticismor sone Geek pagan influence to the author of the fourth Gospel
Furthernore, nost interestingly, there is no direct evidence that the Giostic
redeener nyth existed before 30 AAD. As NI scholar Stephen Neill conmmented:
"The idea that such a belief existed in pre-Christian tines is sinply a

hypot hesi s and rests on nothing nore than highly precarious inference
backwards from a nunber of docunents which thenselves are known to be of
considerably later origin." For exanple, Bultmann used literature produced by
t he Mandaean religion which post-dates the NT by several centuries, and
projected its ideas backwards to having existed before the NT and the first
century, without any real evidence that in fact such ideas did exist then.'®
Saying the NT uses the G eek word "l ogos" proves al nobst not hing, since what
matters is the definition of this term and whether sone pagan or seni -pagan

t hi nker was the source of the NI's use and definition of it. However, unti
Conder actually produces sone argunments by citing various texts that indeed
Christianity is like Grosticism and does so on a nore than a superfici al

level (re: his take on the nystery religions' simlarities to Christianity),
there's little reason to detain further the reader by trying to counter-attack
somet hing for which no real argunent has been put forward to begin wth!

9

19C s, Lewis, Mere Christianity (New York: Collier Books, Macnillan
Publ i shing Co., 1952), p. 65; CGeorge Al don Ladd, A Theol ogy of the New
Testanment (G and Rapids, M: Eerdmans, 1974), pp. 219 and/or 220; Stephen
Neill, The Interpretation of the New Testanment 1861-1961 (New York: Oxford
Uni versity Press, 1964), pp. 179 and/or 180; both as cited in Nash, CGospel and
the G eeks, pp. 226-27, 236-37
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CHRI STIANI TY DI D NOT DEPEND ON PAGAN RELI G ONS FOR I TS DOCTRI NES: A SUMVARY

Above, Conder's clains that Christianity got its doctrinal content
mai nly from pagan religion and phil osophy have been wei ghed, and found
wanting. To pursue all the specifics of this subject (or other issues Conder
rai ses) would be surely mnd-nunbing. This can't be done here w thout turning
this essay into a book. Enough of Conder's specific points about the tie of
Christianity and "pagan savi or gods" have been refuted above to cast extrene
doubt on his case. His fundanental error is to use outnoded and/or extremnely
bi ased schol arship in the formof such people as Doane, Wl ker, Hislop, even
Frazer some, and make superficial and/or anachronistic conmparisons between
this or that pagan rite and Christianity, and say the latter got its ideas
fromthe former. Omnously for Mystery Babyl on, such cl ai ns have been
rejected by nore recent scholarship in the fields of classics and Biblica
Studies, evidently even anong theol ogical liberals who reject Christian faith
as having supernatural origins. Fox, who's hardly pro-Christian, enphatically
denied Brown's claimthat the Roman Enpire's pagani smand Christianity were
part of a "common Mediterranean religious culture.” Fox says he w shes "to
establish the opposite view," and maintains: "Early Christianity arrived with
very distinctive roots. Gafted onto the A d Testanent, it was not easily
snot hered, not even by the established ground cover of the pagan towns. "™
And if mainline liberal Protestants or agnostic classical scholars have thrown
overboard theories that closely tie paganismto Christianity as fal se or
unprovabl e, despite they philosophically may like themto be true, Conder's
case is DOA. Furthernore, HOW CAN ANYONE PROVE ANYTHING ABCUT NI MRCD OR S| MON
THE SORCEROCR OUTSI DE THE PAGES OF THE BI BLE?*!' Conder also systenmatically
di sm sses how various Christian doctrines and cerenoni es had Jew sh
precedents, such as baptism the OT animal sacrifices prefiguring Jesus
sacrifice, etc. |It's absurd to attribute Jesus' statenent in Luke 21:27 to
Babyl oni an religi on supposedly teaching that Nnrod will come back in great
power to rule as king of kings. Actually, it's nothing nore than a citation
of Dan. 7:13! (See MB, pp. 69-70). Then C S. Lewi s's insights should be
careful ly consi dered: Watever resenbl ances there are between pagan religions
and Christianity may reflect what highly Iimted religious truths human reason
and enmotion can find on its owmn. The pagan rites nerely then are a pale
shadow of Christian truths, which are the ultimate revelation fromGod in this
age. Anyone disturbed by Conder's case arguing for the alleged direct
dependence of Christianity on pagan religion and phil osophy, in which the
former took its teachings fromthe latter, should put their mnds at ease. |If
you are still concerned, you should consider pursuing the references in Nash's
book, and those in Conder's book to the original sources (not the secondary
wor ks so much) of the myths thensel ves, and check if Conder's case can hold up
under close scrutiny. Consider the inplications of the exercise conducted

MOrox, Pagans and Christians, pp. 21-22.

"Eyen posing this question may prove fatal to Conder's first vol une
dealing with paganisms influence on traditional Christianity. | have been
i nfornmed, but have seen no confirmation in print, that the author of Babyl on
Mystery Religion: Ancient and Mbdern, Ral ph Edward Wodrow, has witten a
book call ed Babylon Revisited. 1In it he attacks Hi slop's Two Babyl ons, says
H sl op m sused his sources, and maintains you can't (basically) trace al
pagan religion back to NNmod. Those who |iked Conder's first book on this
subject may wish to | ook for Whodrow s critique of Hislop, and see if it can
stand up to serious scrutiny as well.
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above, in which | actually |ooked up Aeschyl us's play Pronetheus Chai ned.
Doane's reference to it in Conder (MB, p. 62) was proven to be a hopel essly

bi ased and superficial, even consciously di shonest, conparison between
Christianity and paganism Doing nore such work on your own nay prove to be
utterly deadly to Conder's clains that his secondary sources such as Wl ker
and Doane "in nost cases . . . have correctly used their sources"” (MB, p. 64).
There's little to believe, and lots to doubt, in Conder's clains that
ChristianitY |argely received its doctrinal content from pagan religion and
phi | osophy. **2

3. THE MESSI ANl C PROPHECI ES OF THE OLD TESTAMENT AS QUOTED I N THE NEW  WERE
THEY TAKEN OUT OF CONTEXT?

Much of Conder's work is taken up with an assault on the nessianic
prophecies as referring to Jesus of Nazareth, saying they were quoted out of
context, etc. To really understand the issues he raises, you have to enter
the frame of mind of sonmeone who knows only the OI, and nothi ng about the NT
or Jesus. Pretend you were a G eek-speaking Jew in what is now nodern day
Turkey in (say) A D. 45 Some fellow by the name of Paul visits your city's
synagogue one Sabbat h, and argues a certain man naned Jesus was the prom sed
Messi ah (the anointed one, "Christ" in Geek). You, being a lifelong dweller
in this nmostly pagan city, never have set eyes on the Holy Land, |et alone
this Jesus of Nazareth. He cites various texts fromthe Hebrew Scriptures to
support his viewpoint. How would you check himout? The Bereans of
Thessal onica (part of Greece) didn't just blindly accept what Paul and Silas
told them about Jesus, but: "they received the word with great eagerness,
exam ning the Scriptures daily, to see whether these things were so" (Acts
17:11). \When discussing religion with a Jew today (when he is open-nm nded and
receptive), or those who have converted to Judai sm such as Conder, you have
to go through the same texts that Paul would have used in the first century
A. D

WHAT |'S THE FOUNDATI ON OF OQUR FAI TH I N THE NEW TESTAMENT?

Before proceeding with this exercise, we Christians have to consider the
foundation of our faith in Jesus as the Messiah and our Savior. |Is the main
proof to be found in Jesus' resurrection fromthe dead, or in lining up OT
prophecies that are fulfilled in Hn? Can we--should we--try to read the OT
as if we weren't believers in the NI already, while checking out various
citations in the latter of the fornmer? |If the resurrection is the foundation
of our faith, then organizing the data of the OI to fit Jesus' clains to be
the Messiah (Matt. 16:13-17; Mark 16:61-62; John 4:25-26) nakes perfect sense.

But, can we line up all the prophecies the NI quotes fromthe Ol to fit
perfectly while pretending we don't know of the resurrection or any of the
mracles Jesus performed? This is rather problematic. W have to consider
al ways the primary, even exclusive sign, of Jesus' Messiahship was H s
resurrection fromthe dead, according to Jesus H nself (Matt. 12:39-40).

Thus, many of the OI texts that involve types (for exanple, Ex. 12:46 in John

"2\Whether the A d Testament was influenced by paganismis another rock
I"ve left unturned above. But this article warns us of the past clains of
i beral scholarship on this score: Darris M MNeely, "Sernon sunmary: Are
the Holy Days pagan in their origin?," In Transition, March 25, 1996, p. 10.
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19: 33) becone a suppl ementary proof that Jesus was the Messiah, not the
primary proof that can refute all skeptical challenges agai nst using them

But those texts that make direct, predictive prophecies, such as Dan. 9:24-27,
or which cause virtual contradictions in the O when considered by itself, are
much stronger, and can't be casually dismssed. In other words, if the NT can
be proven to be historically reliable and be wi thout contradiction within
itself or with the O (which are necessary (basic mnimal) criteria for

i nspiration) and to have successful fulfilled prophecy in it (fundanentally, a
decisive, or sufficient, condition for inspiration), then the OI nmessianic
texts are largely additional proof for our position. Mny of themaren't the
knock-out bl ow that overcones all disbelief, whether by Jews, agnostics,

at heists, etc, although those of a specifically predictive kind still retain
much force. The O Messianic texts as a whol e appear contradictory when the
NT i nsight upon themis dismssed, a point devel oped bel ow. John Weeler, a
A obal Church of God | aynmenber who can read Hebrew, explained it thus,

al t hough I think he goes too far in denying the force that sone OT nessianic
texts do have:

Here is the key to understanding the use of "fulfilled Scripture"
in the Gospels: The readers of the Gospels either already
bel i eved that Jesus was the Messiah or were being drawn by the
Father to H m (John 6:44). The Cospels do not attenpt to argue
people into belief. They sinply assunme the Messiahship of Jesus,
just as the Hebrew Bi ble assunmes the existence of God. They then
| ook back at Hebrew Scripture in the light of that fact, and point
out certain patterns--sonme predictive prophecy, sone direct

typol ogy, and sone typology or partial fulfillment only visible
after the fact. . . . the Cospels challenge people with evidence
for Jesus' Messiahship. That evidence does not lie in "fulfilled
Scripture” as such, but in the testinony regarding Hs |life, death
and resurrection. "Fulfilled Scripture" (of whatever kind) nerely
underline[s?] that testinmony after the fact. . . . So the "sign
of Jonah"” really is key in all aspects of "fulfilled Scripture" as
regards the Messiah. |If one rejects this sign, no other proof
(biblical or otherwi se) suffices. Accept this sign, and all el se
fol | ows. M3

Such an explanation points to the proofs for the resurrection, already
surveyed above, to be the foundation for Christians' faith in Jesus, |eaving
the OT messi ani c prophecies involving types (I would add) to be nore
suggesti ve than deci sive.

WHAT TYPES ARE, AND HOW THEY DI FFER FROM DI RECT PREDI CTl VE PROPHECY

Now, what exactly are types? They are that, "which are a shadow of
things to come" (Col. 2:17). These are quite different fromdirect fulfilled
prophecy, in which a predicted event occurs literally as it was originally
said to, such as the destruction of Babylon or N neveh (Isa. 13:19-22; Zeph
2:13). Scholar Dr. Janes Smith explains it thus:

Soneti mes New Testament witers use Ad Testanment prophecies
nerely because they see an anal ogy. They borrow A d Test anment
| anguage without intending to suggest that the prediction-

"3\eel er, "Letter to Eric Snow," pp. 2, 4.
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fulfillment relationship exists between the two statenents. [This
woul d expl ain how such texts as Ps. 41:9; 34:20; Jer. 31:15; Hosea
11:1 are used in the NT as referring to the Messiah; cf. MB, pp
74-75, 79--EVS]. Even when they declare that a prophecy was
fulfilled there is sonetinmes a question as to whether or not they
mean that the A d Testanent statenent was a direct prediction of
that which is said to fulfill it (e.g., Matt. 13:14, 15).

A type is sonething, such as an animal, ritual, or object, that will stand
for, as a forerunner of something else to conme, but doesn't make any direct,
specific predictions verbally. For exanple, the Passover |anb was "an
unbl em shed mal e" (Ex. 12:5), which pictured Jesus, the sinless God nade flesh
who died for humanity's sins. Cbviously, Exodus 12:5 predicts nothing
explicitly in words about a prom sed Messiah to die for humanity's sins. It
(the sheep) remains just a suggestive physical object picturing what is to
conme--sonething only really knowabl e upon fulfillment and further revel ation
(i.e., the NT) to explain its meaning. Smith defines a "type" as: "A
description of an event, institution or person designed by God to be
distinctly prophetic of the Messiah and his kingdom"!* A nunber of the OT
nmessianic texts cited in the NT do not come fromdirect discussions of the
Messi ah, but they involve secondary neani ngs whi ch beconme only clear in the
light of the NI's revelation of Jesus as our promised Savior. A particularly
good exanple of this is Matthew s wordplay in chapter 2, verse 23, "He shall
be called a Nazarene." Conder finds this absurd, but let's dig deeper (MB, p
39). This prophecy refers back to Isa. 11:1, in which the Messiah is referred

to as a "branch,” which in Hebrew is "netzer." As Frydl and explains: "The
town Natzeret is the word Netzer plus the fem nine endi ng, designated by the
letter Tav. . . . Heis to be a Branch [cf. Isa. 4:2; Jer. 23:5, where a

different word for 'branch' is used, 'tsemah'] and also would live in the town
Natzeret. He is a Netzer fromNatzeret."™® So it's also necessary to
renenber the principle of duality in Biblical interpretation, in which sonme
scripture has a primary neaning or fulfillment, and an earlier and/or |esser
meani ng or fulfillment. Hence, the animl sacrifices had a certain neaning
for ancient Israelites in rendering service to God, but they al so pointed
forward to the day when God Hi nself would be the sacrifice to the world's
humans.

THE SUGGESTI VE TYPE FOUND | N ABRAHAM S NEAR SACRI FI CE OF | SAAC ON THE ALTAR

Let's take an exanple fromthe lives of the Patriarchs of types in
action. God tested Abrahamto offer up Isaac on the altar, "your only son
whomyou love . . . and offer himthere as a burnt offering” (Gen. 22:2). Now
whi l e going up to Mount Moriah, |saac asked his father, "Behold, the fire and
the wood [we have], but where is the lanmb for the burnt offering?" Abraham
replied: "God will provide for Hnself the lanb for the burnt offering, ny
son" (Gen. 22:7-8). Later, the angel of the Eternal stopped Abraham from
killing his son on the altar, saying he knew "that you fear God, since you
have not withheld your son, your only son, fromMe" (Gen. 22:12). Then
Abraham s earlier statement to Isaac, possibly then stated as a half-truth to
conceal lsaac's fate fromhim was fulfilled literally: "Then Abraham rai sed

H43james Smith, What the Bible Teaches about the Pronised Messiah
(Nashville, TN: Thonmas Nel son Publishers, 1993), pp. 6, 9.

Y5erydl and, What the Rabbis Know about the Messiah, pp. 27-28.
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his eyes and | ooked, and behol d, behind hima ramcaught in the thicket by his
horns; and Abraham went and took the ram and offered himup for a burnt
offering in the place of his son" (Gen. 22:13). An ancient Israelite, pouring
over this story of his great ancestor, would likely see it as proof of
Abraham s great faith and devotion to God, which is surely part of the primary
meani ng of the incident. But the Christian, in the [ight of the NI, sees
nore: Abraham here served as a type of God the Father who offered up "Hi s
only begotten Son" (John 3:16), His "bel oved Son" (Matt. 3:17), for the sins
of the world. Isaac initially served as a stand-in for Jesus, the son of God
t he Father, when placed on the altar. Then, what he represented suddenly
changed, at the noment the angel of the Lord stopped Abraham fromkilling him
He now represented humanity as a whol e being saved fromdeath due to its
sins. lsaac's (re: humanity's) place was taken by the ram an adult mnale
sheep. At that point, the ram becane what prefigured Jesus in this incident,
what "The Lord WIIl Provide" (Gen. 22:14) to hunmanity, to redeemit from an
otherwi se certain death. John the Baptist knew this, so when he saw Jesus, he
procl ai ned: "Behold, the Lanb of God who takes away the sin of the world"
(John 1:29). Now, when noting types like those in this incident, they are
suggestive, but not decisive, as evidence for the NI's description of Jesus as
t he Messiah, dying for mankind's sins. After all, sone Jew or agnostic could
al ways wave away the parallels, and deny the secondary mnmeaning found in this
story that becomes so evident to the Christian mind in the [ight of the NT
But when this theme crops up tine and again in the OI, the evidence fromtypes
isn't so easily dismssed, helping indicate that the animal sacrifices my
have sone neani ng and purpose beyond testing people in how nuch they will
serve God by devoting valuable things to Hm Cearly, the NI quotes from O
texts that don't have any clear connection in their primry nmeaning, judging
fromthe imedi ate context, to the Messiah. But this does not nean that they
have been "quoted out of context.” Conder's strategic mstake is to assune
the NT's citation of types in the O are "quotes taken out of context." A
secondary neaning al so can be found in them perhaps only discernable to a
m nd under the direct inspiration of God after the (inplied) prophesied events
i n question have occurred. Christians have to avoid |ooking at all the
messianic texts cited in the NT as direct, prophetic statements that will be
literally fulfilled, as using the texts' primary neani ngs, and see nore of
them as subtl e, anal ogous types, draw ng upon the OI's secondary mneani ngs.

OI' PROPHETS CAN SUDDENLY CHANGE SUBJECTS AND TI MES W THOUT WARNI NG

Conder conpl ains that the author of Matthew 2:6 m sused M cah 5: 2,
saying that this prophecy isn't fulfilled until the kingdomof God is
est abl i shed on earth when the Conquering Messiah arrives:

Turn to Mcah 5 and read this verse in context of the chapter

the tine-setting is the end when the restoration of |srael takes
pl ace! | ask you here, and will ask repeatedly before the end of
this book, where is the 2,000 year gap between the conmi ng of the
Messi ah, the restoration of Israel, and the Kingdomof God [I will
stand corrected--but isn't that a termfound only in the NI?--EVS]
to be found in the entirety of "Ad" Testanent prophecy? (M3, p

35).
M cah 5:2-3 descri bes where the Messiah was to be born: "But as for you,
Bet hl ehem Ephrat hah, too little to be anong the clans of Judah, fromyou One
will go forth for Me to be ruler in Israel. His goings forth are fromlong

ago, fromthe days of eternity. Therefore, He will give themup until the
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ti me when she who is in |abor has borne a child . . ." But then, a
description of what woul d occur when the Conquering Messiah sets up the

ki ngdom of God ensues in vs. 3-5. The principal issue Conder's point raises
yet simultaneously ignores is how the OT prophets will suddenly change subject
m dstream or ignore the tinme elenent by tel escoping together two events that
may be separated by centuries. This explains such a text as Hosea 11:1, which
otherwise looks like it was quoted out of context by Matthew '® The best
exanpl e of this concerns Isaiah's and Ezekiel's descriptions of Satan. In
both cases, they are initially describing soneone el se, then suddenly they
switch to another, greater spiritual being, and then switch back--and it's not
al t oget her cl ear when and/or whether the change back occurs! Before
describing Satan in vs. 12-15, Isaiah begins with a "taunt agai nst the king of
Babyl on" (v. 4), and evidently shifts back in v. 16. Simlarly, with the

di fference that the persons found in it are much nore easily distingui shabl e,
Ezeki el 28, condems the "l eader of Tyre" in vs. 2-10. Then Ezekiel goes
after "the king of Tyre," who quite clearly is Satan, not some human king, in
verses 12-17--and it's not altogether obvious where he switches to the actua

king of Tyre in this section, if at all. (If he doesn't change back, then
Satan is clearly prophesied to be totally destroyed i nto not hi ngness, not
eternally tortured, in vs. 18-19: "And | have turned you to ashes on the
earth in the eyes of all who see you . . . and you will be no nore.") An

exanple of the tine elenment evidently being discounted occurs in Eze. 26:12-
14. Verse 14 has yet to be (conpletely?) fulfilled since the present village
of Sur lies on part of the spot where ancient Tyre was, while v. 12 was
fulfilled by Al exander the Great (especially) in 332 b.c. Now, when it's a
given that the OTI prophets engage in sudden subject or tinme changes with
little or no explicit warnings, correctly interpreting Mcah 5:2-5 suddenly
takes on a different conplexion. A time junp could have occurred in between
the first and last parts of v. 3, though it takes the light of the NI to nake
this fully clear. A simlar case of this occurs in Luke 4:18-19, when Jesus
quotes fromlsa. 61:1-2. Jesus suddenly stops m d-sentence and m d-verse, and
doesn't quote "and the day of vengeance of our God." Why? Because this part
of the prophecy wouldn't be fulfilled during His First Coming's mnistry, He
didn't cite it, while the rest of it would be, so He did. The same principle
applies to Isa. 11:1-9, in which the first three (maybe three and a half)
verses were fulfilled when Jesus first cane, but the remainder will be

1®Besi des being typical, an obvious change in subject briefly occurs
bet ween Hosea 11:1 and Hosea 11:2, with a switch back in v. 3, which neans it
doesn't refer to the Messiah in v. 2. (See MB, p. 38 for Conder's analysis).
As Smith observes, the subject is a singular first personinv. 1 ("I"--Cod
i s speaking), but plural inv. 2 ("they"--false prophets probably). The
obj ect changes al so, fromsingular ("my son") to a plural generally occurring
in verses 2-4. The transition fromv. 1 to v. 2 is quite rough grammatically.
Smith runs the intiguing argunent that v. 1 stands al one, as a separate
revel ation (as v. 12 does in the NASB), since Hosea didn't wite whole
chapters on single subjects in chapter 4-13, but had various short revel ations
that were eventually put together. He contends that Hosea 11:1 should be
attached to the prior chapter's last unit, that began in 10:9. This is
unconvi nci ng, because Hosea 11: 3 uses the sane parent/child analogy as v. 1
does. It's best to see this as a type mainly, with the granmatical shift from
v. 1 tov. 2 signaling a change in the subject suddenly away fromthe Messiah
(as a type, in its secondary neaning) to physical Israel itself (where this
secondary neani ng doesn't apply). For an interesting but flawed anal ysis of
this text, see Smth, Prom sed Messiah, pp. 237-42.
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fulfilled with the Second Comi ng. The same applies to Mal. 3:1-2, in which
the first verse was fulfilled in the first century A D, while the second is
yet to occur. There's sinply no conmpelling reason to believe everything in a
gi ven prophecy has to happen all at the sanme time; Dan. 11 is sufficient proof
of this, with v. 41+ being unfulfilled at this tinme, but the rest has already
occurred. Conder's strategic mstake with Mcah 5:2 clearly is to think that
just because follow ng verses (3b-5) are placed in the future, the whole
prophecy has to be.

DOES M CAH 5:2 HAVE TO REFER TO A FAM LY/ CLAN | NSTEAD CF A SPECI FI C PLACE?

Conder also criticizes the NI'"s use of Mcah 5:2 for taking "Bethl ehem
Ephrat hah" as a specific location as the birthplace of the Messiah, not a
famly or clan "that originated in this region" (M3, p. 35). This criticisnis
first problemis that the NI clearly portrays people who aren't Christians as
interpreting this prophecy as referring to a specific |ocation. For exanple,
note John 7:41-42: "Still others were saying . . . "Has not the Scripture
said that the Christ comes fromthe of fspring of David, and from Bethl ehem
the village where David was?'" Simlarly, Herod the Geat (73-4 b.c.)
inquired at his court about where the Messiah was to be born. The "chief
priests and scribes of the people” replied, "In Bethl ehem of Judea, for so it
has been witten by the prophet, 'And you, Bethlehem |and of Judah, are by no
means | east anong the |eaders of Judah; for out of you shall come forth a
Rul er, who will shepherd ny people Israel'" (Matt. 2:4-6). Notice that this
gl oss (explanation) on Mch 5:2 isn't a direct editorial conment by Matthew
hinself. Then, the word translated "anong the clans” in the NASB for M cah
5:2 literally neans "the anong the thousands"” (See Green's Interlinear Bible).

The Hebrew word "alapinf isn't the standard termfor a subdivision of a
tribe, for that was either m spahah ("famly,"” "clan," "sub-tribe") or elep
Archer explains it thus: "Well, in this context it is clear that it is a town
that is being addressed, rather than a literal army unit. Possibly towns were
so referred to (cf. | Sam 23:23) because they contained a thousand famlies,
or el se because they were capable of nmustering at |east a thousand nen-at-arns
for the national mlitia." Perhaps Bethlehem the city of David, where his
famly was from was being equated with those who actually lived there, as
synonynous. There's also another reason to see this as a specific geographic
| ocation, because, as Smith nmaintains: "Ephrathah was either the district in
whi ch Bet hl ehem was | ocated, or an ancient nane for the town. The doubl e nane
di stingui shes his birth place fromthe northern Bethlehemin the tribal area
of Zebulun (Josh. 19:15)." David's father Jesse was called "an Ephrathite of
Bet hl ehem i n Judah" (I Sam 17:12). This verse also has one particularly
interesting inplication in favor of the Messiah being God, since He is said to
have pre-existed fromlong ago: "H s goings forth are fromlong ago, fromthe
days of eternity" (Mcah 5:2). What average human could this be said of?
Renenber, this couldn't fit King David, because he would have to have
continuously lived fromthe tine he died until being born again as a baby, a
peri od of (say) 250 years! The Targum Jonat han, an ancient Jew sh paraphrase
of the Hebrew Bible in Aramaic that dates fromthe second century A D.,
rendered/interpreted Mcah 5:2 thus: "And you, O Bethlehem Ephrath, you who
were too small to be nunbered anong the thousands of the house of Judah, from
you shall conme forth before Me the Messiah, to exercise dom nion over |srael
he whose name was nentioned frombefore, fromthe days of creation.” Even
Jews saw this as a messianic text!' dearly, there are good reasons to take

Y Archer, Encyclopedia of Bible Difficulties, p. 319; Snmith, Prom sed
Messi ah, p. 332; Targum Jonat han, as quoted in Rosen, Y Shua, p. 70.
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Mcah 5:2 as referring to a specific geographical |ocation, not just the
clan/famly fromwhich the Messi ah woul d be born

DAVID AS A TYPE (FORERUNNER) OF CHRI ST I N PSALM 22

Conder attacks Ps. 22 as a nessianic prophecy, comng up with a nost

curious general principle: "Yet, there is one fundamental of prophetic study:

if one verse of the chapter is a prophecy, then so are the rest! |In other
wor ds, you cannot pick and choose a single verse sinply because it is
convenient to your doctrine!™ (MB, p. 73). But is this true? Al nost
casually, | found Ezekiel 31 to violate this "fundanental of prophetic study,"”
since verses 2-9 describes Assyria's greatness. It then shifts over to a
prophecy of downfall in verses 10-18, serving an exanple of warning to Pharaoh
and Egypt as well. Let's have sone proof for this claim Mre specific to
Ps. 22 is Conder's point that without the Christian church using this Psal m as
about Jesus' death, "no one woul d have ever considered it to be a prophecy of
the Messiah!" (MB, p. 73). This again raises the issue discussed above about
the differences between types and direct literal fulfillnments. Unlike the
case for the books of Leviticus and Exodus in particular, in which animals
served as types, in Ps. 22 a particular human serves as a type--King David.
Al t hough he was an inperfect man (Il Sam 12:27; | Chron. 22:8), in this
Psalm he served as a type of Christ's sufferings while on the cross, just as
the inperfect animal sacrifices also foreshadowed the death of Jesus as
Savior. This Psalmisn't put in the formof a direct prediction of what woul d
conme, which Conder m stakenly assunmes it has to be the case for any OT
prophecy before the NI could actually cite it as referring to the Messiah
Let's stop assum ng sonmething cited as a type is taken "out of context"!
Agai n, something serving as a type doesn't have to nmake sonme specific verba
prediction to serve as a foreshadowi ng of what would cone in the future
Importantly, this neans that not all of this Psal mneed apply literally to
Christ and be fulfilled in every detail, since it describes a type, and isn't
an actual prophecy. (This sanme reasoning explains why the NT cites Ps. 69
some seven tinmes, although it isn't an actual predictive prophecy).®
Nevert hel ess, when reading this Psalmall the way through, instead of junping
back and forth out of it, much of it serves as a convincing and remnarkabl e
description of the scenes of the Messiah's suffering on the cross. (Conder
feels the need to skip to considering Ps. 34 and Isa. 53 briefly before
returning toit, only to go off to Zech. 12, and back again. See MB, pp. 73-
79).

First in Psalnms 22 there's the dramatic opening cry, which Christ quoted
while on the cross in Aramaic (v. 1): "My God, ny God, why hast Thou forsaken
me?" People ridiculed him just as occurred to Christ (vs. 6-7): "But | ama
worm and not a man, a reproach of men, and despised by the people. Al who
see nme sneer at ne; They separate with the lip, they wag the head, saying,
"Commit yourself to the Lord; let Hmdeliver him Let H mrescue him because
He delights in him" Conpare this with Luke 23:35-37, 39; Mitt. 27:39-44;

18As Joseph A Al exander explained: "The subject of the [sixty-ninth]
psalmis an ideal person, representing the whole class of righteous sufferers.
The only individual in whomthe various traits neet is Christ. That he is
not, however, the exclusive or even the inmedi ate subject, is clear fromthe
confession in verse 6 (5)." The Psal ns, Transl ated and Expl ai ned (G and
Rapi ds, M: Baker Book House, 1975), as cited by Smith, Prom sed Messiah, p
131.
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Mark 15:29-32. For sone reason, Conder insists on taking the netaphorical for
the literal, when saying Jesus could not have been referred to as a worm and
not a man, which discounts Jesus' pathetic physical plight at the tinme (M3, p
74). The description of suffering in verses 14-17, while al so netaphori cal
also is rather nedically accurate for soneone undergoing crucifixion

I am poured out |ike water, and all mnmy bones are out of joint; M
heart is like wax; It is nelted within ne. M strength is dried
up like a potsherd, and my tongue cleaves to ny jaws; and Thou
dost lay ne in the dust of death. For dogs have surrounded ne; A
band of evil doers has enconpassed nme; They pierced ny hands and ny
feet. | can count all ny bones. They |ook, they stare at ne.

This formof execution was unknown in Judea at the tine David wote (c. 1030
b.c.). Stoning was the traditional nethod of execution anong the Jews, with
cruci fixion and/or inpal enent being the nethod of capital punishnent for the
Assyrians, Persians, Geeks (especially by Al exander the Great), and Ronans,
who all rose to power in later centuries. Only by supernatural inspiration
coul d have David described the agonies of dying in a way totally unknown in
his culture. Finally, like Christ, David describes his clothes being ganbl ed
for by his persecutors (v. 18): "They divide nmy garnments anong them and for
nmy clothing they cast lots." Conpare Matt. 27:35; Mark 15:24; Luke 23: 34;
John 19:24. It's rather unlikely this actually happened to King Davi d;
rather, this foreshadows sonething to cone in Sonmeone Else's earthly life.
VWhile it's true David didn't describe his death in the Psalm this nmakes
sense, for presumably he lived sonme years after it was witten. And, not al
of it fits David's Iife well. Consider verse 27: "A|l the ends of the earth
will remenber and turn to the Lord, and all the famlies of the nations wll
wor ship before Thee." As Smith remarks: "No O d Testanent person could have
i magi ned that his personal deliverance fromdeath [cf. verses 19-21--EVS]
could be the occasion for the world's conversion.”™ Since sonething serving as
a type doesn't need to match the eventual reality in all details since it
isn't a specific prediction of the future, and since the Ol prophets woul d
zoomin and out on particul ar subjects w thout warning even within single
verses, Ps. 22 can be considered remarkabl e evidence that Jesus' death on the
cross was foreshadowed in the OT. '

WAS "THEY PI ERCED MY HANDS AND MY FEET" I N THE ORI G NAL HEBREW?

"They pierced ny hands and ny feet" (Psalns 22:16). Conder makes a big
production of citing the standard readi ng of the Hebrew Masoretic text to deny
that Psalnms 22:16 refers to the crucifixion (M3, p. 78). He, follow ng the
Jews, use a different readi ng which avoids its obvious application to the
sufferings of Christ. It has "like a lion" in place of "they pierced,"” which
produces this intrinsically unlikely reading: "like a Iion ny hands and
feet." Only by inserting additional words can this make any sense. These two
readi ngs are based upon changing one sinmlarly shaped final consonant for
another in the Hebrew word in contention. |If the word was "kaaru," it neant
"they have pierced,” while if it was "kaari," it was "like a lion.” In
Hebrew, the word for "pierced" ends with the Hebrew letter vav, while for
"lion" it ends with a yod. As Rosen describes, an ancient scribe could have
easily m staken one for the other: "Vav and yod are simlar in form and a

"\McDowel |, Evidence that Demands a Verdict, pp. 161-162; Rosen, Y Shua,
p. 45. On Ps. 22 generally, see Smth, Prom sed Messiah, pp. 145-54.
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scribe mght easily have changed the text by inscribing a yod and failing to
attach a vertical descending line so that it would beconme a vav."
I mportantly, the ancient Greek translation of the A d Testanent, the
Sept uagi nt, nade sone tinme before Jesus was born (c. 250-100 b.c.), does
contain the reading "they pierced.” The witness of the Syriac and Latin
translations of the A d Testanent al so backs the Septuagint, as well as sone
manuscripts of the Hebrew text! The margin of The NIV Interlinear Hebrew
English AOd Testament, vol. 3, p. 368, states that: "The NIV reads with sone
mss. karu or k-'-r-w, they pierced." The G nsberg Hebrew Bi ble noted this
alternative reading is found in "other scrolls" and was placed in three of the
earliest nechanically printed editions of the Hebrew text. Also, in a Jew sh
nmedi eval anthol ogy (thirteenth century A D.), Yal kut Shinoni (687), Rabb
Nehem ah commented on Ps. 22:16, using the reading that says "pierced."” This
shows at | east sone rabbis accepted it as part of the original text. This al
conbi nes to show that "they pierced” was the original text, not "like a lion."
Conder accuses Strong's of schol astic di shonesty when sayi ng the Hebrew word
here is #1856 instead of #738 ("like a lion"). |Instead, it appears all Strong
did was nmake a textual correction based upon the Septuagint, the Syriac, the
Vul gate, and/or use the mnority reading of the Masoretic text. Conder says
that Gesenius' says that #1856 "sinply means to kill by running through, which
renders this word useless in the context of Psalnms 22" (MB, p. 78). Actually,
Geseni us' (p. 206) says about #1856: "To thrust through, to pierce, as with a

sword or spear."” Brown-Driver-Briggs (p. 201) has "pierce, pierce through
. pierce, run through . . . be pierced through, slain . . . pierced,
riddled, (i.e. desperately wounded) warriors.” Really, no problemcrops up
here. Conder (MB, p. 78) attacks the idea that Jesus could have been
crucified by having nails driven into his hands thus: "It is a known fact

that victinms of crucifixion, if they were nailed to a cross, didn't have the
nails driven through their hands, as they woul dn't have supported the wei ght
of the body. They were driven through the forearnms, which hardly qualifies as
the hands of Psalnms 22." But Jehovah's Wtnesses reply to this argunent thus:
"Since the wists have al ways been considered by anatomi sts as part of the
hands, sonme nedical nen think the nails were driven between the small bones of
the wists to prevent the stripping out that could have occurred if driven
t hrough the pal ns--See Arizona Medici ne, March, 1965, p. 184." If this indeed
is correct, Conder's critique is groundless. Taken altogether, it makes nuch
nore sense to see the original reading of Ps. 22:16 as, "They yierced ny hands
and ny feet," instead of, "Like a lion ny hands and ny feet."'®

ZECHARI AH 12:10--WLL END-TI ME JEWS LOOK UPON THE GOD THEY Pl ERCED?

"And I will pour out on the house of David and on the inhabitants of
Jerusalem the Spirit of grace and of supplication, so that they will |ook on
Me whom t hey have pierced; and they will nourn for Hm as one nmourns for an
only son, and they will weep bitterly over Hm |like the bitter weeping over a
first-born" (Zech. 12:10). In this nost striking verse, the "Me" is clearly
God. How could God becone "pierced" or otherw se physically wounded? The
Al mghty God has to becone flesh in order to be "pierced"! A hint of the
doctrine of Jesus being the only begotten Son first born fromthe dead is
found in the statenments about nourning "for an only son" and "weeping over a
first-born.” How does Conder attenpt to duck the inplications of this verse?

120Rosen, Y shua, pp. 45-46, 74; Snith, Promised Messiah, p. 150; Aid to
Bi bl e Understandi ng, p. 824; The NIV Interlinear and G nsberg Bible as cited
by Wheeler, "Letter to Eric Snow," p. 7.
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"The original Hebrew in Zechariah 12:10 reads, look "unto Mg,' or look '"to
Me,' (Elai) not 'upon Hm (Ahlav)" (MB, p. 76). This is really only a m nor
qui bbl e, and hardly delivers Conder fromthe principal quandary of trying to

expl ain how God could be pierced, yet still deny Jesus as the Messiah, as God
cone in the flesh, who allowed H s creatures to wound Hm then kill H m
VWhet her it is translated "to Me" or "upon Me" is alnost irrelevant. (However,
The NIV Exhaustive Concordance lists all the ways the word "el" is transl ated
fromHebrewin the NIV, and while 3052 tines it is translated "to," it is
translated 114 tinmes "on" and 20 tinmes "upon.” Assuming | have the right word

here ({ K#448/ Strong' s#413)--rebuttals by the know edgeabl e are

wel cone- - Conder woul d have to engage in a nuch nore extensive grammtica
argunent than citing Gen. 44:20-22 to really carry his point). The reference
to "upon H ni' nakes no sense in this context, for the Hebrew word clearly is
"Me," not "Hm" Conder argues that it is inplausible that the narrative
woul d suddenly switch fromthe first person to the third, from"Me" to "Hm?"
VWheel er maintains otherwise: "It is not unconmon for the grammatical person
to change (as fromfirst to third) in the mddle of a Hebrew narrative
(especial ly when referring to God)."' The NASB rendering found above of the
crucial part of Zech. 12:10 is quite literal, which can be verified by Geen's
Interlinear Bible, which has underneath the Hebrew words, "And they shall | ook
on Me whom they have pierced, and they shall mourn for Hm" Conder cites two
Jewi sh transl ations which certainly seemto obscure deliberately the crucial
part of the verse. The Holy Scriptures has "and they shall [ook unto M
because they have thrust himthrough,”™ while the Tanakh | oosely paraphrases
"and they shall lament to Me about those who are slain.” Conder wants to say
the slain are the "H ' in question, but since the slain are many, a plural
and "Hnt is a singular, this nonsense need not detain us any further. Wile
it is quite true this prophecy is set in the far future, after Christ's Second
Comng in verses 8-9, this doesn't nean the piercing had to occur then. After
all, it reads "have pierced,"” but that "they shall mourn for Hm" (The
conplexities of trying to translate Hebrew s "states” into English "tenses”
I"mshelving for now). Rather, the Jews are nourning because they have
suddenly realized after being given the Holy Spirit that Jesus really was the
Jewi sh Messiah (Heb. 7:14), whomthey and their ancestors had denied, that
their |eadership in 31 AD. had wongfully sentenced to death (cf. Matt.
27:25). Nevertheless, even if many of Conder's points about this text were
granted, he still hasn't explained how the invincible Yahweh was pierced,
which is the main problemfor non-Mssianic Jews here.

| SAl AH 7:14--DCES I T REFER TO JESUS' BI RTH?

"Therefore the Lord Hinself will give you a sign: Behold, a virgin wll
be with child and bear a son, and she will call H s nane |Imuanuel" (I sa.
7:14). In Matthew 1:23, this verse is cited as a prophecy that is fulfilled
when Jesus is born. Conder argues that it is hopel essly yanked out of
context, being just a sign relevant to King Ahaz in 734 b.c. when Judah was
bei ng i nvaded by Israel and Aram having nothing to do with the Messiah (see
MB, pp. 30-31). The | eadi ng problem here is that the secondary neani ng of
the text isn't obvious. It has a dual meaning, the obvious, primary one being
fulfilled in Ahaz's tinme, and the secondary, antitypical one in Jesus' birth.

According to Smith, the use of the announcenent formula "behol d!'" "signal][s]
births of unusual significance,” including even in the Ugaritic |anguage,
which is highly simlar to Hebrew. Mch of the controversy surrounding this

2heel er, "Letter to Eric Snow," p. 5.
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verse concerns how to translate the Hebrew word "almah.” It is sonmewhat

anbi guous, and can be translated "virgin" or "young wonan." The Septuagint's
Jewi sh translator for this verse may have felt a deeper neaning was here, for
he chose the Greek word for virgin, "parthenos," which has to nean a woman

Wi t hout sexual experience. After all, a young woman giving birth is (ahem
t he expected, which doesn't make it a very distinctive sign from God--but a
virgin giving birth, well, that's at |east mghty unusual! The word "al mah,"

al ways refers to (when the context is clear) an unmarried woman in the nine
times it appears in the OT (five tinmes in the plural, four tinmes in the
singular). Furthernore, it can nean "virgin," since it is used of Rebekah

when she had yet to know a man (Gen. 24:43; cf. 24:16). In the Ugaritic
| anguage and Carthagi an di al ect of Phoenician, the equivalent termfor "al mah"
al so means "virgin." Smth reasons thus: |If the woman giving birth was
unmarried, an illegitimate birth doesn't nmake for much of a sign from God. So

then, the birth had to be by a virgin. Conder then gives us the standard
Jewi sh reply to Christian reasoning on "almah," by saying that if "virgin" had

real |y been intended, Isaiah would have used the word "bethul ah.™ However,
this word could refer to an married woman as well. Note Joel 1:8: "Wail like
a virgin girded with sackcloth for the bridegroom]|['husband' --NKJV] of her
youth."™ Wile perhaps still sonewhat anbiguous, this text still underm nes

any claimof certainty that "bethul ah" nust always nean "virgin."
Furthernore, in the closely related Aramai c | anguage, the equival ent of

"bet hul ah” is used of a married woman. Conder al so argues that the Hebrew
word translated "conceived,"” "harah,” in Isa. 7:14 is in the past or perfect
tense, and so therefore can't be a prophecy. This argunent overl ooks the

di fference between Hebrew, a Semitic |anguage, and English, an |ndo-European
| anguage, concerning "state" and "tense." In Biblical Hebrew, not nodern
Israeli Hebrew, "states" are used, not "tenses," such as past, present, and
future. As Weel er explains:

State may be perfect, participle, inperfect or inperative, w thout
regard to the time in which the action occurs (which is generally
indicated--if at all--by other aspects of the syntax). |In nodern
I sraeli Hebrew, these fornms have becone past, present, future, and
i nperative--but if one reads biblical Hebrew |ike Israeli Hebrew,
one stunbl es over a great deal. Many Jews nake this m stake; so
do certain Protestants, and also sone in CGod' s church

Isaiah is evidently using the "prophetic perfect,"” meaning a special past
tense (when it is literally translated into English, as Conder argues for)

about, as Smith explains: "future events which are so vivid to their mnds
and so certain to occur that they can be described as having al ready
occurred.” So for Conder to argue that the woman of Isa. 7:14 has al ready

concei ved (past tense), and then insist that this text couldn't refer to the
future, is really unconvincing, and betrays a | ack of know edge of Hebrew
grammar. Scholar MIton Terry understandably speaks of Isaiah 7:14 as
"probably the nost difficult of all Messianic prophecies"!* However, despite
Conder's attacks on Matthew s citation of it, it's evident that the Hebrew
word "al mah" can nmean virgin, that the perfect (a type of past) tense doesn't

122Rosen, Y shua, pp. 16-17; Frydl and, Wat the Rabbis Know about the
Messi ah, p. 41; Smith, Pronmi sed Messi ah, pp. 252-54, 262, 264; MIlton Terry,
Bi bl i cal Herneneutics (New York: Eaton and Mains, 1890), as cited by Smith
Prom sed Messiah, p. 251; Gesenius', p. 634; Weeler, "Letter to Eric Snow,"
pp. 3, 4.
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mean this prophecy had to occur only while King Ahaz was alive, and that a
dual meani ng/ application of the verse is at work, in which there is an earlier
typical fulfillment in Ahaz's tine, and a later, antitypical fulfillment in
the first century A.D. True, the secondary, antitypical meaning couldn't be
known wi thout the inspired NI's author citing it as referring to Jesus' birth.

But this doesn't show this nmeaning doesn't exist, since (as surveyed above)
there is plenty of evidence for belief in the NT as inspired by God, and
Jesus' Messiahship as established by Hi s resurrection i ndependently of any
potential ly anbi guous nessianic texts.

| SAl AH 9: 6--THE MESSI AH | S BORN AND CALLED "M GHTY GOD'

For a child will be born to us, a son will be given to us; and the
government will rest on Hi s shoulders; and His nane will be called
Wbnder ful Counselor, M ghty God, Eternal Father [or better
'Father of Eternity'--EVS], Prince of Peace. There will be no end
to the increase of H's governnent or of peace, on the throne of
Davi d and over his kingdom to establish it and to uphold it with
justice and righteousness fromthen on and forevernore. The zea
of the Lord of hosts will acconplish this (Isa. 9:6-7).
Conder argues that this text is in the past tense ("is born,” "is given," "is
called,” etc.) and so couldn't refer to a future Messiah: "Again, the
translations of the Christian Bibles have rendered this as a future event to
support their contention that it was a nmessiani c prophecy about Jesus, which
they claim is further proven by the titles found in the Scripture" (M3, pp

85). In fact, this argunment is nortally wounded once the reality sinks in
that Biblical Hebrew deals with "states,” not "tense."” As Jehovah's Wtnesses
expl ai n:

Verbs in English are viewed particularly fromthe standpoint of
tense or tine: past, present, future. In Hebrew, however, the
condition of the action, rather than the tine involved, is the

i mportant thing. The action is viewed either as conplete or

i nconplete. |If the verb portrays conpleted action, it is in the
perfect state. . . . If the action is viewed as inconplete, the
verb is in the inperfect state. This can be illustrated by Exodus
15:1: "Moses and the sons of Israel proceeded to sing." Here we
see that while the action had started (they "proceeded” to sing),
it had not termnated and was thus "inperfect," unfinished.

Ka THaV also may be rendered as "has witten" (2 Chron
26:22)--what would be called the present perfect in English.

"Must wite" is also used to translate this perfect-state verb and
shows the certainty of the [sic?] action's being carried out.
(Num 5:23; Deut. 17:18) Both of these latter renderings
correctly inply conpleted action, but not in past time. So, the
active verb of itself does not necessarily convey a concept of
time. The perfect state can portray action as conpleted at any
period of tinme, past, present or future; contrastingly, the

i nperfect, while also able to show action at any tinme period,

al ways views it as inconplete.

In the last part of verse 7, according to Green's Interlinear Bible, a future
tense (in English) is used, even under the Hebrew words thenselves: "The zea
of Jehovah of hosts will do this." Even the first Jew sh translation Conder
cites, the Tanakh, concurs with this tense. So now-was this son already
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born, called these names, and sitting on the throne of Israel? Cbviously
not--or else the promse of v. 7 that these things will occur due to God's
power contradicts how these things supposedly did occur already in v. 6!
Furthernore, the grammatical problens only increase for Conder's analysis, as
VWheel er expl ai ns:

| saiah 9:6 does not deal in "tense" of any sort. The word yul ad
(followng SHV' s transliteration)--in the KJV, "is born"--is in

i nperfect state; nitan--in the KJV, "is given"--is in perfect
state. Were one to read this like Israeli Hebrew, one would have
future and past tense, respectively--and that makes no sense. No,
t he prophecy | ooks back at Messiah's birth fromthe viewpoint of
the tine at the beginning of the MIlennium w thout indicating
that Messiah was to be born inmediately before that tine.'®

So when Conder mistakenly says Isa. 9:5-6 has already occurred as "proven" by
its past tense, he is sinply ignoring sonme fundanental aspects of Hebrew
grammar. After all, wasn't this text a prophecy about the future?

Was there any human king of Israel ever called by these titles/nanes
whi ch were given to this Child? Conder clains that the child born here was
Hezekiah (MB, p. 85). While Hezekiah was a good king, "Wnderful Counsel or
M ghty God, Eternal Father, Prince of Peace" he was not. Furthernore, RASHI
the el eventh-century rabbi and Bible comentator, said the child of this verse

couldn't be Hezeki ah because: "if you count up the years of Hezekiah you will
find that Hezeki ah was born nine years before his father [Ahaz] ascended the
throne.” Then, v. 7 says the reign of this King will be "forevernore,"” which

certainly didn't fit Hezekiah's reign, or that of any other human king. To
parry this, Conder correctly maintains that the Hebrew word transl ated
"forevernore,” olam need not always nean sonething totally w thout end. But
this argunent ignores the classic refrain pattern of Hebrew poetry, in which
the sane basic thought is repeated in different words twice in succession. In
v. 7, first it says, "There will be no end,"” and then it says, "Fromthen on
and forevernore." The repetition reinforces the idea the nornmal meani ng of
ol am shoul d apply, especially with the clarification in the first part of the
verse, "There will be no end."” This text obviously poses major problens to
t he non- Messi anic Jewi sh viewpoint, so the two Jew sh transl ati ons Conder
cites attenpt to obscure this prophecy. The Tanakh transnogrifies the titles
"Wonder ful Counselor, Mghty God," into "The Mghty God is planning
grace"--huh? Then The Holy Scriptures transliterates all four titles into a
| ong proper nane: "and his nanme is called Pel ej oezel gi bbor Abi adsarashal om "
Certainly, neither of these operations appear honest on their face. They are
both trying to deny that the Child is called GOD. Wheeler condemms the
approach that The Holy Scriptures's translators used on this text: "It is
wrong for certain Jewi sh commentaries to run together the Hebrew words behind
"Wonderful, Counselor, Mghty God, Father of Eternity, Prince of Peace.'
Judai smis own interpretation of the accents denies this, as does naturally t he
original meaning of that notation (in both cases, punctuated as above)."'*
Cearly, when all is considered, this Ol text may be the hardest for a Jew

12Aid to Bible Understanding, p. 741; \Weeler, "Letter to Eric Snow," p.

129RASHI as cited by Frydland, What the Rabbis Know about the Messiah, p.
40; \Wheeler, "Letter to Eric Snow," p. 5.
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denying Jesus is the Messiah to explain away, for a literal translation is
plainly calling some human child "M ghty God," i.e., God incarnate.

JUST WHO IS THE "SERVANT" | N | SAI AH? JESUS OR | SRAEL?

| saiah 42:1-7; 49:1-6; 50:4-9; 52:13-53:12 contain what have cone to be
called the four "Servant Songs." Wen interpreting these texts, the basic
i ssue concerns whet her they describe the nation of Israel, Jesus as the
Messi ah, or soneone el se. Conder, of course, follows the mgjority Jew sh view
of the present tine, and maintains they refer to the nation of Israel, and
especially to Judah for the climatic fourth Servant Song.

First of all, this prophecy of Isaiah [ch. 42] is not speaking
about the Messiah! Nowhere in the Hebrew Scriptures is the

Messi ah directly called a servant! . . . I N BOTH PASSAGES [ I sai ah
42:1-4 and 41:8-9] THE SERVANT | S | SRAEL, conceived in terns of
its ideal destiny. . . . the servant "cut off out of the |and of
the living" is Judah. . . . Again, if Isaiah 52-53 is an anal ogy

of Israel, then it does not apply to Jesus, which so many
[liberal!--EVS] commentaries are forced to note (MB, pp. 95, 100,
101).

Such a narrow interpretation doesn't reckon with the evident doubl e neaning
i nvol ved. (This is especially evident in the second Servant Song--lsa. 49:1-
6). True, you can turn back to Isaiah 41:8-9, and find Israel called a
"servant." But can you then apply this interpretation uncritically to al
four of the Servant Songs, especially Isaiah 52:13-53:12? One source of
anbiguity here is a principle long famliar to nmenbers of the Church of God
about interpreting prophecy: A king and his kingdom are interchangeable. For
exanple, in Daniel 7 four gentile kingdons are represented by w | d beasts:
Babyl on, Persia, Greece, and Rone. In Dan. 7:17, it reads: "These great
beasts, which are four in nunber, are four kings who will arise fromthe
earth.” But then, the fourth king is called a "kingdon in v. 23: "Thus he

said: 'The fourth beast will be a fourth ki ngdomon the earth, which will be
different fromall the other kingdons, and it will devour the whole earth and
tread it down and crush it.'"™ Since a king stands for and governs over the

real mhe rules, it's understandable why Daniel could treat the two as

i nterchangeable. Simlarly, Jesus called H nself the kingdom of God, which
was one way how it was "at hand" as well (Mark 1:15). Note Luke 17:20-21:
"Now havi ng been questioned by the Phari sees as to when the ki ngdom of God was
com ng, He answered them and said, 'The kingdomof God is not comng with
signs to be observed; nor will they say, "Look, here it is!"™ or, "There it
is!™ For behold, the kingdomof God is [present tense] in your midst.""

Since Jesus is the king of the kingdomof God, it was not in the hearts of the
Phari sees, nor the church (which was yet to be established). Instead, it was
al ready present before them in the formof its king. E.J. Young saw the dua
meani ng in the Servant Songs, and explained it thus: "The servant is the

%Conder argues that Isa. 9:1-2 have been taken out of context as
references to the Messiah (MB, pp. 39-40). This claimdiscounts how (al ong
with verses 3-4), they are a "warmup" to verses 5-6. As Smith explains it:
"Two points are enphasized in this famous prophecy: (1) the pronise of a new
day (vv. 1-5); and (2) the reason for the new day (vv. 6-7)." Prom sed
Messi ah, p. 261. Smith's translation of Isa. 9:1-7 is very striking, which
notes a nunber of "prophetic perfects” put into the English future tense.
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Messi ah (Jesus Christ) conceived as the Head of His people, the Church (or
redeened Israel). At one tine the body is nore prom nent, at another (e.g.
chap. 53) the Head." Hence, while you can read through the Servant Songs, and
find ways to apply themto the nation of Israel, this eventually becones very
probl emati c when facing the fourth Servant Song, where Israel and the Servant
are clearly differentiated. Even in the second Servant Song, the difference
between the two is evident. On the one hand, Isa. 49:3 states that the
Servant is Israel: "And He said to Me, "You are My Servant, Israel, in \Wom
will show My glory." Yet, the Servant suddenly becones the One to |lead |Israe
back to God in v. 5: "And now says the Lord, who formed Me fromthe wonb to
be H s servant, to bring Jacob back to Hm in order that Israel m ght be
gathered to Hm" Cbviously, Israel can't be the one | eading Israel back to
God! Soneone Else has to be doing it. Then note how simlar part of the
first Servant Song (lsa. 42:7) is to Isa. 61:1, which Jesus quoted in Luke
4:18. Wiile Conder denies that the Messiah is ever called a servant, this
claimignores how Isa. 61:1 says the Eternal "has anointed ne,"--and the
meani ng of the word "nessiah” is "the anointed one"! It is perfectly
reasonable to read Isa. 61:1 back to Isa. 42:7, and then see the Servant as
the Messiah, by following the principle of letting the Bible interpret itself.
At | east one ancient Jewish coomentary, the Mdrash Rabbah, Lanentations
3:49-50, 59, interpreted Isa. 61:1 as referring to the Redeenmer. Then the

hi ghly individualistic | anguage of the Servant Songs, while it can al ways be
seen as parabolic, synbolic, etc. to evade any identification with an

i ndividual, still nore naturally, nore literally would apply to some one
human. Even the Jews thensel ves soneti nes have interpreted Isa. 42 as
referring to the Messiah. Rabbi David Kinchi explained this scripture thus:
"Behold nmy Servant. . . . This is King Messiah . . . . | have put ny Spirit

. . . refers to what is said of Hm 'And the Spirit of the Lord will rest on
HmM (lsaiah 11:2)." The conmentaries Mesudat David and Metsudat Zion al so
maintain this chapter refers to the Messiah. One targum (a Jew sh paraphrase
of the OI) reads thus: "Behold ny Servant, the Messiah, | will draw H m near
my chosen one in whomny Menra [Logos] is well pleased."'® So, let's turn to
the climatic fourth Servant Song, and see if Conder's analysis that the
Servant refers to Israel (or Judah) stands up to scrutiny.

THE SUFFERI NG SERVANT OF | SAl AH 52-53 PO NTS TO AN | NDI VI DUAL, NOT | SRAEL

Undeni ably, the nost specific prophecy of Jesus' first comng is Isaiah
52:13-53:12. This passage descri bes the "Murnful Messiah" who died for the
sins of others in a vicarious, substitutionary atonenment. Quoting the whole
passage is superfluous for those with Bibles, but let's notice in particular
| sa. 53:4-5, 10, 11:

Surely our griefs He H nmself bore, and our sorrows He carried; yet
we oursel ves esteened H mstricken, smtten of God, and afflicted.
But He was pierced through for our transgressions, he was crushed
for our iniquities; the chastening for our well-being fell upon
Hm. . . But the Eternal was pleased to crush Hm putting H m
to grief; if He would render Hinself as a guilt offering. . . . My
Servant, will justify the many, as He will bear their iniquitie

126Erydl and, What the Rabbis Know about the Messiah, pp. 52, 55.
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Noti ce that the Servant does not just suffer because of others directly
attacking or injuring Hm(v. 7), but He takes on their sins and bears themin
their place. This is why the sufferings of Judah during the Hol ocaust (for
exanple) can't be made to fit this passage. No human who isn't God can bear
someone else's sins, as the Suffering Servant does (v. 6): "But the Lord has
caused the iniquity of us all to fall on Hm" Simlarly, the agonies Judah
has suffered through the centuries don't fit v. 10: "But the Lord was pl eased
to crush Hm putting Hmto grief; If He would render Hnself as a guilt
offering." Just as an animal sacrificed in a guilt offering bore synbolically
the sin of the individual human in question, although it (the animal) had done
not hi ng wong, so does the Suffering Servant, who (v. 8) "had done no
vi ol ence, nor was there any deceit in Hs nouth," yet He died for others.
Judah has not been a "guilt offering" that bore the sins of the world--but
Jesus did. Furthernore, saying Judah (or Israel) has never engaged in
viol ence or deceit is absurd, for all nmen have sinned--besides Jesus. Conder
i npl ausi bly applies v. 7 to Judah as a tribe: "He was oppressed and He was
afflicted, yet He did not open Hs nouth.” It may be true that during the
Hol ocaust few Jews fought against their oppressors--though the Warsaw upri si ng
of 1943 and the nmass escape fromthe Sobidor canp show even then the Jews
weren't entirely "silent." But this is only one part of their history, as
Frydl and remi nds us. It discounts the Maccabean Wars of the second century
b.c. against the Geeks and the two nmaj or Judean revolts agai nst Rone (66-70
A.D., 132-135 A.D.). Nor could Israel be called "silent" concerning the
Babyl oni an exile and the Assyrian invasions. Nor does it fit the history of
nodern | srael since 1948, which has fought five wars agai nst the Arabs
(i ncluding the Lebanese invasion). Then, note that the |anguage of Isa.
52:13-53:12 is very personal and singular in its references to the Servant by
its use of "he," "him" etc. Verse 3 says: "He was despised and forsaken of
men, a man of sorrows, and acquainted with grief; and |ike one fromwhom nen
hide their face . " Such language it should be taken literally, unless
strong conpelling evidence indicates it is synbolic--and no such evidence is
at hand in the two chapters. Very inportantly, the Servant is distinguished
fromlsrael when Isaiah wites that the "ALL of US |i ke sheep have gone
astray, each of US has turned to his own way; But the Lord has caused the
iniquity of US all to fall on HM (verse 6; cf. verses 4-5). Now who could
be the "US" other than Isaiah's nation, which then is clearly distinguished
fromthe Servant? Then notice this (v. 8): "HE was cut off out of the |and
of the living, for the transgression of MY PEOPLE to whom the stroke was due."
HOW CAN ANYONE HONESTLY SAY THE SERVANT AND | SRAEL ARE ONE AND THE SAME WHEN
FACI NG TH S VERSE?'?” No ot her passage in the Hebrew Bible, other than perhaps
t he seventy weeks prophecy, nore strongly chall enges the orthodox Jew sh

2’Conder attenpts to evade the whol e passage by saying Jesus' death

doesn't fit part of v. 10: "He will see His offspring.” Wile it's true
Jesus had no physical offspring, he certainly did have spiritual offspring.
Note John 1:12-13: "But as nany as received Hm to them He gave the right to
becone children of God, even to those who believe in H's nane, who were born

[ begotten, margin] not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the wll
of man, but of God." "He will prolong H's days" (v. 10) after being "cut off
out of the land of the living" (v. 8) through H's resurrection fromthe dead.
O herwi se, these two texts could easily be seen as contradictory. Conder's
comment that "The prophecies of |Isaiah are not, to put it bluntly, prophecies
of Jesus unless he was to have children and live to a ripe old age!" certainly
doesn't resolve this otherwise inplicit contradiction (M8, p. 100).
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vi ewpoi nt, which generally wi shes the elimnate the Murnful Messiah, and
enphasi ze the Conquering Messi ah. %

Conder does cite a liberal Catholic conmentary, The Collegeville Bible
Commentary, to buttress his interpretation of the passage. But it has to be
realized that theological |iberals deny the validity of any predictive
prophecy as having been fulfilled, which is undoubtedly why they place the
book of Daniel as having been witten in or conpleted by the second century
b.c. They have an in-built prejudice to back-date all books of the Bible that
have successfully predicted the future to a |later date, so they can be
historical (after-the-fact) witings instead. Simlarly, they can't believe
any OT prophecy witten hundreds of years in advance could possibly refer to
Jesus of Nazareth, so they interpret themin a manner to deny the obvious
application to Hm So when citing such a work, would Conder accept their
(likely) interpretation of the classic Ol prophecies used by (say) Josh
McDowel | to prove the OT is inspired by God? Wuld he accept how they woul d
(presumably) interpret Gen. 1-11 in order to make it conformwith the theory
of evolution and uniformtarian (gradual change) geol ogy, such as by denying
the days of Gen. 1 are literal and that the Deluge was worl dw de? The sane
anti-supernaturalistic prem ses are operating in both cases, and it's hard to
enpl oy them on Isaiah 52-53 or any other nessianic text in order to refute
Christianity, but then to deny their application in (say) Cenesis.

Nowadays Jews normally maintain that |saiah 52-53 speaks of |srael
Unsurprisingly, Conder has followed their lead. But this view didn't becone
wi despread anong themuntil the thirteenth century A D., especially because of
the influence of the rabbi called RASH (1040-1105 A D.). Anciently, various
Jewi sh witings attest that at |east some Jews saw | saiah 52 and/or 53 as
messi anic texts. For exanple, the targum Jonathan, which was witten in the

early second century A.D. proves this. It paraphrases for Isa. 52:13:
"Behol d, My servant the Messiah shall prosper; he shall be exalted and great
and very powerful."”™ Oher rabbis interpreted this passage simlarly.

Concerning the Servant in these two chapters, the famous rabbinic schol ar of
the sixteenth century, Rabbi Mshe Al shekh, maintained: "[Qur] Rabbis with
one voi ce, accept and affirmthat opinion that the prophet [lsaiah] is
speaki ng of king Messiah.”™ Wile this claimis exaggerated, it still had sone
foundation, especially in so far as the last three verses of Isaiah 52 are
considered. The Targuminterprets Isaiah 52:13: "Behold ny Servant the
Messi ah shall prosper.” As for Isaiah 53, the Talnud, the collection of

Jewi sh law and tradition conpleted by the fifth century A D., applies this
passage variously. But in at |least one case the Talnud applied it directly to
the Messiah. In Sanhedrin 98a it says: "The Rabanan (rabbis) say the

Messi ah's nane is The Suffering Schol ar of Rabbi's House [or The Leper

Scholar] for it is witten 'Surely He hath borne our grief and carried our
sorrows, yet we esteemhimstricken, smtten of God and afflicted.” The

M drash (anci ent Jewi sh commentary) Rabbah Ruth v. 6 applied the text "He was
wounded for our afflictions” to the Messiah, and it was not al one in doing
this. None other than Mbdses Miinonides (1135-1204 A D.), the great nedieval
Jew sh phil osopher, rejected RASH 's interpretation, and said Isa. 53 referred

1280n the subject of Isa. 52-53 generally, see Frydl and, What the Rabbis
Know about the Messiah, pp. 69-72; Rosen, Y shua, pp. 58-65; Smth, Prom sed
Messi ah, pp. 306-18. That Jews were not exactly "silent" under Roman rule is
shown by one chapter in: Anthony A Barrett, Caligula: The Corruption of
Power (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1989), pp. 182-91
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to the Messiah.' Wien carefully examned, calling this section of Isaiah a
par abolic description of Israel sinply isn't persuasive.

THE MOURNFUL AND CONQUERI NG MESSI AHS: | S THE OT SELF- CONTRADI CTORY?
Conder, like nost Jews of early first-century Judea, conceives of the

Messi ah as a conqueror who establishes the kingdom of God when he comes. He
totally dism sses the ideas of a "Murnful Messiah" or "Suffering Servant" who

came to serve God and die: "Unfortunately--for Christianity--the Scriptures
that are so freely used as proof of Jesus' Messiahship, also clearly speak of
ONLY ONE COM NG FOR | SRAEL' S MESSI AH WHICH OCCURS IN THE END TIME! . . . And

that book [the OT] will not tell us about two conmings of the Messiah or make
himout to be a deity! (MB, pp. 88, 95). Nowadays, Jews generally say that
the Messiah has only one conming in which He is a Conqueror wagi ng war agai nst
the nations. |Its biggest problemconmes fromtrying to reconcile all the texts
on the Messiah to fit it. For exanple, consider these two texts, both of

whi ch the Jews have seen as applying to the Messiah. First, note Zech. 9:9:
"Rejoice greatly, O daughter of Zion! Shout in triunph, O daughter of
Jerusalem Behold, your king is comng to you; He is just and endowed with
sal vation, hunble, and nounted on a donkey, even on a colt, the foal of a
donkey." Then consider Dan. 7:13-14:

| kept |ooking in the night visions, and behold, with the clouds
of heaven One |like a Son of Man was conming and He came up to the
Anci ent of Days and was presented before Hm And to H m was

gi ven dom nion, Gory and a kingdom that all the peoples,

nati ons, and nen of every |anguage m ght serve Hm H s dom nion
is an everlasting domnion [cf. Isa. 9:7] which will not pass
away; and Hi s kingdomis one which will not be destroyed.

Both of these texts describe the Messiah, yet He conmes in two very different
ways! How coul d you reconcile then? Wthout positing two com ngs for the
Messiah, it's nearly inpossible! To explain this discrepancy, Jews have
resorted to even saying the donkey was a mracul ous one (!), or saying if

| srael was worthy, the Messiah would cone one way, if not, the other. 1In the
Babyl oni an Tal nud, Sanhedrin 98a, one rabbi explained it thus:

R Al exandri said that R Joshua bar Levi conbined the two

par adoxi cal passages; the one that says, 'Behold, one |ike the Son
of Man cane with the clouds of heaven' (Dan. 7:13) [show ng

Messi ah's glory] and the other verse that says, 'poor and riding
upon a donkey' (Zech. 9:9) [showi ng Messiah's humlity]. He
explained it in this manner: |If they are worthy, He will cone
"with the clouds of heaven;' if they are unworthy He will cone
"poor and riding upon a donkey.'

The Babyl oni an Tal mud, Sukkah 52b, proposed another solution: There would be
two Messiahs. One is called Messiah ben Joseph, who, as Frydland summari zes,
"fights, suffers extrene humiliation, and is pierced, fulfilling Zechariah's
prophecy, 'They shall |ook unto Me whomthey have pierced.'" The other was
Messi ah Ben David, who would be given the nations as an inheritance (Ps. 2:8).
Later rabbinic sources portrayed the two thus, as Frydl and summari zes the work

'2Rosen, Y shua, p. 75; Frydland, Wat the Rabbis Know about the Messi ah,
pp. 53-56; MDowell and WIson, He Wal ked Anong Us, pp. 307
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of Waxman: "Messiah Ben Joseph will be pierced through by Armlus, after
which there will be nuch tribulation. Then, the Messiah, called Menachem Ben
Am -El, appears to the remant of Israel. He, together with Elijah, brings to
life Messiah Ben Joseph, and then the rest of the dead."” Conder and nodern
Jews may di scount or ignore the differing descriptions of the Messiah in the
Or. But anciently at |east sone did not, which shows interpreting the OT to
say the Messiah would only cone back as a Conqueror disagrees even with how
many of the Jews thensel ves understood it!*® The Christian solution, of
sayi ng the same Messiah has two widely separated visits to earth, solves this
apparent OT contradiction. Now, how does Conder propose to solve it, using
the OT al one?

WHEN WAS THE MESSI AH TO COVE? THE POTENTI AL | MPLI CATI ONS OF GENESI S 49: 10

VWhen Jacob (not Abraham) was on his deathbed, he prophesied of Judah

"The scepter shall not depart from Judah, nor the ruler's staff from between
his feet, until Shiloh conmes"” (Gen. 49:10). The main dispute surrounding this
verse is howto translate and interpret the last clause. Anciently, Jews have
seen this as a title of the Messiah. For exanple, the Targum Onkel os (second
century A.D.) says for this verse: "The transm ssion of dom nion shall not
cease fromthe house of Judah, nor the scribe fromhis children's children
forever, until the Messiah cones, to whomthe Ki ngdom bel ongs, and whom t he
nati ons shall obey." The Targum Yershalm (sixth century A D., but based on
earlier sources) reads: "Kings shall not cease fromthe house of Judah, nor
scribes who teach the Torah fromhis children's children, until the tinme of
the com ng of the King Messiah, to whom bel ongs the Kingdom and to whom al
dom ni ons of the earth shall becone subservient.” In the Babyl onian Tal nud,
Sanhedrin 98b, one rabbi asked what was the Messiah's nanme: "R Johanan said:
[ The world was created] For the sake of the Messiah. What is his (the
Messi ah' s) name?--The School of R Shila said: H's nane is Shiloh, for it is
witten: Until Shiloh come. The Targum Pseudo-Jonathan (|l ate seventh century
A.D., but based on earlier sources) states: "Kings and rulers shall not cease
fromthe house of Judah, nor scribes who teach the Torah fromhis seed, until
the tine when the King Messiah shall cone, the youngest of his sons, and
because of himnations shall nelt away."'® Conder cites the Tanakh and The
Holy Scriptures translations to justify evading this text, in which the
transl ators understand the words "until Shiloh cone"” to nean instead, "So that
tribute shall cone.” The marginal note of the Tanakh on this translation
says: "Shiloh, understood as shailoh "tribute to him followi ng Mdrash; cf.
Isa. 18:7. Mean of Heb. uncertain; lit. "Until he conmes to Shiloh.'" (see
MB, p. 156). Ironically for these translators, at |east two Mdrashim
(ancient Jewi sh O commentaries) do nention this interpretation of this verse.

M drash Rabbah Genesis, "Sone interpret it [Gen. 49:9] to nmean, 'He couched;’
that is, He waited from Zedeki ah until King Messiah." The M drash Tanhuma
interprets the scepter to nean the throne, and that "' The | awgi ver from

between his feet . . . refers to the tinme when the King will come to whom
bel ongs the Kingdom" The Yal kut, a mnedi eval Jew sh ant hol ogy, said the word
"Shil oh" neant "gift to the Lord," yet still attributed this prophecy to the

13%Frydl and, What the Rabbis Know about the Messiah, pp. 5, 60; cf. Raphael
Patai as cited in Rosen, Y shua, pp. 73-74; Robert C. Newnman, "The Testi nony
of Messi ani ¢ Prophecy,” in John Warwi ck Montgonery, ed., Evidence for Faith:
Deci ding the God Question (Dallas: Probe Books, 1991), p. 206.

1313s cited in Rosen, Y shua, pp. 71-72.
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Messi ah. 2 Evidently, contenporary Jewi sh translators find this text to be
troubl esone to their faith, so they deliberately m sread what appears to be a
proper name ("Shiloh") as another word, "tribute.”

Now, it's all fine and good to show nany Jews in the past interpreted
Gen. 49:10 to refer to the Messiah, but how about a nore direct argument,
based on the Bible interpreting itself? Consider Ezekiel 21:27, which refers
to the renoval of the scepter (throne) from Judah to Israel, as HWA under st ood
it: "Aruin, aruin, aruin, | shall make it. This also will be no nore,
until He comes whose right it is; and I shall give it to Hm" Frydl and says
that the Hebrew word for "whose right it is" is asher-lo, "which is basically
the sane word used in the scepter prophecy for 'Shiloh.'" The two passages
correspond with one another, since in Eze. 21:27 the throne of Judah is really
the Messiah's, which He will take back when He cones to rule the nations.
Smith maintains that seeing "Shiloh” as a title for the Messiah is the nost
i kely neani ng, arguing that changing the text so it reads "which is to hinf
or "which belongs to hinmf is unjustified. To do this neans admtting a
transcriptional error has occurred, which creates the peculiar granmatica
probl em of "shiloh" then becom ng a "conbination of a relative pronoun, a

preposition, and a pronom nal suffix.”™ |If it is interpreted to mean "until he
(Judah) cones to Shiloh,” then it would nmean that Judah received "the
obedi ence of the peoples.” The history of the Jews since the end of nonarchy

anong them hardly fits that description. The revolt of the northern ki ngdom
agai nst Judah that established the divided nonarchy shows the Jews didn't
recei ve obedi ence even fromthe other tribes, let alone the nations at |arge.
So if Shiloh does refer to the Messiah, then it can hel p us place when the
Messi ah had to come. The Messiah has to arrive before nonarchy ends anong the
Jews: "The scepter shall not depart fromJudah . . . until Shiloh cones.”
Now whi | e the Davidi c nonarchy ended anong the Jews when Zedeki ah was taken
into captivity in 587 b.c., there were rulers after it with the title, "the
king of the Jews." The Hasnoneans, better known as the Maccabees, took the
title "the king of the Jews" from103 b.c. to 63 b.c. Herod the Geat, while
an Edomite, did have sonme Jewi sh blood in his veins according to his
bi ographer [though this may not be true], ruled from40 b.c. to 4 b.c. His
grandson Herod Agrippa |, descended fromthe Hasnoneans as well, had the same
title and ruled from4l to 44 A D. No one since has had that title and been
the king over the Jews. Wile HM interpreted this prophecy to apply to the

Second Coming, there's also reason to apply it the first as well, when
following the principle of duality in fulfillnment/interpretation. As Newran
t hen deduces, "If Genesis 49:10 is understood in this sense, the Messiah nust

have come before A D. 44."'® Another approach to dating when the ruler's

staff/scepter departed from Judah concerns when Jew sh | eaders coul d no | onger
inflict the death penalty independently of Ronme, a matter especially rel evant
to the events surrounding Jesus' trial. The Roman historian Tacitus wote
that: "The Romans reserved to thenselves the right of the sword, and

negl ected all else.” When they grabbed this power away fromthe Sanhedrin in

132Frydl and, What the Rabbis Know about the Messiah, pp. 17.

133erydl and, What the Rabbis Know about the Messiah, pp. 16; Snith
Prom sed Messi ah, pp. 57-58; Newran in Mntgomnery, Evidence for Faith, p. 209;
See HWA's conmments in The United States and Britain in Prophecy (Pasadena, CA
Wor | dwi de Church of God, 1980), pp. 58. After all, transferring the throne
to Joseph from Judah neans the scepter did depart from Judah, at |east when
narromy defined to refer only to the Davidic line.
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Judea has been disputed. Evidently according to Magath, after Herod' s son
Archel aus was disposed in 11 A D., the procurators of Rome took the
Sanhedrin's power to inflict the death penalty away. Even the Tal nud
(Jerusal em Sanhedrin, fol. 24, recto.) asserts it was lost "a little nore
than forty years before the destruction of the Tenple." Interestingly, the
Jews | amented the loss of this power thus:

Rabbi Rachnon says, "Wen the nmenbers of the Sanhedrin found

t hensel ves deprived of their right over life and death, a genera
consternati on took possession of them they covered their heads
wi th ashes, and their bodies w th sackcloth, exclaimng: 'We
unto us, for the scepter has departed from Judah, and the Messi ah
has not cone!'"

Consi der the omi nous inplications of the Jews thensel ves havi ng once
interpreted Gen. 49:10 this way for claims that the Messiah is yet to cone! ¥
Therefore, two comings of the Messiah are necessary to explain all the OT
texts referring to Hm since the Conquering Messiah hasn't arrived, yet the
scepter did depart fromJudah if interpreted in either of these ways.

WAS THE SECOND TEMPLE TO BE STANDI NG WHEN THE MESSI AH CAME?

Anot her worthwhile Iine of reasoning for dating the Messiah's arrival
concerns whet her the Second Tenple, rebuilt after the Babyl onian captivity had
ended, of Zerubbabel (c. 515 b.c.) and Herod (beginning 19 b.c.), had to be
standi ng when He cane. While the Second Tenple was being initially rebuilt
under Zerubbabel, the prophet Haggai predicted: "And I wll shake al
nations, and the desire of all nations shall cone: and I will fill this house
with glory, saith the Lord of Host" (Haggai 2:7, KIJV). Now, how was the glory
of the second tenple greater than the first? The word translated "glory" can
refer to physical wealth or to God's presence. True, if it refers to the
fornmer, then arguably under Herod the Second Tenpl e eventually exceeded the
First of Sol onon, by becom ng one of the ancient world' s real architectura
marvels. But if it refers to the latter, which certainly nmakes nore sense
(cf. 1 Kings 8:10-11), this could only be fulfilled by Jesus, God in the
flesh, arriving at the Tenple. Wy? Because the Second Tenpl e never had the
personal presence of God in the formof the Shekinah in it, nor did it have
the Ark of the Covenant.'® Instead, Mal. 3:1 was fulfilled in Christ:

"Behold, I amgoing to send My nmessenger [John the Baptist--Matt. 11:9-11],
and he will clear the way before Me [the Eternal]. And the Lord, whom you
seek, will suddenly cone to H s tenple [Luke 2:26-27, 32, 46-49; John 2:13-
21--this could also refer to a possible tenple yet to be built--EVS]; and the
messenger of the [new] covenant, in whomyou delight, He is comng.” Wth the
Second Tenple's destruction in 70 A.D., the Messiah had to arrive before then

13%5ee McDowel |, Evidence that Demands a Verdict, vol. 1, pp. 168-70.

¥ nterestingly, God increasingly wthdrew what presence fromthe Second
Tenpl e during the forty years before its destruction, according to the Jews
t hensel ves. "The lot for the goat to be sacrificed ceased to cone up on the
right hand of the High Priest as previously; the crinson cloth they put out on
Yom Ki ppur would not turn white as it had before; the Western |ight woul d not
keep burning as before; and the doors of the Tenple would no | onger open of
t hensel ves" (Frydl and, Wat the Rabbis Know about the Messiah, pp. 18-19;
citing Rosh Hashanah 31b and Yoma 39b).
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in order for its glory to exceed the First Tenple's. After all, when else
could have the 30 pieces of silver, "that magnificent price at which
[ Yahweh] was val ued by them" been thrown to the potter in the House of the
Lord? (Zech. 11:13). Certainly, this can't occur to the Conquering Messiah
It's quite true that there's been a lot of controversy over howto translate
t he underlined phrase in Hag. 2:7, because the Hebrew word for "desire of,”
chendat is a singular, while the verb is plural, "they shall cone." Cases of
this occur in Anmos 6:1 ("house of Israel” and "they shall conme") and Hagga
1: 2 ("people” and "they said"). Taking chendat collectively, as nost nodern
commentators do, runs into the problemthat there are no cases of this in the
OrI. (Geseni us-Kautzsch insist on enmending the noun chendat into a plural. This
woul d be a curious proposal if it could be understood as a collective noun
simlar to how HM understood "Elohim™" the Hebrew word for "God.") In
| Samuel 9:20, though other translations exist, the desire (chendat) of Israe
was focused on Saul to save themfromtheir enenmies as a king: "And to whom
is all the desire of Israel? Is it not to you and to all the house of your
father?" (Green's Literal Translation). So while there is legitimate
anbiguity in howto translate Hag. 2:7, a good case can be nade for the
ancient Jewish interpretation that saw this as a personal reference to the
Messi ah, which then |ikely nmeans the Messiah had to cone before the Second
Tenpl e' s destruction. %

THE SEVENTY WEEKS PROPHECY SHOANS THE MESSI AH CAME BY THE FI RST CENTURY

The Seventy Weeks prophecy of Daniel 9:24-27 is surely the npost powerful
proof that the Messiah had to come by the first century.

Seventy weeks have been decreed for your people and your holy
city, to finish the transgression, to nake an end of sin, to nake
atonement for iniquity, to bring in everlasting righteousness, to
seal up vision and prophecy, and to anoint the nost holy place.
So you are to know and discern that fromthe issuing of a decree
to restore and rebuild Jerusalemuntil Messiah the Prince there
wi Il be seven weeks and sixty-two weeks; it will be built again,
wi th plaza and noat, even in tines of distress. Then after the
si xty-two weeks the Messiah will be cut off and have not hi ng, and
t he people of the prince who is to cone will destroy the city and
the sanctuary. And its end will cone with a flood; even to the
end there will be war; desolations are determ ned. And he wll
make a firmcovenant with the many for one week, but in the nmiddle
of the week he will put a stop to sacrifices and grain offering;
and on the wing of abomi nations will come one who nmakes desol at e,
even until a conplete destruction, one that is decreed, is poured
out on the one who nakes desol ate.

Admittedly, several schools of howto exactly interpret this prophecy
flourish, since it is difficult to interpret with full certainty. Note it
says the Messiah will be "cut off," i.e., killed, inv. 26. This certainly
can't be a reference to the Conquering Messiah, which conclusively proves the
Messiah will have two comi ngs! However, regardl ess of al nost any nental
somersaults anyone applies to this prophecy, besides totally allegorizing it,

13¢grith, Promi sed Messiah, pp. 398-406, 408-10; Newran in Montgonery, ed.
Evi dence for Faith, pp. 209-10; MDowel |, Evidence that Demands a Verdict,
vol. 1, p. 170; Frydland, \Wat the Rabbis Know about the Messiah, p. 76.
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it points to the Messiah arriving by 100 A.D. By applying the A d Testanent's
day-for-a-year principle (Num 14:33-34; Eze. 4:4-6), the 7 weeks and the 62
weeks amount to 483 years (v. 25) "fromthe issuing of a decree to restore and
rebuil d Jerusalemuntil Messiah the Prince." Counting 483 years fromthe tine
ki ng Artaxerxes of Persia issued a decree (457 b.c.), while skipping the year
"0" since there was no such thing, conmes out to A.D. 27. This |last year was
the first year of Jesus' public mnistry, since He was crucified in AD. 31
after a mnistry of three and a half years. Newman counts up 69 seven-year

| and sabbatical cycles, which concern the years Israel was to let farmand lie
fallow. Wen using the starting point of 445 b.c., this yields the simlar
result of 28-35 A D. for sixty-ninth cycle. Wile you can argue and dispute
about the exact year of Jesus' birth (such as whether it was 4 b.c. or 2 b.c)
or death (A.D. 30, 31, 33), or which decree by which Persian king to start
from (Cyrus, 537 b.c.; Darius, c. 519 b.c.; Artaxerxes, 445 b.c., etc.), the
fact remmins that Daniel has the Messiah appearing by the first century. To
mai ntain the Messiah is still only in the future, centuries and centuries
after the 69 weeks have expired, is sinply absurd, when using one part of the
Bible to interpret another part by the day-for-a-year principle. True, |ong-
standi ng runni ng di sputes surround whet her the seventieth week follows right
after the sixty-ninth, or is separate fromthem and is fulfilled during the
Great Tribulation. But either way this prophecy still points to the Messiah's
arrival by the early first century A D., regardl ess of any di sputes over the
preci se dating of Christ's birth and the beginning of H's mnistry. It's
hardly all just "guess work"--a couple of disputed years back and forth
doesn't solve Conder's fundanental problemw th Daniel, which is no doubt why
he alggcks its historicity nearly as harshly as any book in the NT! (MB, p.
126).

THE | NSERTED PUNCTUATI ON I N BI ASED JEW SH TRANSLATI ONS OF DAN. 9:25

In order to duck this prophecy's inplications, Conder uses a biased
Jewi sh translation. It inserts a sem-colon in the mddle of v. 25, between
the 7 and 62 weeks, to push back the arrival of the Messiah to just 49 years
after the decree was issued by the Persian king. How this arose is well
expl ai ned by Jehovah's Wtnesses:

Evi dently because of their rejection of Jesus Christ as the

Messi ah, the Masoretes [the Jew sh scribes who added the vowel
points to the Hebrew text--EVS] accented the Hebrew text at Dani el
9:25 with an 'athnach', or "stop," after "seven weeks," thereby
dividing it off fromthe "sixty-two weeks"; in this way, the 62
weeks of the prophecy, nanely, 434 years, appear to apply to the
time of rebuilding ancient Jerusal em

13’0n the Seventy Weeks Prophecy, see Rosen, Y Shua, pp. 37-40; Frydl and,
VWat the Rabbis Know about the Messiah, pp. 75-76; Newran in Montgonery, ed.
Evi dence for Faith, pp. 211-12. For an anti-gap interpretation of it, which
think is the superior version, see Seventh-Day Adventists Answer Questions on
Doctrine: An Explanation of Certain Major Aspects of Sevent h-Day Adventi st
Bel i ef (Washington, DC. Review and Herald Publishing Association, 1957), pp
268-308; Smith, Prom sed Messiah, pp. 382-396. For a pro-gap interpretation
see McDowel |, Evidence that Denmands a Verdict, pp. 170-75. For the record it
shoul d be noted HM split the different between the two schools, and said the
first half occurred during Christ's mnistry (27-31 A.D.), but the second hal f
of the seventieth week will happen during the great tribulation yet to cone.
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Prof essor E.B. Pusey explains it thus:

The Jews put the main stop of the verse under [the Hebrew word for
"seven"], nmeaning to separate the two nunbers, 7 and 62. This

t hey nmust have done di shonestly . . . as Rashi [the prom nent

Jewi sh rabbi and conmentator] says in rejecting litera

exposi tions which favoured the Christians 'on account of the
heretics,' i.e. Christians.™®

The Tanakh reads for v. 25: "You nust know and understand; fromthe issuance
of the word to restore and rebuild Jerusalemuntil the anointed | eader [the
Messi ah] is seven weeks; and for sixty-two weeks it [Jerusalem will be
rebuilt, square and noat, but in a tinme of distress.” This translation
creates three major absurdities. First, did the Messiah appear by the fifth
century b.c.? If only 49 years elapsed from457 b.c., He had to arrive by 408
b.c., which is the purest poppycock. Then, second, note what v. 26 says:
"And after those sixty-two weeks, the anointed one [ Messiah] w Il disappear
and vanish." If the Messiah was cut off after the 62 weeks of years, that
woul d mean He lived on earth for some 434 years before being killed! Third,
did it really take 434 years for Jerusalemto be rebuilt? By citing The
Jewi sh Encycl opedi a, Conder attenpts to turn the Persian king Cyrus into the
anointed one (cf. Isa. 45:1), but saying a gentile king could fulfill the
prom ses of v. 24 is sinply inpossible! (MB, p. 128). Furthernore, he'd stil
have to live the entire 434 years! Conder cites two |liberal commentaries to
buttress his views--Peake's and the Col |l egeville, which nmerely displays their
evi dent anti-supernaturalistic prem ses.

THE BATTLE BETWEEN TWDO SCHOOLS OF PROPHETI C | NTERPRETATI ON OVER DAN. 9: 24-27

The | ast part of Dan. 9:26, which prophesies the destruction of
Jerusalemin 70 A D. by the Roman | egions under Titus, need not be considered
as occurring during the 70 weeks of years. As Smth wites, while initially
admtting this is the biggest weakness of the traditional view that the
seventieth week follows right after the sixty-ninth:

VWile the inplication may be present that the seventy heptads
termnate in the destruction of Jerusal em the passage does not
directly affirmsuch to be the case. The word deternmned in verse
26-27 may suggest that what woul d happen during the seventy

hept ads woul d seal the fate of Jerusalem and of the Roman armi es
whi ch woul d attack Jerusalem Taken this way, the passage woul d
not be saying that the desol ations woul d take place during the
seventy heptads, but only that they woul d be determ ned during

t hat peri od.

To create confusion, Conder apparently seizes upon the |ong-running disputes
bet ween futurists/di spensationalists who naintain the seventieth week is
separate fromthe other 69 by a | arge gap, and the traditional historicist
vi ew, which maintains the seventieth week occurs right after the first 69
weeks of years. Wien HM held that the first 3 1/2 years of the seventieth

138 nsight on the Scriptures, vol. 2 (New York: Watchtower Bible and Tract
Society of New York, Inc., 1988), pp. 902-3. E. B. Pusey, Daniel the Prophet,
1885, p. 190, as cited by Insight on the Scriptures, vol. 2, p. 903.
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week followed right after the sixty-nineth week (in 27 A D to 31 A D), but
that the second 3 1/2 years will ensue during the great tribulation, with a
gap of sone 2000 years in-between, he split the difference between these two
rival canps that argue about how to interpret prophecy generally. A major

di spute surrounds whether to apply the beginning of v. 27 to the antichri st
during the great tribulation to conme, as futurists maintain, or to Jesus in
the past, in 31 A D., as historicists like the SDAs do. The futurists' (and
Conder's) interpretation is nost |ikely wong because, as Smth observes, it
is unnatural to say the "prince to come" is the subject of v. 27 because "the
word occupi es only a subordinate position in verse 26 where it is not even the
subj ect of a sentence."” Hence, it refers to Jesus who "in the mddle of the
[seventieth] week . . . put a stop to sacrifice and grain offering” as stil
being required by God. It then wouldn't refer to the antichrist during the
great tribulation who would stop the Jews fromoffering sacrifices at a Tenple
yet to be rebuilt in Jerusalem \When v. 26 says "after the sixty-two weeks

the Messiah will be cut off and have nothing,"” it doesn't say exactly when
after the sixty-two weeks. Verse 27 answers this question, by saying "in the
m ddl e of the [next, the seventieth] week," i.e., 31 AD. Wile nuch nore

could be said on howto interpret this prophecy, it isn't as confusing as
Conder makes it, especially when follow ng the SDA/ historicist view which
pl aces the seventieth week right after the sixty-ninth. '

THE CASE FOR JESUS BEI NG THE MESSI AH SUMVARI ZED

VWile certainly sone O d Testanent texts, being just types, only
suggestively point to Christ as the Messiah, others are nuch stronger. Psalns
22, since it ostensibly just describes the sufferings of David as a type of
Christ's, and doesn't nake a specific verbal prediction about the Messiah, can
only be seen as suggestive, nuch |ike other texts Conder woul d charge were
taken out of context. Still, we have to be wary of inposing our artificial
preconcei ved standards on the word of God, and think that when the NI's
witers cite Ol texts as types, they are taking them "out of context." But
Conder's probl ens mount when various texts state or inply that the Messiah is
God. "For a child will be borntous . . . Hs nane will be called . . .

M ghty God" (lsa. 9:5-6). "They will look on Me [ Yahweh] whom t hey have

pi erced"” (Zech. 12:10). "Behold, a virgin will be with child and bear a son
and she will call H's nanme Inmanuel [God with us]" (lsa. 7:14). "So they

wei ghed out thirty shekels of silver as ny wages. Then the Lord said to ne,
"Throw it to the potter, that nmagnificent price at which I [Yahweh] was val ued
by them (Zech. 11:12-13). Then there's the evidence that the Messiah has to
have two comings, or else the A d Testanent is self-contradictory. The

Mour nful Messi ah doesn't make much an entrance: "Shout in triunph, O daughter
of Jerusalem Behold, your king is com ng to you; Hunble, and nounted on a
donkey" (Zech. 9:9). The Messiah will die: "Then after the sixty-two weeks
the Messiah will be cut off and have nothing" (Dan. 9:26). "He was cut off
out of the land of the living, for the transgression of ny people to whomthe
stroke was due?" (lsa. 53:8). The Messiah cane to die in order to bear the
sins of others, as a substitutionary atonenent, which is hardly a idea that

curiously, in a footnote, Conder says the 1290 days of Daniel 12:11 were
used by WlliamMIler, whose predictions about the end of the world in
1843/ 44 hel ped formthe SDA church (MB, p. 128). Actually, it was the 2300
days of Dan. 8:14, when interpreted as years and added to 457 b.c., that
fornmed the foundation of the SDA system of prophetic interpretation concerning
t he sanctuary, the investigative judgnent, etc.
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originated in paganism "My Servant, will justify the many, as He will bear
their iniquities. . . . Because He poured out H nself to death, and was
nunbered with the transgressors; yet He Hinself bore the sin of many, and

i nterceded for the transgressors” (lsa. 53:11-12). Yet the Conquering Messi ah
will come in glory, as an invincible Warrior: "Behold, with the clouds of
heaven one |ike a Son of Man was coming, and He came up to the Ancient of Days
and was presented before Hm And to H mwas given donminion, glory and a

ki ngdom that all peoples, nations, and nmen of every |anguage m ght serve H nf
(Dan. 7:13-14). "But who can endure the day of H s com ng? And who can stand
when He appears? For He is like a refiner's fire and like fullers' soap"

(Mal. 4:2). Conder fails to notice how an OT prophet may suddenly | eap
hundreds of years in the course of a single verse or two. This m stake causes
himto apply to the end tinmes propheci es that have al ready been at | east
partially fulfilled based on a "package deal " view of |engthy prophecies that
can't really admt individual conponents (verses) are fulfilled at different
times. Furthernore, such a text as Dan. 9:24-27, supplenented by texts with
less clarity (Hag. 2:7-9; Gen. 49:10), denonstrate that the Messiah had arrive
by 100 A. D., regardl ess of how nuch anyone may fiddle with Christ's birth
date, tinme of death, which decree by which Persian king to use, etc. If the
Messi ah has al ready conme once, and clearly He wasn't the Conquering Messi ah
who canme to rule the world, then He had to be the Murnful Messiah, who died
for our sins. There's every good reason why the disciples evangelized by nake
reference to the Suffering Servant, "crushed for our iniquities" (lsa. 53:5),
who canme to die as the Messiah: "But the things which God announced

bef orehand by the nouth of all the prophets, that H s Christ should suffer, He
has thus fulfilled" (Acts 3:17). "[Paul] reasoned with themfromthe
Scriptures, explaining and giving evidence that the Christ had to suffer and
rise again fromthe dead, and saying, 'This Jesus whom | am proclaimng to you
is the Christ" (Acts 17:2-3). Paul told King Agrippa: "[l stated] nothing
but what the Prophets and Moses said was going to take place; that the Christ
was to suffer, and that by reason of Hs resurrection fromthe dead He shoul d
be the first to proclaimlight both to the Jewi sh people and to the Gentil es”
(Acts 26:22-23). So while the types of Christ can only be seen as suggesti ve,
which weren't "taken out of context"” because they didn't nmake specific verba
predictions, the clear and direct nmessianic texts are quite another matter

whi ch render the A d Testanent self-contradictory in any attenpt to deny that

t he Messiah cane by the first century.

'S THE NEW TESTAMENT ANTI - SEM TI C?

Conder, in a statement that explains the title of his book, and perhaps
expresses his overall thesis the nost clearly, accuses Christianity of causing
anti-Semtism

Agai n, what the Christian world has done fromthe first century
until the present is to try to put the blame for the death of
Jesus on the heads of the Jews and for a very good reason. The
sinple but cleverly hidden truth of the matter is that there has
been an incredibly involved satani c conspiracy spanning twenty-
five hundred years of history to drive the Ten Tribes of Israel as
far fromthe truth of their Creator as possible! The only way to
acconplish this was to either destroy or discredit the only people
conmi ssioned by the Creator to preserve the truth of the Hebrew
faith! Therefore, fromthe tinme that Catholicismfirst produced
the stories of Jesus' life, through the so-called "conversion" of
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Constantine the GGeat to Christianity, until the present, the
villains of Christianity had to be the Jews! (MB, p. 53).

This accusation sinply fails to distinguish true Christianity fromthe false.
VWiile the anti-Semtismof the early Catholics is undeniable, and was, as
Bacchi occhi explains in From Sabbath to Sunday, a cause for the abandonnent of
t he Sabbath for Sunday worship, this wasn't true Christianity. After all, if
you are followi ng the teachings of Jesus to the letter, you are conmmanded to
| ove your enemies (Matt. 5:43-48). Jesus prayed while on the cross, "Father
forgive them for they do not know what they are doing" (Luke 23:34). That
sure doesn't sound like an attenpt to heap blame upon the Jews! |If gentile
Cat holic church fathers wote the gospels, why didn't they blue pencil this
statenment by Jesus (John 4:22): "You [Samaritans] worship that which you do
not know, we [Jews] worship that which we know, for salvation is fromthe
Jews." O consider an incident that cries out for sone gentile editing, which
is Jesus' exchange with the Canaanite woman of the Tyre/ Sidon district.
First, after her cry for mercy on her denon-possessed daughter, Jesus ignored
her, and "did not answer her a word." He replied to his disciples who told
H mto send her away, "I was sent only to the | ost sheep of the House of
Israel." [cf. Matt. 10:5-6!] Then the gentile conmes to Hm and begs for
hel p, and Jesus initially replies to her request: "It is not good to take the
children's bread and throw it to the dogs." Renmenber, "dog" is a traditiona
Jewi sh termof contenpt for gentiles, although Jesus softened it by using the
Greek word that refers to a famly pet. Jesus quite obviously was testing her
faith! But with her wise, faithful reply, Jesus responded, and her daughter
was healed. (See Matt. 15:21-28; Mark 7:24-30). These statements by Jesus
are just part of the picture that McDowel |l and WIson paint about how the
Cospel s have a Semitic, not gentile, flavor. Fundanentally, Conder's bl am ng
Christianity for anti-Semitismis an invalid ad hom nem argunment, which
i mputes the sins of various individuals who persecuted Jews onto the New
Testanment, which certainly condemms such i nmmoral behavior. Paul once wote:
"Never pay back evil for evil to anyone. Respect what is right in the sight
of all men. |If possible, so far as it depends on you, be at peace with al
men. Never take your own revenge . . . Do not be overcone by evil, but
overconme evil with good" (Rom 12:17-19, 21). Jesus told His followers to
pray for those who persecute them (Matt. 5:44), and to flee to another city
when persecuted, and said nothing about striking back (Matt. 10:23). 1In the
[ight of Conder's attacks, it's necessary to renenber that Christianity began
as a religion of pacifism unlike Islam a religion born of the sword under
Muhammad' s own direction when struggling with the Meccans who had cast him
out. The early Christians refused to serve in the Roman arny, and avoi ded
hol ding political office. There is no record of a Christian serving in the
Roman army until the tine of Marcus Aurelius (reigned 161-80, including his

joint rule with Lucius Verus). 1In 295 one son of a fanpbus veteran, Maxm |l an
refused to serve in the arny. He sinply stated the reason why thus: "I ama
Christian.”™ Even the likes of Justin Martyr, Tertullian, and Oigen, "early

Cat holic Church fathers," opposed Christian involvenent in war. The
political perspective of Paul in Romans 13:1-7 assunes that the state would
al ways be an alien inposition upon Christians, never dream ng they end up
running it! A Christian cannot "bear the sword,"” even in the service of the
state, and still be a true follower of Jesus. Jesus told Peter to "Put your

“%\vpke Sure of All Things, pp. 357, 491-92; On the Semitic flavor of the
Cospel s, the Jewish environnent of the NI, and a critique of charges that the
NT is anti-Senmitic, see McDowell and WIson, He Wil ked Among Us, pp. 233-61
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sword back into its place; for all those who take up the sword shall perish by
the sword" (Matt. 26:52). Jesus said that if his kingdomwas of this world,
"My servants would be fighting, that I mght not be delivered up to the Jews,"
but since it wasn't, they weren't (John 18:36). Hence, if true Christianity
is areligion of pacifism then Jesus' true foll owers would never use

vi ol ence, whether privately or through the power of the state, to persecute
Jews or those of any other religion. You have to distinguish the m sguided,
sinful acts of many, many individual Christians down through the centuries
fromwhat Jesus Hinself woul d have done. As the Jewish witers of The Yeshua
Chal | enge expl ai n:

For exanple, can we truly blame our sufferings on Jesus and the
t hi ngs he taught? Can those who have wongly used the nanme of
Jesus nake it wong for us to believe and trust in hin? Can the
evil conmmitted in Y shua's nanme free us fromthe responsibility of
considering his true identity? These are inportant questions,
because if the answer is no and we continue to allow anti-Sem tism
to prevent us from considering Jesus, we allow anti-Semtes to
keep us in the dark about the greatest Jew who ever |ived--which
produces an even great injustice against us. It is inmportant to
renenber that Jesus never taught hatred of Jew sh people, nor did
that hatred begin with the church. Persecution was a fact of
Jew sh existence in the days of Pharaoh and Haman. [The history
of Rome, especially with the anti-Senitismtouched off by the
Jewi sh revolt of 132-35 A D., shows pagan anti-Semtismis nore
dangerous than the (ahem) "Christian" variety. The Jew sh ghetto
of Rome was the only major one never assaulted by Catholics in
Europe during the Mddl e Ages--the seat of the Vatican! Nazism
can be seen to be in the sane category, i.e., a pagan type--EVS].
Jesus and his teachings have no connection to crimes
comitted in his nanme. ™

THE PROBLEMS W TH THE CONDER THESI S SUMVARI ZED

Above, in a prelimnary form the Conder thesis against Christianity was
exam ned, and it has been found wanting. Wile Conder clains "probably
seventy-five percent of what I've witten is beyond question,” this essay, and
the sources it is based upon, denonstrate that all his prinmary assertions are
wong: In fact, the New Testament is historically reliable, first-century
Christianity was not directly dependent on pagan religions or philosophy for
its doctrinal content, and the nessianic prophecies do point to soneone, a
Mour nful Messiah, fulfilling themin the first century by the nanme of Jesus of
Nazareth. The evidence for the truth of Christianity has only been rather
briefly surveyed above, as long as this essay is. It is astonishingly short-
sighted for anyone to read Conder's work, and think it's the final word on the
subj ect without also investigating the evidence for the other side. "The
first to plead his case seens just, until another comes and exam nes hinf
(Prov. 18:17). It's originality chiefly consists in enploying the old
argunents of higher critic scholarship in the service of Judai sminstead of
at hei sm agnosticism deism or sonme other brand of infidelity. After all,
did we not have an enotional conviction that Jesus was our Savior, and that He

1 jyah Gould, Rich Robinson, and Ruth Rosen, conpilers, The Yeshua
Chal | enge: Answers for those who say Jews can't believe in Jesus, part 1 (San
Franci sco, CA: Purple Ponmegranate Productions, 1993), pp. 19-20.
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lives in us now? How can we reject H mso casually, unless we never really
knew Hmto begin with? How can you pray w thout having Jesus as your
intercessor with the Father? How are you forgiven for your sins according to
the A d Testanment alone, if Jesus' sacrifice didn't do it? My we renenber
that Jesus is the Messiah, that those who deny Hi m as Savior cannot be saved
(Matt. 10:33): "But whoever shall deny Me before nmen, | will also deny him
before ny Father who is in heaven."
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