MAY 2006
Vol. 26, No. 5

EVELATION

A MONTHLY JOURNAL OF CHRISTIAN EVIDENCES

ANSWERING CHRIST’S CRITICS

[EDITORS’ NOTE: Unbelief & skepticism con-
tinue to expand their impact on society. Re-
centattacks on the person of Christhave come
from The DaVinci Code as well as the so-called
“gospel of Judas.” According to www.thebeast-
movie.com, on June 6,2006 (i.e., 6/6/6) amov-
ieridiculing the historicity of Christ (titled 7%e
Beast) is scheduled to be released in theatres
worldwide. Likely many will ponder over ques-
tions that these sourcesraise regardingwhether
Jesusever really lived, or if He did, whether He
was a fraud. Others may simply choose to be-
lieve whatever they read, hear, or see. Regard-
less, Christians need to be prepared to give rea-
sonableanswers (cf. 1 Peter 3:15) when they are
called upon to defend their faith in the Son of
God. Twice in the past decade Apologetics
Press has dealt extensively in Reason and Revela-
tion with the historicity of Christ (see Jackson,
1998, 18[1]:6-7; Butt, 2000, 20[1]:1-6). This issue
of R&R deals with questions critics of Christ
often ask once they realize that His existence
2,000 years ago is indisputable. We hope that
you benefit from learning how easily the allega-
tions can be refuted.]

nceskeptics cometo therealiza-

tion that the evidence for the

historicity of Christand the his-
torical accuracy of the New Testament
cannotlogically be explained away, the
next step frequently taken by critics of
Christis to attack the Bible’s own por-
trayal of Jesus. Iftheenemies of Christcan
discredit His claims of divinity by demon-
strating instances of deceitfulness and
inappropriatebehaviorin Hislife, then
Jesus certainly could notbe Who Heand
the Bible writers claimed that He was—
Godintheflesh (John 1:1,14). However, if
thechargesagainstJesus’lifeand charac-
terare proven to be fallaciousor unsub-
stantiated, then such accusations
should bedismissed,andJesus’ trueiden-
tity must either be accepted or rejected

Eric Lyons, M.Min.

based upon the fact that the Bible’s por-
trayal of the life of Christ is consistent
with His claims of deity.

Sowhathavecriticsalleged about the
Sonof God? Inanessaythatappeared on
evilbible.com, one enemy of Christ
wrote: “Dearbeliever:...Irefusetoaccept
Jesusas my personalsavior, for hisbehav-
iorand teachings often expose onewho
should beescaped and notworshipped”
(Schnook,n.d.). Atheist Dan Barker ob-
served inanarticle titled “Why Jesus?”: “It
would be more reasonable and produc-
tive to emulate real, flesh-and-blood hu-
man beings who have contributed to
humanity—motherswho have given birth,
scientistswho havealleviated suffering,
social reformers who have fought injus-
tice—than toworshipacharacter of such
dubious qualities as Jesus” (1993). An-
other criticof Christ has stated: “.. Jesus
taught few precepts that he himself did
notviolate! According to the Bible,JESUS
WAS AHYPOCRITE and not really perfect
afterall! (Morgan, 1996, emp. in orig.).
Allegedly, Jesus did and said many ques-
tionable things throughout His ministry
thatshould cause oneto flee from Him
rather than follow Him. This article ad-
dresses several of those criticisms and
provides reasonable responses in defense
ofthedeityand unblemished disposition
of Christ.

DID JESUS IGNORE THE FOURTH
COMMANDMENT?

Like many critics of the life of Christ
today, the first-century Pharisees cer-
tainly did not think that the Son of God
was beyond reproach. Following Jesus’
feeding of the four thousand, the Phari-
sees came “testing” Him, asking Him to
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show them a sign from heaven (Matthew
16:1). Later in the book of Matthew
(19:3ft.), the writer recorded how “the
Phariseesalso came to Him, testing Him,
andsayingto Him, ‘Isitlawful foraman
todivorce hiswife forjustany reason?’”
It was their aim on this occasion, ason
numerous other occasions, to entangle
Jesusin His teachings by asking Him a
potentially entrapping question—one
that, ifanswered in a way that the Phari-
sees had anticipated, mightbringupon
Jesus thewrath of Herod Antipas(cf. Mat-
thew 14:1-12; Mark 6:14-29) and/or some
of His fellow Jews (e.g., the school of Hil-
lel, or the school of Shammai). A third
time the Pharisees sought to “entangle
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HiminHistalk” (Matthew22:15) as they
asked, “Isitlawful to pay taxes to Caesar,
ornot?” (22:17). The jealous and hypo-
critical Pharisees wereso relentlessin their
effortstodestroy the Lord’sinfluence (as
are many critics today), that on one occa-
sion they evenaccused Jesus’ disciples of
breaking thelaw as they “went through
thegrainfields on theSabbath...were hun-
gry, and began to pluck heads of grain
and to eat” (Matthew 12:1ff.). [NOTE:

“Theirknowledge of so triflingan incident
shows how minutely they observed all his
deeds” (Coffman, 1984, p. 165). The mi-
croscopicscrutiny under which Jesus
lived likely was even morerelentless than
whatsome “stars” experience today. In
onesense, the Pharisees could be consid-
ered the “paparazzi” of Jesus’ day.] Alleg-
edly, “Jesusignored therestrictionsas to
whatcan’tbedoneon the Sabbath’ (McK-
insey, 2000, p. 265). He supposedly al-
lowed His disciples to “work” on this
particular Sabbath, which the Law of Mo-
ses forbade (Matthew 12:2; cf. Exodus
20:9-10; 34:21).

Jesusresponded to the criticism of
His enemies by giving the truth of the
matter,and atthesame timerevealing the
Pharisees’ hypocrisy. As was somewhat
customary for Jesuswhen being tested by
Hisenemies (cf. Matthew 12:11-12; 15:3;
21:24-25; etc.), Heresponded to the Phari-
sees’ accusation with two questions. First,
Heasked: “Haveyou not read what David
did when hewas hungry, heand those
who werewith him: how he entered the
house of God and ate the showbread
which was notlawful for him to eat, nor

forthosewho werewith him,butonly for
the priests?” (12:3-4). Jesus reminded the
Pharisees ofan eventin thelife of David
(recorded in 1 Samuel 21:1ff.), where he
and others, while fleeing from king Saul,
ate of the showbread, which divine law
restricted to the priests (Leviticus 24:5-9).
Some have unjustifiably concluded
thatJesuswasimplyinginnocenceon the
partof David (and that God’s laws are
subservient to human needs—cf. Zerr,
1952, 5:41; Dummelow, 1937, p. 666), and
thus He was defending His disciples
“lawless” actions with the same reasoning.
Actually, however, justtheoppositeistrue.
Jesusexplicitlystated that what David did
waswrong (“notlawful”—12:4),and that
what His disciples did was right—they
were “guiltless” (12:7). Furthermore, as
J.W.McGarvey observed: “If Christians
may violate law when its observance
would involve hardship or suffering,
then thereisanend to suffering for the
name of Christ,and an end even of self-
denial” (1875, p. 104). The disciples were
not permitted by Jesus to break the law on
this occasion (or any other) just be-
cause it was inconvenient (cf. Matthew
5:17-19). ThePharisees simplywerewrong
in theiraccusations. Like many of Jesus’
enemies today, “The Pharisees were out
to ‘get’ Jesus; and any charge was better
than none” (Coffman, 1984, p. 165). The
only “law” Jesus’ disciples broke was the
pharisaical interpretation of the law
(which was moresacred tosomePharisees
than the law itself). In response to such
hyper-legalism, Burton Coffman force-
fully stated: “In the Pharisees’ view, the
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discipleswereguilty of threshing wheat!

Such pedantry, nit-picking,and mag-
nification of trifles would also have

made them guilty ofirrigatingland, if
they had chanced to knock offa few
drops of dewwhile passing through

the fields!” (p. 165,emp.added).

Jesusused theinstruction of 1 Samuel
21 to cause the Pharisees to recognize their
insincerity, and to exonerate Hisdisciples.
David,a man aboutwhom theJews ever
boasted, blatantlyviolated God’s law by
eating theshowbread,and yetthe Pharisees
justified him.Onthe other hand, Jesus’
disciples merely plucked some grain
on the Sabbath whilewalking througha
field—an act that thelaw permitted—yet
the Phariseescondemned them. Had the
Pharisees notapproved of David’s con-
duct, they could have responded by say-
ing, “You judge yourself. You’re all sin-
ners.” Their reaction to Jesus’ question—
silence—was that of hypocriteswho had
been exposed.

Jesus then asked a second question,
saying, “Haveyounotread in thelaw that
ontheSabbath the priestsinthe temple
profane the Sabbath, and are blame-
less?” (Matthew 12:5). Here, Jesuswanted
the Pharisees to acknowledge that even
thelawitself condoned somework on the
Sabbath day. Although the Pharisees
acted asifall workwas banned on thisday,
itwasactually thebusiest day of the week
for priests.

They baked and changed the show-

bread; they performed sabbatical sacri-

fices (Num. xxviii. 9), and two lambs
were killed on the sabbath in addition

to thedaily sacrifice. This involved the

killing, skinning, and cleaning of the

animals,and thebuilding of the fire to
consume the sacrifice. They also
trimmed the gold lamps, burned in-
cense, and performed various other du-

ties (McGarvey, n.d., pp. 211-212).

One of those “other duties” would
havebeen to circumciseyoungbabyboys
when the child’s eighth day fell on a Sab-
bath (Leviticus 12:3; John 7:22-23). The
purpose of Jesus citing these “profane”
priestly works was to prove that the Sab-
bath prohibition was notunconditional.
[NOTE: Jesus used the term “profane,”
notbecause therewasareal desecration
ofthetempleby the priestsas theyworked,
but “to express whatwas trueaccording
to the mistaken notions of the Pharisees
as to manual works performed on the
Sabbath” (Bullinger, 1898, p. 676).] The
truthis, the Sabbath law “did not forbid
work absolutely, but labor for worldly
gain. Activityin thework of God was both
allowed and commanded” (McGarvey,
n.d., p.212).Justas the priestswho served
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God in the temple on the Sabbath were

totally within the law, so likewise were Je-
sus’ disciplesas they served the “Lord of
the Sabbath” (Matthew 12:8), Whose ho-
linesswas greater than that of the temple

(12:6; cf. Coffman, p. 167). Jesus did not

ignore nor encourage defiance of God’s

command to keep the Sabbath.

DID JESUS BREAK THE FIFTH COMMANDMENT?

Consider themotherwhoasksherson
todosomething for a neighbor,
and the son responds to his mother
by saying, “Woman, what does thathave
to dowith me?” Respondingtoamother’s
(oranywoman’s) request in twenty-first-
century Americawith the refrain, “Wom-
an...,” soundsimpoliteand offensive. Fur-
thermore,a Christian, who 1s command-
edtohonorhisfatherand mother (Ephe-
sians 6:2), would be out of line in most
situationswhen using such an expression
while talking directly to his mother.

Inlightoftheill-mannered use of the
word “woman” in certain contexts today,
some question how Jesus could have spo-
ken to His mother 2,000 years ago using
this term without breaking the com-
mandmentto “[hJonoryour fatherand
your mother” (Exodus 20:12; cf. Matthew
15:4; Matthew 5:17-20). When Jesus,
His disciples, and His mother were at
thewedding in Cana of Galilee where
there was a depletion of wine, Mary
said toJesus, “They have nowine” (John
2:3).Jesus then responded to His mother,
saying, “Woman,whatdoesyour concern
have todowith Me? My hour has notyet
come” (John 2:4). Notice what one skep-
tichaswritten regarding what Jesus said
in thisverse.

In Matt. 15:4 he [Jesus—EL] told people

to “Honor thy father and thy mother”;

yet, hewas one of the first to ignore his

own maxim by saying to his motherin

John 4:24, “Woman, what have I to do

with thee?” (McKinsey, 1995, p. 44).

Imagine someone talking to his own

motherinsuch adisrespectful manner

and addressing her by such an imper-

sonal noun as ‘woman.’ Talk about an

insolent offspring! (1995, p. 134).

Jesus needs to practice some parental re-

spect...(McKinsey, 2000, p. 251).

Apparently Jesus’ love escaped him

(McKinsey, n.d., “Jesus...”).

Why was Jesus disrespectful of his moth-

er?InJohn2:4, Jesus uses the same

words with his mother thatdemons

usewhen they meet Jesus. Surely the son

of God knew that Mary had theblessing

of theFather, didn’the, (and she was the

mother of God—Ed.) not to mention

the fact that the son of God would never

be rude? (McKinsey, n.d., “Problems...,”

parenthetical commentin orig.).

Asonecan see, Mr. McKinsey is ada-
mant thatJesus erred. He uses such words
todescribeJesus as disrespectful, insolent,
unloving, and rude. Is he correct?

Aswith most of Christ’s critics, Mr.
McKinsey is guilty of judging Jesus’
words bywhatiscommon in twenty-first-
century English vernacular, rather than
puttingJesus’ commentsin their proper
first-century setting. It was not rude or
inappropriate foraman in the first cen-
turytospeak toaladybysaying, “Woman
(gunai)....” This “was a highly respectful
and affectionate mode of address”
(Vincent, 1997), “with no idea of cen-
sure” (Robertson, 1932, 5:34). The New
International Version correctly captures
the meaning of thisword in John 2:4:

“Dearwoman, why do you involve me?”
(emp.added).Jesus used thisword when
complimenting the Syrophoenician
woman’s great faith (Matthew 15:28),
when affectionately addressing Mary
Magdaleneafter His resurrection (John
20:15),and when speaking to His dis-
consolate mother one last time from
thecross (John 19:26). Paul used thissame
word when addressing Christian women
(1 Corinthians 7:16). As Adam Clarke
noted: “[Clertainly no kind of disrespect
isintended,but, on the contrary,complai-
sance, affability, tenderness,and concern,
andin thissenseitisused in thebest Greek
writers” (1996).

Astowhy Jesus used the term “woman”
(gunai) instead of “mother” (meetros)
when speaking to Mary (which even in
first-century Hebrewand Greek cultures
was an unusual way to address one’s
mother), Leon Morris noted that Jesus
mostlikelywasindicating

that there isa new relationship between

them as heenters his public ministry....

EvidentlyMarythoughtoftheintimate

relations of thehome at Nazareth as per-

sisting. But Jesus in his public ministry
was not only or primarily the son of

Mary, but “the Son of Man” who was to

bring the realities of heaven to people

onearth (1:51). A new relationship was

established (1995, p. 159).

R.C.H. Lenskiadded: “[W]hile Mary
will forever remain his [Jesus’—EL]
mother, in his calling Jesus knows no
mother or earthly relative, he is their
Lord and Savior aswell as of all men. The
common earthly relation is swallowed
upin thedivine” (1961b, p. 189). It is logi-
cal to conclude that Jesus was simply

“informing” His mother in a loving
manner that as He began performing
miracles for the purpose of proving His
deity and the divine origin of His mes-

sage, His relationship to her was about
tochange.

Finally, the pointalso mustbestressed
thathonoring fathersand mothersdoes
notmean thatason ordaughter never
can correct hisor her parents. Correc-
tion and honor are no more opposites
than correction and love. One of the
greatest ways parents disclose their love
to their children is by correcting them
when they make mistakes (Hebrews
12:6-9; Revelation 3:19). Similarly, one
ofthewaysinwhichamatureson might
honor his parents is by taking them
aside when they haveerred, and lovingly
pointingout their mistake or oversightin
acertain matter. Thinkhow much more
honorable thisaction would be than to
take no action and allow them to con-
tinueinapathoferror withoutinform-
ing them of such. We must keep in
mind thateven though Marywasagreat
woman “who found favor with God”
(Luke 1:30), she was not perfect (cf. Ro-
mans 3:10,23). She was not God, nor
the “mother of God” (viz., she did not
originate Jesus or bring Him into exis-
tence). But, she was the one chosen to
carry the Son of God in her womb.
Who better to correct any misunder-
standing she may have had than this
Son?

DID JESUS VIOLATE THE EIGHTH
COMMANDMENT BY ENCOURAGING THIEVERY?

Numerous passages of Scripture
teach—either explicitly or implic-
itly—about the sinfulness of thievery.
Oneof'the Ten Commandments that
God gave to Israel was: “You shall notsteal”
(Exodus20:15). In thebook of Leviticus,
one can read where “the Lord spoke to
Moses, saying, ‘Speak toall the congrega-
tion of the children of Israel, and say to
them... You shall notsteal, nor deal falsely,
nor lie to one another.... You shall not
cheatyourneighbor, norrob him’” (19:1-
2,11,13). Ifa thief was found breaking into
ahouseatnightand wasstruckso thathe
died, the old law stated that there would
be “no guiltfor hisbloodshed” (Exodus
22:2).Under the new covenant, theapos-
tle Paul wrote to the church at Ephesus,
saying, “Lethimwhostolesteal nolonger,
butratherlethimlabor,workingwith his
handswhatisgood, thathe mayhavesome-
thing to give him who has need” (4:28).
And to the Christians at Corinth, Paul
wrote that thieves “will not inherit the
kingdom of God” (1 Corinthians 6:9-11).
Thus, God obviously considersstealing
tobeatransgression of His law.
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Ciritics of thedeity of Christ, however,
assert that Jesus once commanded His
disciplestostealadonkeyandacolt prior
to entering Jerusalem during the final
week of Hislife. According to Matthew’s
gospel account, Jesus instructed His
disciples, saying, “Go into the village
opposite you, and immediately you
will findadonkeytied,and acoltwith her.
Loosethemand bring them to Me. And if
anyonesaysanything toyou, you shall
say, ‘The Lord has need of them,’ and
immediately he will send them” (Mat-
thew21:1-3). Lukeadded: “So thosewho
weresentwent theirwayand found itjust
as He had said to them. Butas they were
loosingthecolt,theownersofitsaid tothem,

‘Why areyou loosing the colt?’ And they
said, “The Lord hasneed of him.’ Then
theybroughthim toJesus” (Luke 19:32-35).
Regarding this story, McKinsey asked:
“Arewetobelieve thisisn’t theft? Imagine
seeing a stranger driving your car away
while claiming thelord needed it” (1985,
p-1). Allegedly, “Jesus told people totake

acolt...withoutthe owners’ perm1551on ”

And that, says McKinsey, is “commonly
known as stealing” (2000, p. 236). An-
otherinfidel by the name of Dan Barker
commented on thiseventin thelife of
Jesusin hisbook, Losing Faith in Faith,
saying, “Iwastaughtasachild thatwhen
you take somethingwithoutaskingforit,
thatis stealing” (1992, p. 166). But did Je-
sus reallyencourage His disciples to steal
adonkeyandacolt? Can His actionsbe
explained logicallyinlight of the numer-
ous statements throughoutScripture that
clearly condemn thievery?

Beforeresponding to thesecriticisms,
consider the following: If a husband
were to e-mail his wife and ask herto
walk to aneighbor’shouseand pickup
theneighbor’s truck so thathe could use
ittohaulan old furnace to the junkyard,
would someonewho read his e-mail (per-
hapsfindingahard copyofitcrumpled up
in thetrash) be justified in concluding
thatthis gentleman asked his wife to steal
thetruck? Certainly not.Since the e-mail
had nootherinformationinitthana
request for thewife concerninganeigh-
bor’s truck, a person reading the note
would have to have access to addition-
alinformation in order to come to the
conclusion thatthis manand hiswife
were guilty of theft. The reader may be
ignorantofthefactthatthehusband had
prearranged such a pick-up with his
neighbor the previous day. Or, perhaps
the neighbor had told the husband at
some earlier time that he could use his
truckwhenever he needed it.

What Mr. McKinsey and other skep-
tics never seem to take into consider-

ationin their interpretation of Scrip-
tureisthattheBibledoes notrecord every
singledetail of everyeventit mentions (cf.
John 21:25). The Bible was not intended
tobean exhaustive chronological time-
linecitingevery aspectabout thelives of
allof the men and women mentioned
within it. The New Testament book of
Actscoversaperiod of about thirtyyears,
butitactuallyisonlyabout some of the
actsof someoftheearly Christians. There
were many more things that Paul, Peter,
Silas, Luke, and other first-century Chris-
tiansdid thatarenotrecorded therein. For
example, Paul spent threeyearsin Arabia
and Damascus after his conversion (Ga-
latians 1:16-18), yet Luke did not mention
thisdetail, northe manythings Paul ac-
complished during these three years.

Thecase of Jesus telling His disciples
togolocate thedonkeyand coltdoes not
prove thievery,any more than Jesus’ dis-
aples 1nqu1r1ng aboutand occupyingan
“upperroom” makes them trespassers
(cf. Mark 14:13-15). When sending His
twodisciplesto get therequested animals,
Jesus told them exactly where to goand
what tosay, asif Healready knew the cir-
cumstances underwhich thedonkeyand
coltwere available. Jesus may very well
have prearranged for theuse of thedon-
keys. Neither Mr. McKinsey nor any
other skeptic can prove otherwise. Simi-
lar to how a man is not obligated to go
homefromworkevery nightand rehearse
to hiswifeeverythinghedid eachhour
atwork, the Bibleis not obligated to fill
ineverydetail ofevery event, including
the oneregarding the attainment of
two animals. No contradiction or
charge of wrongislegitimate if unre-
lated circumstantial details may be
postulated thataccount for explicit
information thatisgiven.

Furthermore, theinnocence of Jesus
and Hisdisciplesis reinforced by the fact
that the disciples were able to leave with
thebeasts. Had the disciples really been
stealing the animals, one would think
thatthe ownerswould not have allowed
such tohappen. Also, nothingissaid in
the textaboutwhat happened to theani-
malsafter Jesus rode them into Jerusalem.
For all we know, Jesus’ disciples could
have immediately taken them back to
their owners.

Skepticswho accuse the Lord of thiev-
ery havenosolid ground upon which
to stand. Unless it can be proven that
Jesus’ disciples took theanimals by force
(and without prior permission), justice
demands that the accusations of guilt
must bewithdrawn.

WAS JESUS TRUSTWORTHY?

hen Christspoketoagroup of hos-
tileJews in Jerusalem regardingGod
theFather,and Hisown equalitywith Him
(John 5:17-30; cf. 10:30), He defended His
deity by pointing to several witnesses, in-
cludingJohn the Baptizer, the Fatherin
heaven,and the Scriptures (5:33-47). One
statement thathas confused some Bible
readers concerningJesus’ defense of His
deityis found in John 5:31. Jesus began
this part of His discourse by saying, “IfT
bearwitness of Myself, My witnessis not
true” (emp.added). According to many
Bible critics, this declaration blatantly
contradictsthe followingstatement He
made on another occasion when
speaking to the Pharisees. Hesaid: “Even
ifIbear witness of Myself, My witnessis
true” (John 8:14,emp. added). How could
Hesay that Hiswitness was both true,and
nottrue, without havinglied?
Imagineforamomentan innocent
man on trial for murder. Heisjudged to
be guilty by the jury, even after pro-
claiming his innocence. (Someone
had framed thedefendant for the murder,
andall theevidence thejuryheard point-
ed to the defendant as the offender.)
When leaving the courthouse,ifthe man
who waswrongly convicted is asked by
areporter, “Areyou guilty?,” and here-
sponds by saying, “If the courtsays 'm
guilty,’'m guilty,” hasthe manlied? Even
though thestatements, “lam guilty,” and

“Tam notguilty,” are totally different, they

may not be contradictory,dependingon
thetimeand sensein which they are spo-
ken. After the trial, thewrongly accused
defendantsimply repeated thejury’sver-
dict. Hesaid, “I am guilty,” and meant,

“Thecourt hasfound me guilty.”

When Jesus conceded to the Jews the
fact that His witness was “nottrue,” He
was notconfessing tobeingaliar. Rather,
Jesuswas reacting to awell-known law of
Hisday.In Greek, Roman,andJewish law,
the testimony of awitness could notbe
received in hisown case (Robertson, 1997).

“Witness toanyone mustalways beborne

by someoneelse” (Morris, 1995, p. 287).
The Law of Moses stated: “Onewitness
shall notriseagainsta man concerning
anyiniquity oranysin that he commits;
by the mouth of two or three witnesses the
matter shall be established” (Deuteron-
omy 19:15; cf. Matthew 18:15-17). The
Pharisees understood this lawwell, as1s
evidentby their statement to Jesus: “You
bear witness of Yourself; Your witnessisnot
true” (John 8:13). In John 5:31, “Jesus
points to theimpossibilityofanyone’s
beingaccepted on the basis of his own
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RESOURCES—FEATURE ARTICLE

Academias Asinine Hssault on the Bible

Dave Miller, Ph.D.

The professor, age 50, wearing casual slacks
and a sport coat over a sweater, arrived at the
lecture auditorium to teach his afternoon class,
as some 350 students streamed in for Religion
202—one of the most popular classes on the
campus of the large state university. Exuding
an energetic, intel%ectually sophisticated man-
ner, and projecting an endearing personality,
the professor proceeded to propound a “prob-
lem” pertaining to the Bible. Pacing back and
forth across the stage, he launched a ruthless
but passionately eloquent tirade against the Bi-
ble’s alleged “anomalies,” “contradictions,”
and “discrepancies.” It went something like
this:

Entire stories have been added that were

notin the original gospels. The woman

taken in adultery is nothing other than a

bit of tradition added by the Catholics 300

years after the New Testament was written.

In contrastwith Matthew, Mark, and Luke,

in the book of John Jesus wasn’t born in

Bethlehem, hedid not tell any parables, he

never castout ademon, and there’s no last

supper. The crucifixion stories differ with

each other. In Mark, Jesus was terrified on

the cross, while in John, he was perfectly

composed. Key dates are different. The

resurrection stories are different. In Mat-
thew, Mark, and Luke, you find no trace of

Jesus being divine, while in John you do.

It’s time for you to think for yourself. You

need reasons. That applies to religion.

Thatapplies to politics.ﬁust because your

parents believe something—isn’t good

enough.

Soit goes, week after week, a relentless, rapid-
fire barrage of bombastic barbs intended to
overwhelm, intimidate, and bully their young,
uninformed, ill-equipped victims. This scenar-
10 has been repeated thousands of times over
the past half century in universities all across
America. The result has been catastrophic.
One heartbroken mother’s recent remarks are
typical: “My 22-year-old son just graduated
from University where he lost his
faith in God and His Word. My husband and I
did the best we knew how to raise him to love
the church and God’s Word. But he has allowed
the world to sway his beliefs.” Like toxic waste,
sinister propaganda has been dumped on the
youth of the nation by biased, dishonest profes-
sors who have no interest in allowing the so-
called “academic freedom” they tout in the
form of equal time for reputable rebuttal. Asa
result of their decades’ long labor, a liberal, anti-
Christian academic atmosphere now thor-
oughly permeates the university system of
America.

Never mind the fact that these guys have
nothing new to say that has not already been
said by skeptics over the centuries. Their claims
are merely a repackaged version quickly seized
upon by a complicit liberal media that eagerly
creates instant credibility by thrusting the new
“prophet” before a larger audience—as if what

he is saying is fresh and newly discovered. The
fact of the matter is that all their points have
been made and answered long ago. For those
who have taken the time to examine the evi-
dence, it is readily apparent that their accusa-
tions are slanted, overstated, exaggerated, and
transparently biased.

Oﬁserve that the above professorial tirade
issues two charges: (1) the text of the Bible is
tenuous and uncertain, and (2) the gospel re-
cords contradict each other. The latter claim
has been soundly refuted in detail by biblical
scholars over the centuries. The Apologetics
Press Web site is loaded with articles and books
that defeat accusations of alleged discrepancy
(see, for example, Eric Lyons’ Anvil Rings 1 &
2). Regarding the former claim, Textual Criti-
cismis a longstanding discipline that long ago
yielded abundant evidence for the trustworthi-
ness of the text of the New Testament. Over the
last two centuries, the manuscript evidence has
been thoroughly examined, resulting in com-
plete exoneration for the integrity, genuineness,
and accuracy of the Bible. Preju(%iced profes-
sors refrain from divulging to their students
that the vast majority of textual variants involve
minor matters that do not affect salvation nor
alter any basic teaching of the New Testament.
Even those variants that might be deemed doc-
trinally significant pertain to matters thatare
treated elsewhere in the Bible where the ques-
tion of genuineness is unobscured. No feature
of Christian doctrine is at stake. When all of
the textual evidence is considered, the vast ma-
jority of discordant readings have been resolved
(e.g., Metzger, 1978, p. 185). One is brought to
the firm conviction that we have in our posses-
sion the Bibleas God intended.

The world’s foremost textual critics have
confirmed this conclusion. Sir Frederic Ken-
yon, longtime director and principal librarian
at the British Museum, whose scholarship and
expertise to make pronouncements on textual
criticism was second to none, stated: “Both the
authenticity and the general integrity of the
books of the New Testament may be regarded as
finally established” (Kenyon, 1940, p. 288). The
late F.F. Bruce, longtime Rylands Professor of
Biblical Criticism at the University of Man-
chester, England, remarked: “The variant read-
ings about which any doubt remains among
textual critics of the New Testament affect no
material question of historic fact or of Chris-
tian faith and practice” (1960, pp. 19-20). J.W.
McGarvey, declared by the London Times to be
“the ripest Bible scholar on earth” (Brigance,
1870, p. 4), conjoined: “All the authority and
value possessed by these books when they were
first written belong to them still” (1956, p. 17).
And the eminent textual critics Westcott and
Hort put the entire matter into perspective
when they said:

Since textual criticism has various read-

infgs forits subject, and the discrimination

of genuine readings from corruptions for
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its aim, discussions on textual criticism
almost inevitably obscure the simple fact
thatvariationsarebutsecondaryincidents
ofafundamentally single and identical
text. In the New Testament in particular it
is difficult to escape an exaggerated im-
pression as to the proportion which the
words subject to variation bear to the
whole text, and also, in most cases, as to
their intrinsicimportance. Itis not super-
fluous therefore to state explicitly that the
greatbulk of thewords of the New Testa-
ment stand out above all discriminative
rocesses of criticism, because they are
ree from variation, and need only to be
transcribed (1964, p. 564, emp. added).
Noting that the experience of two centuries of
investigation and dFi)scussion had been achieved,
these scholars concluded: “[T]he words in our
opinion still subject to doubt can hardly
amount to more than a thousandth part of
the whole of the New Testament” (p. 565, emp.
added).

Think of it. Men who literally spent their
lives poring over ancient Greek manuscripts of
the New Testament, devoting their lives to me-
ticulous, tedious analysis of the evidence, con-
versant with the original languages, without
peer in their expertise and qualifications, have

Paleolimnology is “the study of past fresh-
water, saline, and brackish environments”
(Sweets, 1997). According to a recent report in
the Journal of Paleolimnology, a naturalistic ex-
planation has been uncovered that may reveal
why Jesus was able to walk on water. Researchers
Doron Nof, Ian McKeague, and Nathan Paldor
have proposed that “unique freezing processes
probably happened in that region several times
during the }ljast 12,000 years” (2006, 35:418).
Thus

the unusual local freezing process might

have provided an origin to the story that

Christ walked on water. Since the springs

iceis relatively small, a person standing or

walking on it may appear to an observer
situated some distance away to be “walking

onwater” (35:417).

...With the idea that much of our cultural

heritage is based on human observations

of nature, we soughta natural process that

could perhaps explain the origin of the ac-

count that Jesus Christ walked on water

(35:436).

The same gentleman who proposed more than
adecade ago that the parting of the Red Sea was
the result of “a wind set-down which exposed a
usually submerged ridge” (see Nof and Paldor,
1992), has now taken the lead in attempting to
explain away another Bible miracle.

Countless man hours and untold thousands
of dollars from various grants and universities
have been spent by these three men in an at-
tempt to explain that there may be a possible
naturalistic explanation to the account of Jesus
walking on water. Unbelievable! Why not just
say that it is possible Jesus floated on some drift
wood, hopped on rocks, walked on the backs of

IN THE NEWS

concluded that the Bible has been transmitted
accurately. Then a prejudiced professor of reli-
gion has the unmitigated gall to brush aside the
facts and pummel students with a slanted, half-
baked viewpoint that flies in the face of two
centuries of scholarly investigation? It is noth-
ing short of inexcusable and intellectually dis-
honest. It’s time for parents to rise up and make
universities accountable, or else cease sacrific-
ing their children on the altar of pseudo-educa-

tion.
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turtles, or wore inflatable wine skins around his
feet? Anyone can concoct unusual, naturalistic
explanations for various Bible miracles. But,
that does not prove the miracle did not hap-
pen.

In truth, the only reason people even know
that Jesus was at the Sea of Galilee 2,000 years
ago 1s because the gospel writers said that He
was. Why accept this detail as factual but not
the miracle Jesus performed? And what about
Peter? The Bible cfaims that he “walked on the
water,” too (Matthew 14:29). Where is the re-
searched “rationalization” for this miracle? For
atrio of scientists living 2,000 years this side of
Jesus to assert that they have a better under-
standing of this event than Jesus’ own disciples,
who witnessed it (some of whom were experi-
enced Galilean fisherman, including the apos-
tleJohn who wrote about the miracle—John 6:14-
21), is the height of “academic” arrogance (i.e.,
foolishness!—cf. 1 Corinthians 1:20-31). More-
over, the New Testament possesses attributes of
supernatural inspiration, hence its reporting of
the incident is factual.
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word.... Heisasserting thatif of himself
he were to bear witness to himself, that
would makeituntrue” inacourtoflaw
(Morris, p.287).1fJesushad no evidence
in atrial regarding His deity other
than His own testimonyabout Himself,
Histestimonywould beinconclusiveand
inadmissible. Jesus understood that His
audience had arightto expect more evi-
dence than just Hisword. Similar to the
aboveillustration where an innocent
manaccepts the gulltyverdlct ofthejury
as ﬁnal ,Jesus said, © Myw1tness isnot
true,” and meant that, in accordance
with the law, His own testimony apart
from otherwitnesses would be considered
invalid (or insufficient to establish
truth).

ButwhyisitthatJesussaid to the Phari-
seesatalater time that His “witnessis true”
(John 8:14)? Thedifferenceis that,in this
instance, Jesuswas stressing the fact that
Hiswordswere true. Evenifinacourt
of law twowitnesses are required forafact
tobeestablished (a law Jesus enunciated
inverse 17), that law does not take away
the fact that Jesus was telling the truth,
justasitdid not take away the fact that the
wrongly accused man mentioned previ-
ously was telling the truth during his
trial. Jesus declared His testimony to
be true for the simple reason that His
testimony revealed thetrue facts regard-
ing Himself (Lenski, 1961b, p. 599). He
then followed this pronouncement of
truthwith the fact that therewasanother
witness—the Father in heaven Who sent
Him to Earth (8:16-18). Thus, in actuality,
His testimonywas true in two senses: (1)
itwas true because it was indeed factual;
and (2)itwasvalid because it was corrobo-
rated by a second unimpeachable wit-
ness—the Father.

God the Father (John 8:18; 5:37-38),
alongwithJohn the Baptizer (John 5:33),
the miraculous signs of Jesus (5:36), the
Scriptures(5:39),and specifically the writ-
ingsof Moses (5:46), all authenticated
the true statements Jesus made regard-
ing His deity. Sadly, many of Hislisten-
ersrejected the evidence then, just as
peoplerejectittoday.

WAS JESUS IGNORANT OF ELIJAH’S ASCENSION?

hen Jesusspoketo Nicodemusregard-

ing the need to be “born again”
(John 3:1-8), He also sought to impress
upon the mind of this ruler of the Jews
that His words were from above. Jesus
spoke of spiritual things that no man
knew (Matthew 13:35; cf. 7:28-29; Luke
2:47). One of the reasons Jesus gave for
beingable to expound on such spiritual

truths is found in John 3:13. Here, the
apostle John recorded thatJesus said to
Nicodemus, “No one has ascended to
heaven but He who came down from
heaven, thatis, the Son of Man” (John
3:13). According to the skeptic, this state-
mentbyJesusisseverely flawed. Since the
Old Testament reveals that Elijah escaped
physical death and “went up by awhirl-
windinto heaven” (2 Kings2:11; cf. Gen-
esis 5:24; Hebrews 11:5),allegedlyJesus could
nottruthfully tell Nicodemus, “No one
hasascended to heaven.” Is the skeptic
right?

ForJesus’statement to contradictwhat
the Old Testament says about Elijah, one
first must presuppose that Jesuswasrefer-
ringtotheexactsameplacetowhich Elijah
ascended. Can theskepticbe certain that
the “heaven” to which Jesus referred, is
the same oneintowhich the body of Eli-
jah ascended? The words “heaven” or

“heavens” appear in our English Bibles

about700 times. Andyet,in many of the

passageswhere “heaven(s)” is found, the

inspired writers were not discussing the

spiritual heaven with which we most of-
ten associate theword. For example, in

Genesis 1 and 2 the Hebrew word for

heavenappears 15 timesin 14 verses. Yetin

everyinstance, the word is referring to

something besides the spiritual heaven

where God dwells. The word “heaven(s)”
(Hebrewshamayim, Greek ouranoi)isused

by Biblewritersin three different ways. It

1s used to refer to theatmospheric heav-
ensinwhich theairplanesfly, the birds

soar, and the clouds gather (Genesis

1:20; Jeremiah 4:25; Matthew 6:26,
ASV). “Heaven(s)” alsois used in the

Biblewhen referring to the firmament

wherewe find the Sun, Moon, and stars—
the sidereal heavens, or outer space

(Genesis 1:14-15; Psalm 19:4,6; Isaiah 13:10).
Thethird “heaven” frequently mentioned

inScriptureisthespiritualheavenin which

Jehovah dwells (Psalm 2:4; Hebrews

9:24), and where, one day, the faithful will

live forevermore (Revelation 21:18-23;

John 14:1-3). The contextofJohn 3 clear-
ly indicates that Jesus is referring to

the spiritual heavens wherein God

dwells (cf. John 3:27). The passagein 2

Kings2:11, however, is not as clear. The

writer of 2 Kings easily could have meant

that the body of Elijah miraculously as-
cended up high into theair, never to be

seenbyanyoneon Earth again. Nowhere

doesthetextindicatethatheleft Earthat

that moment to dwell in God’s presence.
He definitely went somewhere, but we

have noevidence thathewas transferred

to the actual throne room of God Al-
mighty.

The Bibleindicates thatwhen God’s
faithful servants leave this Earth, their
spirits are taken to dwell in a place re-
ferred to as paradise (or “thebosom of
Abraham”—Luke 16:19-31). Recall when
Jesuswasfastened to the cross, and told
the penitent thief, “Today, you will be
with Mein Paradise” (Luke 23:43). The
word paradiseisof Persian derivation,and
meansa “garden” or “park.” Wherewas it
thatJesusand the thiefwent? Neither of
them went to heaven to bewith God the
Fatheron thatveryday for,inJohn 20:17
after His resurrection, Jesus reassured
Mary that He had notyetascended to
the Father. Sowhere did Jesusand the
thiefgo after dying on the cross? Peter
gave theanswer to that question in his
sermon in Acts2when he quoted Psalm
16. Acts 2:27 states that God would not
abandon Christ’s soul in hades, nor al-
low Christ to undergo decay. So while
Christ’s body was placed in a tomb for
three days, Christ’s spiritwent to hades.
[NOTE: The word hades occurs ten
times in the New Testament, and al-
ways refers to the unseen realm of the
dead—thereceptacle of disembodied spir-
its where all people who die await the
Lord’sreturnand judgment. One partof
hades,whereJesusand the thiefwent, is
known as paradise.] Peter argued that
David, who penned Psalm 16, was not re-
ferring to himself, since David’sbodywas
stillin the tomb (Acts 2:29),and his spirit
was still in the hadean realm (Acts 2:34).
Acts2 indicates thata faithful servantof
God doesnotgo directly to bewith God
the Fatherwhen hedies; rather, he goesto
aholdingplaceinhades known as para-
dise—the same place where Abraham
wentafter hedied (Luke 16:22ff.),and the
same place where the spirit of Elijah
went after he was caughtup from the
Earth.Inshort, the Bibledoes not teach
that Elijah left Earth to begin immedi-
ately dwelling in the presence of the Fa-
ther (where Jesus was before Hisincarna-
tion—John 1:1). Thus, technically he did
notascend to the “place” whence Jesus
came.

Forthesake ofargument, consider for
amoment that the skepticis right,and
that Elijjah's spiritdid not go to paradise,
butwas taken to dwell in thevery presence
of God. Could Jesus still have made
the statement Hedid,and yetnotbein-
accurate? We believe so. Noticeagain the
response to Nicodemus’ question, “How
canthese thingsbe?” Jesus said: “IfThave
toldyouearthly things and you do not
believe, howwill you believeifI tellyou
heavenly things? No one hasascended
to heaven but Hewho came down from
heaven, thatis, theSonof Man” (John 3:12-
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13, emp. added). It may be that Jesus
meant nothing more than that noone
has ever gone up to heaven “by his own
act” or “onhisown terms” (see Bullinger,
1898, pp.281-282). Elijahand Enoch had
been taken by God, which is different
than freely ascending up into heaven by
one’s own ability. Furthermore, Jesus’
words, “No one hasascended to heaven,”
also could have meant that no one has
ever gone up into heaven to then return
and speak firsthand about what he saw,
and to spread the same saving message
thatJesus preached. Jesus wasemphasiz-
ingtoNicodemus hownooneon Earth
atthattimewas revealing such spiritual
truths as Christwas, because nooneever
had ascended to heaven only to returnand
talk aboutwhathehad seenand learned.
Such seems to have been the main point
Jesuswas makingin John 3:13. Nooneon
Earth had seen whatJesus had seen,and
thus nonecould teachwhat He taught.
Truly, the skeptic’s accusation thatJe-
suseither lied or was mistaken regarding
HiscommenttoNicodemusaboutnoone
havingascended to heavenisunsubstanti-
ated. Perhaps theword heaven used in 2
Kings2:11 was not meant to convey the
ideaof thespiritual heavensinwhich God
dwells. Or, considering the Bible’s teach-
ingondeparted spirits of the righteous
being in aholding placeknown as para-
dise,and notin theactual presence of
Almighty God, Jesus could have meant
that no person hasever ascended to the
throne room of God from which He
came. Furthermore,italsois interesting
tonote that Nicodemus, being “a man
ofthePharisees” (John 3:1),and thusone
who would have been very well ac-

quainted with the details of the Old

Testament, did not respond to Jesus by
saying, “Wait a minute, Rabbi. What

aboutElijahand Enoch? Isn’titwritten

in thelawand prophets that theyascend-
ed to heaven?” Surely, had Jesus contra-
dicted something in the law and the

prophets, it would have been brought

to Hisattention, especially by a Pharisee.
Yet, theapostleJohn neverrecorded such a

statement.

Admittedly, at firstglance, it mightap-
pearasifthestatements, “Elijah wentup
by awhirlwind into heaven” (2 Kings
2:11) and “No man has ascended to heav-
en”(John 3:13), are incongruous. How-
ever,when a person considersall of the
possiblesolutions to theallegation that
Jesuswasignorant of Elijah and Enoch's
ascensions,he must admit thatsuch a
conclusion is unjustified.

WAS JESUS A HYPOCRITE?

man who instructs a person to re-

frain from doing something he
deemsinappropriate,butthen proceeds
todo theverythinghe forbade the other
persontodo,isconsidered ahypocrite. A
preacherwho teachesaboutthesinfulness
of drunkenness (cf. Galatians 5:21), but
thenisseenashortwhilelater stumbling
down thestreet, intoxicated with alcohol,
could beaccused of being guilty of hypoc-
risy. Some have accused Jesus of such in-
sincere teaching. Allegedly, in thevery
sermon in which He condemned the
Pharisees for theirunrighteousness (Mat-
thew 5:20), Jesus revealed His own sinful-
ness by way of condemning those who
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used aword He sometimes uttered. Based
upon His forbiddance of the use of the
word “fool” in Matthew5:22,and Hisuse
of thisword elsewhere, skeptics have as-
serted that Jesus (Who the Bible claims

“committed no sin, nor was deceit found
in His mouth’—1 Peter 2:22; cf. 2 Corin-
thians 5:21) was guilty of hypocrisy (see
Morgan, 1996; Wells, 2001). In Matthew
5:21-22,Jesus stated:

You have heard that it was said to those

of old, “You shall not murder, and who-

ever murders will be in danger of the

judgment.” ButI'say to you thatwhoev-
erisangry with his brother withouta
causeshall bein danger of thejudgment.

Andwhoever says to his brother, “Raca!”

shall be in danger of the council. But

whoever says, “You fool!” shall be in

danger of hell fire (Matthew 5:21-22,

emp.added).

Whereas in this passage Jesus warned
against the use of the word “fool,” in
other passages Jesus openly used this
term to describe various people. Near
the end of the Sermon on the Mount,
Jesuslikened the person who heard His
teachings,butdid not follow them, to “a
foolish man who built his house on
the sand” (Matthew 7:26, emp. added).
When teaching about the need to be pre-
pared for His second coming, Jesus com-
pared those who were not ready for His
return to five foolish virgins (Matthew
25:1-12). Then, whileJesus was condemn-
ingthe Pharisees for their inconsistency
in matters of religion, He stated:

“Woe to you, blind guides, who say,
‘Whoever swears by the temple, itisnoth-
ing; butwhoever swears by the gold of the
temple, heisobliged to performit.’ Fools
andblind! Forwhichis greater, the gold
or the temple thatsanctifies thegold?”
(Matthew23:16-17; cf. 23:18-19,emp. add-
ed). The question that some ask in re-
sponse to these alleged hypocritical
statementsis, “How could Jesus condemn
theuse of theword ‘fool’ in Matthew 5:22,
butthen proceed tousethisword Himself

onotheroccasions?”

First, for Jesus’ statementin Matthew
5:22 to contradict His actions recorded
inother passages, the skeptic must prove
thattheterm “fool,” asused in 5:22, 1s the
same word used elsewhere. The Greek
word “Raca,” used earlier in Matthew
5:22,1satransliteration of the Aramaic
termwhose precise meaningisdisputed.
[Mostlikely, it means “an empty onewho
actsasanumskull” (Lenski, 1961a, p. 219;
cf.alsoRobertson, 1930, 1:44).] The exact
meaningofthe term “fool” (Greek more)
in this context also is debated. “Most
scholars takeit,as theancient Syrianver-
sionsdid, to meanyoufool” (Bauer,etal.,
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1957, p. 533, emp.in orig.). Although some
assume that moreis the vocative of the
Greek moros, inalllikelihood,

justas “Raca” isanon-Greek word, so is

the word more that Jesus used here. If so,

then it is a word which to a Jewish ear

meant “rebel (against God)” or “apos-
tate”; 1t was the word which Moses in ex-
asperation used to the disaffected Isra-
elites in the wilderness of Zin...

(Numbers 20:10). For these rash words,

uttered under intense provocation, Mo-

ses was excluded from the Promised

Land (Kaiser, etal., 1996, p. 359).

Thus, itisquite possible thatmzore(trans-
lated “[Y]ou fool” in Matthew 5:22)is not
the normal Greek moros (fool) that Jesus
applied to the Pharisees on other occa-
sions (Matthew 23:17,19), but represents
the Hebrew moreb (cf. Numbers 20:10).
[For this reason, translators of the Amer-
ican Standard Version added a marginal
noteto thisword in Matthew 5:22: “Or,
Moreh,a Hebrew expression of con-
demnation.”] Obviously, if two different
words are under consideration, Jesus
logically could notbe considered a hypo-
crite.

Second, it must be remembered that
Jesus’ comments in Matthew 5:22 were
madewithinacontextwhere Hewas con-
demning unrighteous anger (5:21-26).
Whereas the Pharisees condemned mur-
der, butoverlooked theevilemotionsand
attitudes that sometimes led to the shed-
dingofinnocentblood, Jesuscondemned
both theactions and the thoughts. In-
stead of dealing with only “peripheral”
problems, Jesus went to the heart of the
matter. As someone Who “knew what
wasinman” (John 2:25), Jesus was more
than qualified to pronouncejudgment
upon the hypocritical Pharisees(ct. John
12:48). Like the unrighteousness that
characterized the Pharisees’ charitable
deeds (Matthew 6:1-4), prayers (6:5-15),
fasting (6:16-18),and judgments (7:1-5),
Jesusalso condemned theirunrighteous
anger.[NOTE:Jesusdid notcondemnall
anger (cf. Ephesians 4:26;John 2:13-17),
only unrighteousanger.] It was in this
contextthatJesuswarned against theuse
oftheword “fool.” Jesuswas not prohibit-
inga person from calling people “fools”
ifitwas doneinanappropriate manner
(cf.Psalm 14:1),but He was forbidding it
when donein thespiritof malicious con-
tempt. He “warned againstusing theword
foolasaform ofabuse” thatindicated

“hatred in one’s heart toward others”
(“Fool,” 1986; cf. Matthew 5:43-48). Asin
many other situations, it seems that the
attitude, rather than actual words, 1s the
focusofthe prohibition.

While thisverse, when taken in its con-
text, is seen to be consistent with Jesus’
wordsand actions recorded elsewhere in
the gospel accounts, His prohibition re-
garding the manner of aword’s usage
should notbe overlooked in the apolo-
gist’sefforttodefend thedeity of Christ
(oranyother Bible doctrine). We may
call anatheista “fool” for notacknowl-
edging God’sexistence (Psalm 14:1), but
todosoinahateful, maliciousmanner
1ssinful. Remember, the Christian is
called to “give a defense to everyone”
in a spirit of “meekness and fear” (1
Peter 3:15).

CONCLUSION

Ithough critics of Christ were numer-

ous during the time in which He
lived and shortly thereafter, many peo-
plesand nations since that time have ei-
ther considered Him, atworst,a “sublime
person” (cf. Renan,n.d.)and great moral
teacher, or, at best, the Son of God. But
times have changed. Unfortunately, the
world in which we live (even nations
founded upon Christian principles, i.e.,
the United States of America) is becom-
inglessand less tolerant of the personal-
ityand teachings of Christ.

With increasing frequency, Jesus’ en-
emiesare casting causticcriticismsatour
Lord and His church. Books, journals,
Web sites, movies, etc.are being produced
atrecord speed thatattempt to under-
minethevery foundation of Christiani-
ty—the fact that Jesus is “the Christ, the
Sonoftheliving God” (Matthew 16:16).
With this in mind, Christians must pre-
pare themselves for thedefense of Christ’s
historicity, deity, and spiritual purity.
Nothingis more essential to the Chris-
tian’s faith than Christ. What then could
be moreimportant for Christians todo
than to defend Who He really was—the
SonofGod?
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