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It is no sin to doubt some things, but it may be fatal to 
believe everything.

—A.W. Tozer

There is a place for skepticism as well as a place for 
faith; and in considering an investment or embracing a 
religion, skepticism should come first.

—IrWIn H. LInTon  
A LAWyer exAmInes THe BIBLe



— 5 —

d
Why Believe?

MOST PEOPLE, if asked why they hold a certain belief, 
would have a difficult time giving a solid basis for their opinion. 
Generally, one’s personal convictions are a matter of loyalty to a 
particular heritage or tradition. It is amazing how much belief is 
based not on fact but on blind alle giance to an institution or a 
political party or a church or a religious system. What passes for 
religious faith is often ad herence to a particular religion more 
out of loyalty to par ents or to the priest or pastor than from real 
conviction based upon solid evidence.

Scientists—Today’s High Priests?

The same holds true in the secular world. Beliefs are held for 
social reasons—to remain acceptable in one’s cir cle of friends or 
among one’s colleagues. For example, not to believe in evolution 
would cause one to be ridiculed by his peers and even to lose one’s 
standing in the academic community. Robert Jastrow, one of 
the world’s leading as tronomers, was the founder (and for years 
the director) of the Goddard Space Institute that sent Pioneer 
and Voyager into space. An agnostic, Jastrow shocked his col-
leagues by admitting at a national conference of the As sociation  
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for the Advancement of Science that the evidence seems to 
demand an intelligent Creator of the universe. He also found 
the courage to write:

Astronomers are curiously upset by . . . proof that the uni-
verse had a beginning. Their reactions provide an interesting 
demonstration of the response of the scientific mind—sup-
posedly a very objective mind—when evidence uncovered 
by science itself leads to a conflict with the articles of faith 
in their profession. . . . There is a kind of religion in science. 
(Emphasis added)1

British Museum of Natural History senior paleontolo gist 
Colin Patterson confessed: “Evolutionists—like the creationists 
they periodically do battle with—are nothing more than believ-
ers themselves. I had been working on this stuff [evolution] 
for more than twenty years, and there was not one [factual] 
thing I knew about it. It’s quite a shock to learn that one can be 
so misled for so long.”2 Speaking before a group of his fellow 
biologists, D.M.S. Watson, popularizer of evolution on British 
television (as Carl Sagan has been on American TV), reminded 
them of the common religious faith they all shared:

Evolution itself is accepted by zoologists not be cause it has 
been observed to occur or . . . can be proved by logically 
coherent evidence to be true, but because the only alter-
native, special creation, is clearly incredible [i.e. something 
many scientists don’t want to admit].3

Eminent British astronomer Sir Fred Hoyle reminds us of 
the well-known mathematical fact that “even if the whole uni-
verse consisted of organic soup,” the chance of producing the 
basic enzymes of life by random processes without intelligent 
direction would be approximately one in 10 with 40,000 zeros 
after it. In other words, it couldn’t happen—ever! Says Hoyle, 
“Darwinian evolu tion is most unlikely to get even one polypep-
tide [se quence] right, let alone the thousands on which living 
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cells depend for survival.” Why, then, is this completely impos-
sible theory still honored? Hoyle accuses the evo lutionists of 
defending a religious faith:

The situation [mathematical impossibility] is well known 
to geneticists and yet nobody seems to blow the whistle 
decisively on the theory. . . .  Most scientists still cling to 
Darwinism because of its grip on the educational system. 
. . . You either have to believe the concepts, or you will be 
branded a heretic.4

No One Likes to Be Wrong

Considering the fact, then, that even supposedly objec-
tive scientists cling to beliefs for less than factual reasons, it 
should be no surprise that the average per son does so as well. 
“I was born a Hindu and will re main a Hindu until I die!” is a 
typical statement. And for the word “Hindu,” one could sub-
stitute “Muslim,” “Catholic,” “Baptist,” “Mormon,” or many 
other reli gious designations. Unfortunately, what seems to be 
a deeply held “faith” is often reinforced by pride and na tive 
stubbornness.

No one likes to be wrong. It would be especially hu miliating 
to admit that one’s religious faith of a lifetime had been mis-
placed and that the religion inherited from one’s ancestors (or 
the “scientific” point of view picked up in university) was in fact 
false. Science, after all (as even some scientists now admit), and 
the atheism it sometimes produces, are also religious “faiths.”

Many people accept what is reported on radio, tele vision, 
or in newspapers and magazines as though the media makes 
no mistakes and is above prejudice. Of course, both assump-
tions are foolish. No one and no agency is either infallible or 
without personal bias. That also goes for schools, educators, 
and textbooks. We know that a false history has been taught 
in Communist countries but often fail to recognize that similar 
false hoods are instilled in the West because of equally dan gerous 
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prejudices and dishonesty. It takes both courage and humility 
to face the facts, especially when they may upset long-standing 
biases and loyalties.

A Universal Gullibility

If one did not see a particular incident occur, there would 
seem to be no other choice than to believe the testimony of 
an eyewitness. Under such circumstances, it would seem rea-
sonable to believe the report if one personally knew and had 
full confidence in the person relating it. It would be disloyal to 
doubt what a good friend said. In fact, to doubt would seem-
ingly be the same as accusing the person of lying, or at least of 
not knowing what he or she was talking about, and there fore of 
being unreliable.

But a word of caution is in order. Even when the eye witness 
is a close friend in whom one has complete con fidence, sincere 
mistakes can be involved. A prudent person will ask intelligent 
questions to make certain that what happened has been accu-
rately reported and that the wit ness understood the event as it 
actually occurred. Only when the facts are clearly established 
should one believe the report, no matter by whom it was told.

Most of us are much too gullible most of the time. For 
that reason, con artists find enough easy-to-convince targets to 
defraud millions of victims each year in the United States. We 
all need a healthy dose of skepticism. The story is told of the 
man walking down the street who dropped a quarter into the 
tin cup being held out by a man wearing dark glasses and hold-
ing a sign read ing, “Help the poor blind man.” After taking a 
few steps, the donor turned around and was shocked to see the 
“blind man” remove his dark glasses and peer into the cup. The 
donor hurried back and angrily declared, “You’re not blind!” 
to which the “blind man” replied, “No, sir, I’m not. The blind 
man’s on vacation, and I’m just taking his place. I’m usually the 
deaf-and-dumb man on the next street.”
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It wouldn’t have taken many questions of the “blind” man 
to discover the truth before the coin went into the tin cup. Nor 
does it take many questions to discover the truth about a par-
ticular religion. Yet few questions are usually asked; and most 
often, when it comes to religion, questions are not even allowed. 
In many years of travel ing around the world speaking to varied 
audiences in different countries and cultures, I always value the 
time when the listeners have an opportunity to challenge me 
with questions. I am told, however, that most preachers and 
teachers rarely offer such an opportunity.

What Is the Reason for Your Faith?

All religions, at some point, demand faith—and often not 
in God but in the religious system, the church itself, or in its 
founder or current leader. As a result of putting one’s trust in 
something or someone less than God, even though it or he or 
she may claim to represent Him, disillusion ment inevitably sets 
in. One can become cynical and turn away from all religion 
and from then on reject the very possibility of truth. Or one 
could become a more earnest and wary seeker, wiser and more 
determined than ever to know God but now extremely cautious 
about the promises and teachings of mere men.

As we shall see in the following pages, any “faith” that is 
not based upon reason supported by irrefutable evidence is the 
utmost folly. The Bible presents the record of what it calls “the 
faith,” that body of truth that pro vides the only reliable answers 
to all of life’s ultimate questions. We want to face those ques-
tions honestly and openly—and, at the same time, take the 
greatest care to be certain that the answers we arrive at are valid. 
We will al low the critics to challenge the Bible from every angle, 
and we will discover that the evidence in support of “the faith” 
is absolutely overwhelming.

There is nothing wrong with asking questions in the search 
for truth. Indeed, probing questions are essential to the process  
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of finding the truth. Whatever answers are of fered must be 
questioned further until one is satisfied that the truth has been 
found. This book, then, is simply a se ries of questions that 
sincere seekers (and many critics, skeptics, and atheists) have 
asked, with a rea soned response for each.

The questions found in the following pages have been asked 
of the author by many earnest people around the world who 
were either honestly seeking the evidence that alone can sustain 
true faith or were doing their best to destroy the Bible and “the 
faith” it offers to all mankind. The concerns expressed by the 
questioners cover a variety of topics, from how one can know 
whether the Bible is true and whether Jesus Christ really exists 
to whether or not He is the Savior of sinners and how one can 
have assur ance of salvation. The accuracy of biblical prophecy is 
an other of the many topics that will demand our attention. The 
Bible’s historical and scientific validity, as well, will be exam-
ined, along with the question of the existence of the God of the 
Bible and other concerns of vital importance.

The format is very simple: A question is asked, and the 
response is offered, as the author has come to understand the 
issues from the Bible, science, history, and experience. The 
chapters are divided according to the general subject being 
discussed.





He who wishes to philosophize must begin by doubting  
all things.

—GIordAno Bruno1

When the founder of a new religion complained that it made 
but little headway among the people, Talleyrand replied: “It 
is no easy matter to introduce a new religion. But there is 
one thing I would advise you to do. . . . Go and be crucified, 
then be buried, and then rise again on the third day; and then 
work miracles, raise the dead, heal all manner of disease and 
cast out devils, and then it is possible you may accomplish 
your end.” This was Talleyrand’s shrewd way of saying that 
religion was a humbug; that it must be founded on a lie.

—sAmueL P. PuTnAm2

How was it that a carpenter . . . born of a people whose great 
teachers were narrow, sour, intolerant, pedantic legalists, was 
the supreme religious Teacher the world has known . . . the 
most important figure in the world’s history?

—W. s. PeAke3

No revolution that has ever taken place in society can be 
compared to that which has been produced by the words of 
Jesus Christ.

—mArk HoPkIns4

For the theoretical mind [Christianity] can accommodate all 
that science can discover and still challenge science to dig 
deeper and deeper.

—Gordon ALLPorT5



— 13 —

d1
evidenCe, Reason, 

and Faith

A Leap in the Dark

Question: I have always understood that there is a 
difference between belief and faith—that belief is 

based upon fact and that faith, since it is related to religion, 
must be divorced from evidence and reason. That seems 
reasonable, but lately I’ve been wondering whether, and 
why, this should be true. Can you help me?

Response: You are struggling with a common, but 
serious, misun derstanding that has brought multitudes 

throughout his tory into religious bondage. The Bible puts 
belief and faith on an equal footing, with no difference 
between them. Common sense itself and a little reflection 
will tell you that faith must have as sure a factual foundation 
as belief. Faith is not a leap in the dark. Furthermore, faith 
in God and His Word, because it involves eternal matters, is 
far more im portant than belief about things of this life.
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Faith, therefore, ought to have an even more solid 
ba sis than mere belief. One may be willing to allow some 
uncertainty in earthly matters, but only a fool would be com-
fortable with even the smallest degree of doubt in things 
that affect him eternally. No wonder the great apostle Paul 
wrote, “Prove all things; hold fast to that which is good”  
(1 Thessalonians 5:21).

Luke tells us that during the 40 days Jesus spent with His 
disciples after His resurrection, He “showed himself alive . . . by 
many infallible proofs” (Acts 1:3). Clearly, Christ did not con-
sider it enough merely to show Him self to His disciples without 
providing irrefutable evi dence of His resurrection. He consid-
ered it both legitimate and essential to prove that He was the 
very same One who had been crucified and that He had risen 
from the dead in the same body (but now in a new and glorious 
form) that had been placed lifeless in the grave.

“Behold my hands and my feet, that it is I myself,” Christ 
told the shocked disciples the first time He came to them after 
His resurrection. “Handle me and see, for a spirit [ghost] hath 
not flesh and bones, as ye see me have” (Luke 24:39). They had 
thought they were seeing a ghost, but He proved otherwise to 
them. To doubting Thomas, who had not been present on this 
first occasion, Christ declared later: “Reach hither thy finger 
and be hold my hands; and reach hither thy hand and thrust it 
into my side . . .” (John 20:27). Here was irrefutable, tan gible 
evidence.

It is only common sense that strict proof should be 
demanded before making a commitment or an invest ment in 
this life. How much more important, then, to be absolutely 
certain, based upon solid proof, before accept ing by faith those 
things which affect one’s eternal des tiny. True “faith,” as we 
shall see, can only be founded upon fact—not upon feelings, 
intuition, or emotion. Much less does faith arise out of blind 
submission to some religious authority.
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Is Seeing Really Believing?

Question: A famous adage says, “Seeing is believ ing.” 
Yet the Bible says, “We walk by faith, not by sight” 

(2 Corinthians 5:7). These two ideas seem to be in direct 
conflict with each other. Which one is right?

Response: The first saying, although partially true, can 
be very misleading; the second is totally true. While it 

helps to “see” something with one’s own eyes or to witness 
an occurrence, one doesn’t always “see” accurately. Thus, 
“seeing” is not always a sufficient reason for believing. Nor 
is “seeing” essential for believing, because we obvi ously 
believe in much that we have never seen.

For example, most Americans have never been to China 
and have thus never seen that country with their own eyes, yet 
they believe that such a place exists be cause of the abundance of 
testimony by those who have been there and because of much 
other evidence as well. No one has ever seen gravity, though 
we have observed what we believe to be its effects. Nor has any 
scientist seen energy, but we now believe it to be the stuff out of 
which the entire universe is made.

Moreover, appearances can be deceptive, as every one knows 
by experience. A mirage can make it seem that the burning sand 
of a dry desert is water. A stage magician can deceive his audi-
ence into “seeing” the impossible. In fact, in no instance do we 
really “see” what we are looking at. The reader doesn’t actu-
ally see the page and print of this book. What he “sees” is the 
impression made upon his brain cells of a reflection carried by 
light waves into his eyes and then along nerve connections to 
the brain. Whether that impres sion is precisely what the page 
and ink really “look” like or really “are” can never be known by 
mortals. So “seeing” isn’t what one thinks it is and is surely not 
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the best basis for believing. British astronomer Sir James Jeans 
declared:

The outstanding achievement of twenti eth-century physics 
is not the theory of rela tivity . . . or the theory of quanta 
. . . or the dissection of the atom . . . [but] it is the gen-
eral recognition that we are not yet in con tact with ultimate 
reality.6

We Walk by Faith, Not by Sight

The words of Jesus when He showed Himself to doubting 
Thomas are very instructive: “Thomas, because thou hast seen 
me thou hast believed; blessed are they that have not seen and 
yet have believed” (John 20:29). Of the risen Christ, now at 
the Father’s right hand in heaven, Peter wrote: “Whom having 
not seen, ye love; in whom, though now ye see him not, yet 
believing, ye re joice with joy unspeakable and full of glory” (1 
Peter 1:8). If “seeing is believing,” then those alive today—who, 
unlike Thomas, have never seen and handled Christ physi-
cally—could not believe in Him.

Indeed, if “seeing is believing” were true, no one could ever 
believe in God, because He dwells “in the light which no man 
can approach unto; whom no man hath seen, nor can see . . . (1 
Timothy 6:16). The apostle John declares that “no man hath 
seen God at any time” (John 1:18; 1 John 4:12). Yet we are to 
believe in God, and multitudes of intelligent people do so with-
out ever having seen Him with their physical eyes. Obviously, 
then, faith does not involve seeing with one’s eyes, but faith 
makes contact with that which is invisible. The great faith chap-
ter of the Bible begins with “Faith is . . . the evidence of things 
not seen” (Hebrews 11:1).

These statements from Scripture reveal the great decep tion 
in the teaching of visualization. For example, the pas tor of the 
largest church in the world insists that it is impossible to have 
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faith and to receive an answer to prayer without visualizing 
clearly the object or result for which one is praying.7 On the 
contrary, to attempt to visualize, and thus to “see,” is destruc-
tive of faith, which can only involve that which is “not seen”! 
Remember, “we walk by faith, not by sight,” and the two are 
incompatible.

The most important elements in this physical life (love, joy, 
peace, purpose, contentment, truth, justice, etc.) can nei ther be 
seen nor explained. Not long ago, it was widely be lieved in the 
world of academia that physical science would one day explain 
everything, even consciousness. That vain hope is no longer 
embraced by most scientists. Nobelist Sir John Eccles pointed 
out that the recent recognition that minds are nonphysical enti-
ties has caused the collapse of scientific materialism.8 Nobel 
laureate Erwin Schrödinger, who played a vital role in giving 
the world today’s new physics, put it very bluntly:

The scientific picture of the real world around me . . . is 
ghastly silent about all . . . that is really near to our heart, 
that really matters to us. . . . [I]t knows nothing of . . . good 
or bad, God and eternity. . . .

Whence came I and whither go I? That is the great 
unfathomable question, the same for every one of us. 
Science has no answer to it.9

“Seeing” has serious limitations and therefore has little to 
do with “believing” and nothing to do with “faith.” If we are 
to know those most important things in life—which science 
cannot reveal and concerning which it has nothing to say (love, 
joy, peace, truth, purpose, etc.)—we must have faith. Yet that 
statement immediately raises the serious question of how one 
can possibly be lieve in what or whom one has never seen and 
indeed cannot see. Faith must stand on the basis of evidence that 
is independent of physical sight and scientific verification but that 
is irrefutable. The remainder of this book will have a great deal 
to say about that.
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Is It Wrong to Want Evidence for What One Believes?

Question: I was raised from childhood in a particu
lar church and believed everything the priest and my 

parents taught me when I was young. As I grew older, 
however, I began to have many doubts; but when I asked 
the priest, he told me that I must accept what the Holy 
Father and the bishops declared. I want to believe, but the 
questions keep nagging at me. Is it wrong to want some 
evidence and even proof for what a church teaches?

Response: It is amazing how many people who reg
ularly attend a church have accepted the illogical and 

dangerous idea that when it comes to religion one should 
never raise any questions, because to do so shows a “lack 
of faith.” On the contrary, questions must be asked, and 
one must not be satisfied until one is certain of the an
swer. Skepticism is in fact essential as the first step toward 
faith so long as it doesn’t harden into pride or become a 
cloak for prejudice. Gullibility is no help to true faith but 
is actually its enemy.

Faith is absolute and total trust. Clearly, no one nor any-
thing other than God is worthy of our absolute and total trust 
and thus of our faith. Jesus said, “Have faith in God” (Mark 
11:22). Therefore, whenever faith is associ ated with someone 
(pastor, priest, guru) or something (church, religion, institu-
tion) other than God, it is mis placed. Only God is omnipotent, 
omniscient, and om nipresent and therefore cannot fail us when 
we trust in Him. Only He is worthy of our total trust; and He 
holds each of us accountable to know Him personally and on 
that basis to put our total trust in Him alone.

Know Him personally? Yes. Both the Bible and com mon 
sense tell us that. Any priest, pastor, guru, or church that claims 
to act as a mediator between man and God and says “Trust me” 
is by that claim demanding the total trust that we are to place 
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in God alone. Obviously, if any person is to act as the mediator 
between God and the rest of mankind, He must also be God, 
for no one else is wor thy of our unquestioning confidence. Jesus 
Christ is God, who became man through the virgin birth. That 
is why the Bible says, “There is one God, and one [and only one] 
mediator between God and men, the man [who is also God] 
Christ Jesus . . . (1 Timothy 2:5).

Any religious system that demands faith in its teach ings on 
the basis of its alleged authority rather than on the basis of hard 
evidence, and that is unwilling to allow its doctrines and claims 
to be examined freely by sincere, in quiring minds, should not 
be trusted. The idea that only an elite priesthood or clergy is 
qualified to determine truth in the area of religion, morals, or 
faith, and that their dogmas must be accepted unquestioningly, 
is a lie that has cost mul titudes their freedom and peace of mind 
on earth and damned them for eternity. God himself has said 
to mankind, “Come now, and let us reason together . . . (Isaiah 
1:18). We hope to follow that advice throughout this book.

What Role Do Evidence and Reason Play?

Question: I can see that it makes no sense and would 
be very dangerous to believe something simply because 

some church or religious leader says I must do so. Clearly 
there must be some basis for believing. But I’m confused, 
because it wouldn’t seem to be “faith” if reason and evi dence 
support my belief.

Response: Your confusion comes from imagining that if 
reason and evidence were involved at all in faith, that 

would cause faith to become completely rational—which, I 
agree, would make no sense. Clearly no faith is required to 
believe anything that is selfevident or that can be proved 
completely, such as the fact that the sun is in the sky and 
sending its warmth to earth.
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On the other hand, reason and evidence may legiti mately 
point the direction for faith to go—and must do so. Indeed, 
faith must not violate evidence and reason or it would be irra-
tional. Faith takes a step beyond reason but only in the direction 
that reason and evi dence have pointed.

The idea of a “leap of faith” (that faith must be irra tional) 
has been promoted by some schools of philosophy and religion. 
If that were true, however, there would be no basis other than 
feelings or intuition for what one believes. As a consequence, 
one could believe or have faith in any thing. As the saying goes, 
“If it works for you, it’s okay”—a senseless idea that denies the 
absoluteness of truth.

By this theory, it is faith that is important rather than the 
object of one’s faith. Never mind what one believes. One has 
to believe in something, so take the leap. It is the believing that 
causes the effect one seeks—a theory that has some temporary 
and limited truth. Yes, believing in the Star Wars Force or that 
God is some kind of magic ge nie who exists to do one’s bidding 
may indeed bring a superficial sense of well-being for a time. 
Eventually, however, that belief will prove to be a delusion, and 
the bubble of euphoria will burst, leaving the person worse off 
than before.

Faith Is a Response to Proven Truth

On the surface it may seem legitimate to reject reason and 
evidence, because God is far beyond our ability to fully com-
prehend and thus beyond any proof we could under stand. 
How could evidence, much less proof, have any part to play in 
one’s faith in God? As we have noted, however, if reason doesn’t 
have some role to play, then one could be lieve in any kind of  
“god”—an idea that is clearly false. One must have some evi-
dence even to believe there is a God. Otherwise, how could the 
idea of God be sustained?
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Thankfully, the evidence is all around us: “The heav ens 
declare the glory of God. . . . For the invisible things of him 
[God] from the creation of the world are clearly seen, being 
understood by the things that are made, even his eternal power 
and Godhead, so that they [all mankind] are without excuse” 
(Psalm 19:1; Romans 1:20). One cannot learn very much of the 
incredible nature of the universe, from the beautiful simplicity 
of the atomic structure of the elements to the incomprehensible 
complexity of a liv ing cell with ten thousand chemical reactions 
going on at once in perfect balance with one another, without 
realiz ing that it couldn’t have happened by chance.

The design of a leaf (and how much more so of the human 
brain) demands an intelligent Designer who Himself is beyond 
our highest thought, or He wouldn’t be capable of creating and 
governing the universe. It is certainly appropriate to observe the 
incredible order in the universe and from such evidence to draw 
the conclu sion that the universe and we ourselves couldn’t have 
happened by chance but must have been designed and created 
by an intelligent Being capable of doing so. Evi dence and reason 
point to God. This is not only legitimate but an essential first 
step in knowing Him.

This God, however, in order to be the Creator and Sustainer 
of the universe must have capabilities that are infinitely beyond 
our capacity to comprehend. Reason can follow the evidence 
only so far and then finds itself beyond its ability to go any 
further. It is at this point that faith takes the next step, a step 
that is beyond the capacity of reason to accompany it but that 
is (and must be) in the direction that reason and the evidence 
have pointed.

The atheist sees the same evidence, and he too takes a step 
of “faith” beyond reason. Sadly, however, in trying to escape the 
consequences of admitting God’s existence and thus his account-
ability to his Cre ator, the atheist takes a “leap of faith” in the 
opposite direction from which reason and the evidence so clearly 
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point. He chooses to deny the evidence, and thus his “faith” is 
totally irrational and therefore not genuine faith at all.

There is much other specific evidence for believing both in 
God and in the Bible as His Word, but we will deal with that 
evidence later.

Beware of Trying to “Force” Yourself to Believe

Question: I have struggled with this thing called “faith” 
all of my life. I want to “believe” in God and the Bible 

but can’t make myself do it. I keep having these nagging 
doubts. What am I supposed to do?

Response: By all means, don’t “make” yourself believe 
in God or the Bible. Let me suggest that you begin 

by facing the logical necessity of God’s existence. Without 
God, nei ther the universe nor we ourselves would exist, and 
there would be no purpose or meaning for anything. The 
Bible begins like this: “In the beginning God created the 
heaven and the earth” (Genesis 1:1). It doesn’t argue God’s 
existence, because that fact is selfevident from the universe 
we see around us and has been implanted by God in every 
per son’s conscience.

The Bible unapologetically declares, “The fool hath said in 
his heart, there is no God” (Psalm 14:1; 53:1). Any thinking 
human being must agree with this pronounce ment. Only a fool 
could believe that the universe came into existence by chance. 
Just one living cell in the human body is, according to Nobel 
Prize winner Linus Pauling, “more complex than New York 
City.” To imagine that life itself (which is a mystery beyond the 
capability of science to fathom) and the incredible complexity 
of matter that sustains life could happen by chance is absurd.
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All the Evidence Points to God

Suppose two survivors of a ship that sank have drifted for 
days in a life raft across the South Pacific and at last are washed 
ashore on an island. Their great hope, of course, is that the 
island is inhabited so they can find food, medical attention, and 
a means of re turning to their distant homes. Pushing their way 
into the jungle, they suddenly come upon an automated factory 
operating full tilt. Though no person is visible, products are 
being manufactured, packaged, and la beled for shipping.

One of the parties exclaims, “Praise God! The island is inhab-
ited! Someone must have made and oversees this factory!”

“You’re crazy,” replies his companion. “You’ve been out in 
the sun too long. There’s absolutely no reason to believe that 
this thing was designed and put together by some intelligent 
being. It just happened by chance over who-knows-how-many 
billions of years.”

The first man looks down at his feet and sees a watch with 
a broken wristband lying in the dirt. Again he ex claims, “Look! 
A watch! This proves the island’s inhabited!”

“You’ve got to be kidding,” retorts his companion. “That 
thing is just a conglomeration of atoms that happened to come 
together in that form by chance plus billions of years of random 
selection.”

No person in his right mind could imagine that a fac tory 
or a watch could just happen by chance. Then how could any 
rational person insist that the universe came into existence by 
chance, much less that the complex life forms on earth did so! A 
single cell in a leaf or in an ani mal’s body is thousands of times 
more complex than the factory and the watch put together. The 
human body consists of trillions of cells, thousands of different 
kinds, all working together in perfect balance. Our top scien-
tists can’t produce a human brain even with all of the com puters 
and technology that exist today. Only God could do so. Chance 
certainly could not!
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Nor does it make sense that God would create man with-
out having a definite purpose for him. Nothing is so frustrating 
to an intelligent person as having no purpose in life. Yet the 
very idea of purpose could not arise by chance, for purpose and 
chance are opposites. There can’t be design without a designer. 
We know, therefore, that God had a purpose for creating us. 
And if so, He must have a way to communicate that purpose.

The Bible claims to be the Word of God to mankind and 
explains God’s purpose and plan. We are not ex pected to believe 
that claim without sufficient evidence, but in fact that claim is 
supported by a vast body of ev idence, much of it held in muse-
ums around the world and so irrefutable that no one capable of 
reading the Bible has any excuse for doubting its claims. We will 
present many such proofs throughout this book.

The major proof of God’s existence that the Bible of fers 
is the fulfillment of hundreds of specific prophecies. In Isaiah 
46:9–10, God says that He will prove His exis tence by telling 
what will happen before it happens. In Isaiah 43:10, God tells 
Israel that she is His witness, both to herself and to the world, 
that He is God. How is that so? Because of the many prophe-
cies God made concern ing Israel that have come to pass: that 
the Jews would be scattered to every nation on earth; that they 
would be hated and persecuted and killed as no other people 
(anti-Semitism); that they would be preserved in spite of a 
thou sand Hitlers trying to exterminate them; that they would 
be brought back to their land in the last days . . . and many 
other prophecies that have clearly been fulfilled and are in the 
process of being fulfilled before our very eyes.

We won’t go into these details here because we have dealt 
thoroughly with prophecy in other books. The point, however, 
is that no one should believe anything without a solid reason for 
doing so, and that the evidence compelling mankind to believe 
in God and the Bible is absolutely overwhelming.
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Given Evidence and Reason, Why Faith?

Question: If evidence and reason are essential parts of 
faith, I don’t see why God should demand faith at all. 

Why not give us the proof of everything? To have to take 
that step of faith seems unreasonable to me.

Response: The answer to your question is dictated by 
our own limitations, not because of some unreason

able demand that God makes. In order for everything to 
be proved and reasoned out for us, we would have to be 
equal to God. Obviously we are not: We are finite and God 
is infinite. We simply don’t have the capacity to understand 
everything about God and His universe. Therefore, we need 
to trust Him when He tells us about things that we cannot 
fully comprehend. That’s where faith comes in.

What we can understand of the universe and of our account-
ability to God from reason and our conscience is sufficient to 
point us in the right direction. Knowing on the basis of the evi-
dence that God exists, we ask Him to reveal Himself to us and 
to show us His will for our lives. We are willing to trust Him in 
whatever He tells us, even though we cannot understand it all. 
We discover (as we shall see) that He has spoken to us in the 
Bible, and very clearly and comprehensively.

Faith Reveals a Universe  
Beyond Human Comprehension

True faith opens to us a knowledge of God and His truth 
that we could not otherwise discover. Such is the value of 
faith in God. Once we know Him and have confi dence that 
we are indeed hearing from Him, then we un derstand His 
truth by believing what He says. As a result, we can know and  
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understand what would otherwise be im possible for us to grasp. 
For example, the Bible declares:

Through faith we understand that the worlds were framed 
by the word of God, so that things which are seen were not 
made of things which do appear. (Hebrews 11:3)

These words, penned nearly two thousand years ago, 
clearly tell us that the universe was made out of an in visible 
substance. No one at that time nor during the many centuries 
that followed had the scientific knowl edge to provide the evi-
dence to support this statement. The proof had to wait until 
modern science had caught up with what the Bible had said 
1,800 years earlier. 

Today we know that the entire universe is composed of 
an invisible substance called energy. In spite of the brilliant 
advance ments of science, however, though we know much 
about energy, we still don’t know exactly what it is. Yet by faith 
the believer knew all he needed to know: that God spoke the 
universe into existence by His infinite power and that He made 
it out of something that is invisible.

That these words are found in the Bible is one of many 
reasons to believe it rather than any of the other scriptures that 
are sacred to the world’s many reli gions. By contrast, those 
scriptures, far from containing statements that science can only 
confirm and never re fute (as is the case with the Bible), contain 
numerous ridiculous ideas that reflect the level of understand-
ing of mankind at the time and of the culture when and where 
they were written.

It was once believed that the earth was flat and was sup-
ported on the back of a tortoise floating in a sea. The Greeks 
thought that Atlas, a giant, held the universe in his arms. The 
Egyptian account of creation involved gods (such as the sun god, 
which was born on a flower), some of whom were part animal 
and part human. Plato thought the world was a living being and 
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that earth quakes were caused when it shook itself. The Bible, 
though written in the same time period and by men who lived 
in these same cultures, is completely free of such myths. Even 
the Qur’an, of far more recent origin, con tains Arabian myths. 
As it has often been pointed out:

The Bible is the only ancient book that is accu rate in all 
scientific details. Other ancient holy books from the East 
include legends and errors too child ish for consideration. 
Even comparatively modern books like the Koran abound 
in historical and chronological blunders.10

There are many other reasons for believing that the Bible 
is, as it claims to be, God’s infallible Word. We will consider 
them in the following pages in response to numerous other 
questions.

Is Faith a Power of the Mind?

Question: One of my favorite books has been The 
Power of Positive Thinking. In it, the author says 

that “pos itive thinking” is just another word for “faith.” 
I notice that his chief disciple says much the same thing: 
that “faith” is what he calls “possibility thinking.” He has 
called Jesus Christ “the greatest possibility thinker of all 
time.” Something about that bothers me, but I don’t know 
why. Can you explain?

Response: We have already noted that Jesus said, “Have 
faith in God” (Mark 11:22), and that faith can only 

be in God because He alone is worthy of complete trust. 
Yet an atheist can teach “Positive Thinking” seminars, and 
many atheists do so. Obviously, then, positive thinking has 
noth ing to do with faith. It is, in fact, the exact opposite 
of faith.
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The theory of positive thinking is that one’s thoughts, 
whether “positive” or “negative,” influence one’s own body 
and personality and thus health. Moreover, one’s thoughts are 
believed even to influence other people and the world around. 
Thus success or failure is allegedly created by the power of one’s 
mind. This is actually an ancient occult belief, which its mod-
ern proponents claim works through some mysterious psychic 
power that we all possess but have to learn to use.

Faith, on the other hand, is placed in God and His 
om nipotence, not in the alleged power of one’s own mind, 
whether conscious or unconscious. What a difference! For 
positive thinking, it doesn’t matter whether God is real or not; 
what matters is one’s belief.  Thus, “God” is turned into a pla-
cebo that activates belief. One could believe in some cosmic 
energy source or anything else. All that matters is simply that 
one believes. It is the power of belief that sup posedly causes the 
desired effect What triggers this belief is unimportant. Clearly, 
then, whoever confuses posi tive/possibility thinking with faith 
has turned from God and His truth and power and has been 
badly deceived in both temporal and eternal issues.

An Inescapable and Vital Choice

Here is the choice we face: Either we trust in the power of a 
firmly held belief activating some mysterious psychic power of 
the mind, or else we trust in God and His infinite power, which 
is obviously demonstrated everywhere in the universe. Only a 
fool would choose the power of the mind over the power of 
God. True faith looks to God to do that which neither one’s 
mind (conscious or unconscious) nor talents nor efforts could 
accomplish.

An important element of faith, therefore, is submis sion to 
God’s will. Faith could hardly be expected to be lieve that God 
would do what is contrary to His will, nor would faith desire 
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Him to do so. Faith trusts God to fulfill His Word and to effect 
His will in one’s life.

Here is another error: Many religious people try to use 
“faith” to cause God to put their will into effect. Many people 
think of prayer as a religious technique for getting their own 
way. They set their sights on what they want and then use prayer 
as a means of trying to talk God into making it work out for 
them. And if someone comes along offering a seminar on tech-
niques for getting prayers “answered” (such as visualizing what 
one is pray ing for, or speaking forth with confidence that one 
has al ready obtained what one is praying for, etc.), people will 
sign up by the millions to learn how to get their own way.

By His example, Jesus made it clear that no one has even 
begun to pray until he can first say from his heart to God, “Not 
my will but thine be done” (Luke 22:42). Paul exemplified the 
same truth. He had an affliction that he referred to as his “thorn 
in the flesh” and from which he asked Christ to deliver him:

For this thing I besought the Lord thrice that it might 
depart from me. And he said unto me, My grace is suffi-
cient for thee, for my strength is made perfect in weakness. 
Most gladly therefore will I rather glory in my infirmities 
[weaknesses], that the power of Christ may rest upon me. 
(2 Corinthians 12:8–9)

No one can have faith in God—that is, absolute and 
to tal trust in Him—without knowing Him. And if one truly 
knows God, then one sincerely wants God’s will rather than 
one’s own will. Obviously, God is wiser than any mere human. 
Furthermore, He has proved that He loves us. Then doesn’t it 
make sense, rather than trying to get one’s own finite and fal-
lible will to be done, to trust God’s infinite wisdom and love 
to effect what is best in one’s life? That is true “faith in God.” 
Nothing else makes sense.
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Confronting Lenin’s Dilemma

Question: Obviously, the whole idea of faith in God 
was invented by religious leaders in order to deceive 

and enslave their followers. That’s one thing all religions 
have in common: an elite class of clergy who get the people 
to believe in some mythical God and then pretend to be 
the gobetweens to this God to hold the people in their 
power—and charge them plenty for it!

Response: That was Lenin’s theory. He was also a 
materialist. Nothing existed for Lenin except the 

physical world, and the only way to know about that world 
was to come in contact with it. In agreement with Freud, 
Lenin believed that man was a stimulusresponse mech anism 
without spirit or soul, just a lump of protein molecules wired 
with nerves. Man’s behavior was learned from experience 
and could therefore be repro grammed through “behavior 
modification,” a polite word for “brainwashing,” which the 
Communists devel oped to a fine art—except that it only 
worked by de stroying the person.

Of course, there was no room for God in such a the ory, and 
that was precisely what created problems for Lenin when he 
dared to think about it. Man can only know about that which 
exists in the physical realm. Ani mals don’t have gods, so why 
should man, in the evolu tionary process, have ever developed 
such a fantasy?

Since man is a stimulus-response mechanism, ac cording to 
this theory, he can only know of that which stimulates him. He 
touches something hot or cold and learns of “hot” and “cold.” 
He touches something hard or he is hit by something hard and 
he learns about “hard.” All he can know of anything is what 
he has experienced: the stimulus from the physical world and 
his instinctive response inherited through millions of years of 
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evolution and then modified and reprogrammed by his own 
experience. Even science has no other source of knowledge.

Man can’t even think or fantasize about something that 
doesn’t exist in the physical world, according to this theory. Of 
course, with the help of a little alcohol, he can have visions of 
pink elephants, but pink exists and so do elephants. He could 
dream of “paradise” or “heaven,” but it would always conform 
to his experience: the “happy hunting ground” of the American 
Indian or a land of lux ury for Pharaohs, evidenced by the bows 
and arrows or robes and jewelry buried with the dead.

What “Stimulus” Caused the Response,  
“God,” in Human Minds?

The theory seemed consistent and could be demon strated 
by challenging doubters to visualize a new prime color for the 
rainbow. No one could. Obviously, then, nothing exists but the 
material world, and no one can even conceive of anything that 
doesn’t exist and that he hasn’t experienced. There was only one 
flaw: Foolish people have this fantasy about God. Where did 
that come from?

Those despicable clergy must have invented “God” and have 
ever since been filling the minds of the com mon people with this 
delusion in order to keep them in bondage. Communism would 
set them free from this opiate of the people! Yes, but where did 
the clergy get this idea, if no one can think of anything that 
doesn’t ex ist? What was the “stimulus” that caused this “God-
re sponse”? There’s the rub. By Lenin’s own theory, God had to 
exist or no one would have ever dreamed up the idea.

Isn’t it interesting that in contrast to the philosophers who 
have been trying to develop proofs for the existence of God for 
centuries, the Bible doesn’t waste its time in that manner? The 
Bible is the one Book where one would certainly expect to see 
many complex arguments pre sented for God’s existence, yet not 
one is given!
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Surely, that very fact says something important about the 
Bible and about God: He has already made contact with every 
person in his or her conscience. Everyone knows that God exists, 
and that includes you. So the Bible doesn’t even ar gue about the 
issue, because the very fact that all of mankind has this concept 
says that He exists.





If we must worship a power greater than ourselves, does 
it not make sense to revere the Sun and stars?

—CArL sAGAn1

The only difference between Pantheism and Atheism is 
in the use of the word God. The Atheist affirms that all 
existence is one; he affirms the universality of law; he 
affirms natural morality equally with the Pantheist.

—sAmueL P. PuTnAm,  
nIneTeenTH-CenTury ATHeIsT LeAder2
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d2
Who is God?

“A Higher Power by Whatever Name”?

Question: Why are Christians so adamantly opposed to 
the many other concepts of God that are honored in 

other religions? I agree with what Vice President Al Gore 
said at the 1993 Presidential Prayer Breakfast in Wash
ington D.C.: “Faith in God, reliance upon a Higher Power, 
by whatever name, is in my view essential.” Think of the 
unity there could be if religions would stop quar reling and 
honor all concepts of God in an openminded and brotherly 
fashion!

Response: Yes, think of the unity there could be if we 
would all agree that two plus two equals five—but that 

wouldn’t make it so. A “Higher Power”? How high? Higher 
than what? And what does this mean?

With all due respect to you and the Vice President, what 
you both propose is completely irrational. Fur thermore, you 
aren’t being “open-minded and broth erly,” as you think you 



I n  D e f e n s e  o f  T h e  f a I T h  —  V o l u m e  o n e

— 36 —

are. By insisting upon the acceptance of any “Higher Power” 
and thus any god, you thereby refuse to honor the one true 
God or even to admit His existence.

This very fallacy was exposed in Alan Bloom’s book The 
Closing of the American Mind. Bloom pointed out that “open-
ness” has become the new fad in America, espe cially in education. 
Every idea must be respected, noth ing can be wrong, and no 
one should be “put down” by suggesting that someone might 
be in error. He ex plained that Americans have in fact become 
so open to everything that they have become closed to the idea 
that something might be right and something else wrong. The 
closing of the American mind . . . by openness! In much the same 
way, you and the Vice President have become so open to every 
god that you are closed to the possibility that there just might 
be one true God and all the others false.

Some Practical Considerations

Let’s put your proposal on a practical level. How would you 
like it if everyone denied your unique indi viduality and specific 
personal identity and looked upon you as simply a represen-
tative of the general concept of humanness? Would you like 
being confused with a mur derer, rapist, cheat, thief, or some 
other criminal simply because each one of them also represents 
humanness? And what would you think if, to justify this trav-
esty, it was said that “any human” will do? Why not, if “any 
Higher Power” will do?

There could hardly be any greater insult than such a denial 
of the truth about you as a unique person! You have definite 
qualities and traits that distinguish you from all other persons 
who have ever existed or will ever exist on this earth. You are 
an individual and not to be confused with anyone else. To deny 
your individuality would be to deny your very existence.

Suppose that your wife or husband and your chil dren and 
friends felt no personal relationship with you but simply looked 
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upon you as some kind of generic representation of human-
ness. Suppose your husband or wife cared not whether it was 
you or some other form of humanness sharing their home and 
intimacies of the husband-wife relationship! After all, such a 
relationship need not be with a particular person but merely 
with any person—just as any “Higher Power, by whatever name” 
is good enough. Let’s not be narrow-minded!

Is it not an even greater farce to suggest that God’s personal 
qualities and attributes, which separate Him by an impassable 
gulf from His creation and all beings in it, are meaningless? 
What a travesty to say that “any Higher Power,” “any god,” will 
do! How dare you say that God’s love for you means nothing but 
that you would be just as happy worshiping and trusting and 
loving some cos mic energy source or an idol or even the devil!

To Create the Universe Requires Definite Qualities

The fact is that no thinking person can embrace just “any 
god” as the Creator of this universe—and there must be a Creator. 
The logic of our own existence and the incredible design and 
structure of the universe around us force us to certain conclu-
sions about God. Based upon such conclusions we must reject 
any concept of God that violates these requirements. It isn’t true 
that “any god” will do. And no “power,” no matter how “high,” 
could create the universe and mankind in it. Only a personal 
God of infinite power, wisdom, and love could do so.

Certainly, no one could reasonably attribute the cre ation 
of this universe to some idol made by human hands out of clay 
or wood or stone! Much less could an idol create mankind. 
Nor could any idol love us or be worthy of our love. Nor could 
any idol set the standards of good and evil that we each recog-
nize have been placed in our consciences. Who could possibly 
believe that an idol, which itself was made by human hands 
and has to be carried about, had any power at all to do either 
good or evil?
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Yet the majority of mankind down through history has 
trusted in idols. Even in today’s supposedly modern world, with 
radio and television widely publicizing the amazing advance-
ments of science, several billion people still worship idols. Nor 
is this true only in Africa, Asia, and South America. Multitudes 
in the modern cities of North America and Europe as well trust 
in and worship actual physical idols. Such misplaced trust leads 
to spiri tual darkness and bondage.

Mankind will be judged for such folly, and justly so. The 
very conscience and intelligence that God has given us contra-
dict such superstitious madness. The Bible points out the folly 
of trusting in idols:

Their idols are silver and gold, the work of men’s hands. 
They have mouths, but they speak not; eyes have they, but 
they see not: they have ears, but they hear not; noses they 
have, but they smell not; they have hands, but they handle 
not; feet they have, but they walk not; neither speak they 
through their throat. They that make them are like unto 
them; so is everyone that trusteth in them. (Psalm 115:4–
8)

Yet one must include idols and every other concept of “god” 
as equally valid if “any Higher Power” will do. If not, then where 
does one draw the line? When he gath ered snake worshipers, 
fire worshipers, spiritists, ani mists, and witch doctors—along 
with Hindus, Buddhists, and Muslims—at Assisi, Italy, to pray 
for peace, Pope John Paul II made the astonishing statement 
that they were all praying to the same God!3 Obviously, there 
are innumer able false gods and false religions, and the Bible 
de nounces every one of these because they seduce mankind 
from knowing and obeying the one true God.
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Who Is “Allah”?

Question: “Allah,” contrary to what you have written 
in A Cup of Trembling, Judgment Day!, and elsewhere, 

is the one true God of the Bible. This is proved by the fact 
that the Hausa transla tion of the Bible in northern Nigeria, 
where there are many Muslims, uses Allah as a designation 
for the true God of Abraham, Isaac, and Israel, Jehovah of 
the Old Testament, and the God and Father of our Lord 
Jesus Christ. What bet ter way could we encourage Muslims 
to believe the Bible?

Response: Unfortunately, this is a common error that is 
found in Arabic translations of the Bible as well, which 

are used in some Muslim countries. It is a serious mis take. 
Far from helping Muslims, it leaves them trusting their false 
god, Allah. Identifying Allah as Jehovah has caused a great 
deal of confusion and harm.

One of the major promoters of this delusion is the Roman 
Catholic Church. The Vatican imagines that the difference 
between the God of Christianity and the Mus lim’s Allah can 
be swept under an ecumenical rug. For example, The Canons 
and Decrees of Vatican II declare that Allah is the “Creator . . . 
the one, merciful God, mankind’s judge”—in other words, the 
one true God of the Bible.4 Yet nothing could be further from 
the truth.

The Moon God of Muhammad’s Tribe

Allah is not the generic Arabic word for God but the name 
of a particular god among many deities tradition ally honored 
in ancient times by the nomadic tribes in Arabia. Allah was the 
chief god among the approxi mately 360 idols in the Ka’aba in 
Mecca. In that pagan idol temple, still standing in Mecca today 
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but now the focus of Muslim worship, there was a deity to suit 
each of the thousands of travelers passing through in the trade 
caravans.

Allah is a contraction of al-Ilah, the name of the moon god 
of the local Quraish, Muhammad’s tribe, which they had wor-
shiped with animal and human sacrifices for centuries before 
Islam was invented. Ibn Ishaq, Muhammad’s earliest biogra-
pher, tells how Muhammad’s grandfather was about to sacrifice 
one of his sons, Ab dullah (who would later become the prophet 
Muhammad’s father), when a sorceress persuaded him to sacri-
fice a camel instead.

The name of Muhammad’s father, Abdullah, is a con traction 
of Abd ul Allah, which means “servant of Allah.” It is a historic 
fact that Allah was worshiped long before Muhammad was born. 
When Muhammad rejected polytheism, he took the name of his 
own tribe’s traditional deity, the moon god, as the designation 
for the one God of Islam, his allegedly new religion.

Pagan Practices Continue in Islam Today

In fact, much of Islam is a carryover of primitive tribal laws 
and customs already in existence in Muhammad’s day. Even the 
holy month of Ramadan had long been es tablished.5 Nor can 
Muslims deny that for centuries before Muhammad, Allah had 
been one of the many pagan deities (such as Baal or Molech) 
whom the God of the Bible, Jehovah, had forbidden His peo-
ple, the Israelites, to worship. Surely Allah and Jehovah are not 
the same!

Allah’s symbol was the crescent moon, which Muhammad 
also carried over into Islam. This symbol is still seen on mosques, 
minarets, shrines, and Arab flags. When he conquered Mecca, 
after breaking on a pretext the peace treaty he had made with 
the leaders of that city, Muhammad smashed the idols in the 
Ka’aba, including Allah, and began preaching against idolatry. 
Neverthe less, the new self-proclaimed prophet kept the idol 
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temple and retained the pagan ritual (long an integral part of 
the worship of the idols) of kissing the black stone, which had 
for centuries been embedded in the southeast corner of the 
Ka’aba, “five feet from the ground, just right for kissing,” as 
historian Will Durant points out.6

That stone, actually of “dark red material, oval in shape, 
some seven inches in diameter,”7 remains in its centuries-old 
position to this day and must still be kissed by Muslims on 
their required pilgrimage to Mecca as part of the allegedly new 
religion of Islam. It would seem that Muhammad kept the 
black stone as well as the god Allah (without its image) as a 
partial concession in order to preserve something of familiarity 
to the Arabs.

Deceptive and Grievous Confusion

Bible translators, by using “Allah” for God, far from be ing 
helpful, have succeeded instead in creating confu sion. Allah 
is no mere linguistic designation for God, as Dios in Spanish 
or Dieu in French. Allah is the name of an ancient pagan idol 
adopted as the god of Islam. If Allah were merely the generic 
Arabic word for God, then Mus lims would not hesitate to use 
the word for God in each language into which the Qur’an has 
been translated. In stead, they insist that Allah must be used in 
every lan guage. It would be blasphemy to call the Muslim’s god 
anything else. And blasphemy against Allah carries the death 
penalty in Pakistan and elsewhere.

The God of Israel, too, has a name, YHWH, now pro-
nounced Jehovah but anciently as Yahweh or Yahweh. Most 
Christians are unaware of God’s name because the Old Testament 
substitutes Lord for YHWH. God told Moses, “By my name 
YHWH was I not known to them” (Exodus 6:3); and at the 
burning bush God explained the meaning of His name: “I AM 
THAT I AM” (Exodus 3:13–14). YHWH means not just one 
who is, but the self-existent One who is in and of Himself.
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Contrasting “Allah” and “Yahweh”

That Allah is not the God of the Bible is very clear for a num-
ber of other reasons. His very character and char acteristics are the 
opposite of the biblical God’s. The Qur’an says that Allah is not 
a father, has no son (though he had three daughters, Al-Uzza, al-
Lat, and Manah, repre sented among the idols in the Ka’aba), and 
is not a triune being but a single and unknowable entity. Allah 
destroys rather than saves sinners, has compassion on only the 
righteous, does not deal in grace but only rewards good deeds, 
and has no just and righteous way to redeem the lost, as does the 
God of the Bible. That Allah should be come a man to die for the 
sins of the world would be heresy to a Muslim. It is very clear 
from what the Qur’an and the Hadith (Islamic tradition) teach 
about him that Allah is not the God of the Bible.

In contrast, the God of the Bible is love, an impossibil ity for 
Allah. As a single entity, Allah is incomplete: He was lonely and 
could not love or fellowship until other en tities came into exis-
tence. Not so with YHWH or Jehovah. YHWH is three Persons 
in One: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, complete in perfection 
and in need of no others to love and fellowship with (“the Father 
loves the Son,” there is communion within the Godhead, etc.). 
Only of this God could it be said that He is love in Himself.

Allah could never say, “Let us make man in our image” 
(Genesis 1:26). The Muslim scholar has no ex planation for 
this expression, which is even found in the Qur’an’s paraphrase 
of this Bible verse. We could point out other reasons, but this 
should be enough to show that to use the name Allah for the 
God of the Bible in the Hausa translation or in any other 
transla tion is a grave error!



W h o  I s  G o D ?

— 43 —

Contradictory Concepts of God—Which Is Correct?

Question: The oldest and most popular concepts of 
God are either pantheism, the belief that everything 

[i.e. the universe] is God, or polytheism, the belief that 
there are many gods. Why couldn’t either or both of these 
be true? Why is the Bible so adamant against these beliefs, 
and why does it so severely condemn what it calls the pa
gans who have sincerely held these beliefs for thousands of 
years, certainly long before Jesus Christ came along?

Response: Pantheism is really the same as atheism. 
Obviously, if everything is God, then nothing is God, 

be cause the very term has lost any meaning. Pantheism 
leads to numerous contradictions: God would be the 
emptiness of a vacuum as well as the substance of matter; 
He would be sickness as well as health, death as well as 
life, evil as well as good. Furthermore, if the universe it
self is God, then there is no outside reference point from 
which the universe can be evaluated and given purpose 
and significance. Nor is there any hope of changing its 
downward course or that of mankind.

Nothing has meaning or value in and of itself but only 
as some personal being has use for it and values it. This is a 
universal truth that holds equally for everything. A car has no 
meaning in itself, no purpose unless there is some one to drive 
it. The most costly diamond ring has no value unless there is 
someone who wants to buy and own and wear it, and so on. 
Obviously, what is true of every part of the universe is equally 
true of the whole.

According to the second law of thermodynamics (the law of 
entropy), this universe is running down like a clock. Left to itself 
and without some outside Intelli gence of infinite power rescu-
ing the universe from its certain doom, all of man’s personal  
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and corporate dreams and schemes will one day be like sand 
castles washed out into a cosmic ocean of nothingness. The 
en tire universe will be approaching absolute zero, and all will be 
as though it had never been. What kind of god is this? Without 
a Creator who had an eternal purpose for His creation and 
who is able to reach in from outside (not with reincarnation 
or evolution but with resurrection and new creation), neither 
the universe nor man in it could have any ultimate meaning. 
Pantheism can offer only meaninglessness, hopelessness, and 
ultimate despair.

There is a neopantheism in the world of academia to day 
called ecotheology. It is the old pantheism but now held by some 
highly educated people. One of its advo cates, Georgetown 
University professor Victor Ferkiss, says it “starts with the prem-
ise that the Universe is God.” Like many other ecologists today, 
Ferkiss seems to think that the pantheistic worship of nature will 
“prevent the environmental exploitation of the Universe.”8

Neo-Paganism and the Return to Nature

One can’t worship both the creation and the Creator; and 
the Bible says there are serious consequences that come from 
worshiping the creation instead of the Creator (Romans 1:18–
32). One’s conscience becomes dull, and mankind falls prey to 
all kinds of evil and cruel behavior because there are no morals 
in nature. Try to find a com passionate lion or an honest eagle—
or a sympathetic hurricane.

Historian/philosopher Herbert Schlossberg reminds us, 
“Animals do not act morally or immorally; they only act natu-
rally. A system of ethics that says human beings ought to base 
their behavior on nature therefore justifies any behavior, because 
nature knows no ethic.”9 Nobelist Sir John Eccles agrees:

The concepts of injustice, unfairness . . . the obli gations 
to honor, to respect . . . are intelligible only within a moral 
context and to moral beings.
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In the mindless universe of mere nature . . . there is 
neither justice nor mercy, neither liberty nor fair ness. There 
are only facts.10

The temptation to worship the universe seems to be virtually 
an occupational hazard for atheistic scientists. Their arguments 
against God often betray an almost-subconscious adoption of 
pantheism both as an excuse for denying the infinite Creator (to 
whom man would otherwise be accountable) and an attempt 
to find some other basis for purpose and meaning. Consider 
these words in the frontispiece of a huge (more than 800 pages) 
compendium of atheism titled 400 Years of Freethought and 
published in 1894: “Yet I doubt not thro’ the ages one increas-
ing purpose runs, and the thoughts of men are widened with 
the powers of the suns.”11

The cornerstone of Freethought is explained in the book as 
the rejection of “all authority” and “the conquest of nature.”12 

Whence then this “purpose,” what are the purposeful “powers 
of the suns,” and what part could they play in widening the 
thoughts of men? The contra diction is almost humorous, but 
what option does the atheist have in attempting to repress his 
innate recogni tion that purpose and meaning exist? He is forced 
to at tribute something of the sort to nature itself.

Carl Sagan, a modern atheist, becomes very reverent and 
worshipful in the presence of the Cosmos, which he credits 
with having spawned us and all life. As quoted at the beginning 
of this chapter, he says it makes sense to reverence the sun and 
moon. Reverence the sun and moon? On what basis? And how is 
that different from bowing down to a piece of wood or stone as 
one’s god? What could the sun or moon have to do with morals, 
with pur pose and meaning, with love and beauty?
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The Folly of Polytheism

As for polytheism, if there is more than one god, then who 
is in charge? The many gods of polytheism fight wars and steal 
one another’s wives, with no one to set the standard and call the 
universe to account. There is no basis for morals, truth, or peace 
in heaven, nor therefore could there be on earth.

If one God is stronger or has more authority than the oth-
ers, then none of the rest of the gods can really be God, so we 
are back to monotheism. As the Bible says:

Among the gods there is none like unto thee, O Lord; nei-
ther are there any works like unto thy works. . . . For thou 
art great, and doest wondrous things: thou art God alone. 
(Psalm 86:8, 10)

If there are many gods, to which god should one pray? To 
one’s favorite god? On what basis has a partic ular god become 
one’s favorite? Is it because it was once prayed to and seemed to 
provide an answer? How can there be any assurance that a par-
ticular god can do what is asked? It is like praying to the various 
saints. Yet Saint Christopher, the patron saint of the travelers to 
whom millions looked for protection, has lately been removed 
from the Catholic pantheon. It is now admitted by the Church 
hierarchy that Christopher was a myth and that any power he 
seemed to have wielded on behalf of his devotees was obviously 
a delusion.

So it is with all the gods of the world’s many reli gions. In 
fact, they are worse than myths; they are repre sentatives of Satan 
and his minions. Behind each idol is a demon using it to draw 
people away from the true God, as Paul states: “The things 
which the Gentiles [pagans] sacrifice [to their gods] they sac-
rifice to devils and not to God; and I would not that ye should 
have fellowship with devils. Ye cannot drink the cup of the Lord 
and the cup of devils; ye cannot be partakers of the Lord’s table 
and of the table of devils” (1 Corinthians 10:20–21).
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There is no compromise with God because at stake is the 
eternal destiny of every person who has ever lived or will ever 
live. Suppose a certain man convinces a large group of people to 
give him their possessions and to fol low him to what he prom-
ises will be a veritable paradise on earth—and instead he leads 
them into a swamp where they are all swallowed up in quick-
sand. Should he not be prosecuted as a liar and murderer? How 
much more serious is it to promote false gods and to sell tickets 
to heaven that actually take people to hell!

Knowing God

Question: I would like to know God, and I have asked 
Him to reveal Himself to me, but nothing happens. 

No lights have gone on, no messages in the sky, no sudden 
revelation. It seems to me that if God really existed He 
would want us to believe in Him and He would therefore 
do something tangible to let us know He exists. Is it wrong 
to ask for some unmistakable evidence of God’s existence?

Response: No, and the evidence is all around you—
more than you need. The kind of evidence you seem to 

be hoping for, however, wouldn’t help at all. Suppose some 
message with your name in it suddenly appeared in the sky. 
How would you know that God put it there? Suppose right 
now you heard an audible voice saying loudly, “I am God! 
Worship me!” What would that tell you about God—and 
how would you know He had actually spoken?

In fact, God has spoken to you. The design of the universe is 
a message from God telling you of His exis tence as Creator and 
of His infinite wisdom and power. Those things that you value 
most highly and that you know in your heart make life worth-
while—love, joy, peace, moral purity, goodness, truthfulness, 
justice, kindness—tell you of God’s character. Your conscience 
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tells you that you are morally accountable to God, that you have 
violated His laws and have fallen short of His perfect standard. 
Your conscience also tells you that there is no way you can make 
up for having broken God’s laws. You can’t buy Him off with 
sacrifice, prayers, good deeds, or ritual.

Suppose you got a speeding ticket. Would you waste your 
time telling the judge that you’ve driven that stretch of highway 
within the speed limit more often than above it? Would he let 
you off under the theory that your “good deeds outweigh the 
bad”? You know that won’t work with an earthly judge, and it 
certainly won’t work with God.

Would you tell him that if he lets you off this time you will 
never break the law again? You know what the judge would say: 
“If you never break the law again, you’re only doing what the 
law requires. You get no extra credit for that. It doesn’t make 
up for hav ing broken the law in the past. The penalty will have 
to be paid as the law prescribes it.” You know it’s the same way 
with God.

The Witness of Conscience

Your conscience tells you that the only way you could pos-
sibly escape the severe penalty that God’s infinite justice must 
demand for having broken His laws would be if He forgives 
you. And you know He can’t just wipe the slate clean for no rea-
son. For one thing, that would hardly encourage you to improve 
your behavior. Furthermore, it would violate His own law. He 
must have some way of paying the penalty Himself—a penalty 
you can’t pay—so that you can be forgiven by His grace.

You don’t know what that method may be, but you know 
that a God of perfect love and perfect justice would somehow 
provide it. If there is an explanation of this good news, it would 
surely be in the Bible. In fact, God has explained it all in those 
pages. Have you seriously studied the Bible and checked out the 
evidence that shows it is God’s infallible Word?
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There is more than sufficient historic, archaeological, and 
scientific evidence to prove that the Bible is God’s infallible 
Word. In fact, in this volume alone we provide overwhelming 
evidence of that fact. But you don’t really need it. That kind of 
proof is like icing on the cake. If you just read the Bible with 
an open heart and mind, you will know that God is speaking to 
your heart as only He can speak.

I recommend that you begin with the Gospel of John and 
continue through Acts and Romans, then read those three 
books again. God has promised in His Word: “Ye shall seek me 
and find me when ye shall search for me with all your heart” 
(Jeremiah 29:13). That is a promise you can count on! Seek 
God with all your heart and put Him to the test by looking in 
the Bible for the revelation of Himself!

Must I Believe God Exists Before I Seek Him?

Question: In my daily Bible reading, I came across 
a verse that really puzzles me: “Without faith it is 

impossible to please him [God]; for he that cometh to God 
must believe that he is, and that he is a rewarder of them 
that diligently seek him” (Hebrews 11:6). Rather than God 
revealing Him self to a seeking heart, it sounds as though 
one must already believe in God before seeking Him. How 
can that be the case?

Response: Would someone seek God if he didn’t already 
believe He existed? It would be a waste of time. In fact, 

everyone, including you, knows that God exists.

The true story is told of a London street preacher who 
announced to his audience that every atheist was a fool because 
the Bible said so. A well-known atheist in the crowd shouted 
back at him that it was a slanderous in sult, which he took 
personally, and that he would sue the preacher for damages.  
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The preacher responded, “It’s not slander to tell the truth.”
The atheist countered, “And it’s not truth unless you can 

prove it! You’ll have to prove in court that I’m a fool, or I’ll take 
every pound you’ve got!”

“I don’t have to go to court to prove it,” said the preacher 
calmly. “You say you’re an atheist?”

“Yes, and not just a casual one. I’ve spent my life proving 
God doesn’t exist. It’s a pernicious myth!”

“Spent your life proving God doesn’t exist, have you?” 
replied the preacher. “Tell me this: if a man who spends his life 
fighting against something that doesn’t exist isn’t a fool, who 
is?”

Likewise, one would have to be a fool to spend any time 
at all seeking to know a God without being convinced that He 
exists. God expects every person, as the first step in knowing 
Him, to admit the obvious fact that He exists. Fur thermore, 
God expects each person coming to Him to have a proper con-
cept of who He is. He won’t honor prayers to an idol or to 
some “force” or “higher power.” Each person is accountable on 
the basis of the evidence to come to a proper understanding of 
God and not to be seeking some false god. God also requires 
that those who come to Him truly believe that He is not a God 
of caprice or trickery but a God who “rewards those who dili-
gently seek Him.”

What “God” Do You Seek?

What is it that any sincere seeker should already have con-
cluded about the God he wants to know? Reason and evidence 
dictate the following: To create the universe, God must be all-
powerful (omnipotent) and all-knowing (om niscient) and in 
touch with every part of the universe at once (omnipresent). 
He would have to be at least as per sonal a Being as we are in 
order to create us. He would need to perfectly embody all that 
we recognize as the highest qualities to which mankind could 
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aspire—love, truth, justice, patience, kindness, compassion, 
etc.—or there would be no explanation for our admiration 
of such attributes. Furthermore, He would have to know the 
fu ture consequences of every action in His universe. Other-
wise, He could make some terrible blunders. And of course He 
must have existed eternally as God. He certainly couldn’t have 
evolved or developed out of something or someone that was 
less than God.

The true God must also be able to create everything out of 
nothing and not just build or manufacture His uni verse out of 
materials already available. Not energy, not matter, not gravity 
or electricity, but God alone must be self-existent in order to be 
the cause of all. Finally, He must be perfectly good and just, or 
there would be no ex planation for the common recognition of 
right and wrong written in the conscience of all mankind all 
over this earth. These are the minimum qualifications of the 
true God, without which we couldn’t trust and worship and 
love Him.

Although we can understand the necessity of the above 
abilities, it is also completely beyond our capacity to compre-
hend such a Being: a God who has always ex isted and thus is 
without beginning or end; who not only created everything out 
of nothing but in order not to lose control of His creation must 
know where every sub atomic particle in every atom ever was or 
ever will be; who must also know what every person who ever 
lived or ever will live has ever thought or ever will think or say 
or do, etc. Obviously, such a God is beyond our ability to fully 
comprehend.

At the same time that God is beyond our compre hension, 
however, we have seen that both reason and evidence demand 
such a God as the only explanation for our own existence and 
that of the universe around us. To deny this God, though He 
is incomprehensible, would fly in the face of reason and com-
mon sense. It is both im possible and unreasonable for there to 
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have been a time when nothing existed and to have everything, 
including God, somehow arise out of that void of nothingness. 
It is totally unreasonable to suggest that life and intelligence 
sprang unaided from dead, empty space and thereafter evolved 
by chance.

Having come to these conclusions about God on the basis 
of the evidence all around him and in his own con science, the 
seeker is now in a position to cry out to this true God to reveal 
Himself. The precise steps and cir cumstances and inner convic-
tions through which God will reveal Himself vary with each 
individual. It is through His Word, however, that the fullest and 
clearest revelation of God comes. And in this Word, God has 
re vealed Himself in Jesus Christ, who declared, “He that hath 
seen me hath seen the Father” (John 14:9).

Jesus also said, “No man cometh unto the Father but by me” 
(John 14:6). Whoever wants to know God must get to know 
Jesus. He is revealed in God’s Word, and He reveals Himself 
to those who open their hearts to Him. As He said, “Behold, 
I stand at the door [of ev ery human heart] and knock; if any 
man hear my voice and open the door, I will come in to him” 
(Revela tion 3:20).

Was Jesus Christ Really God?

Question: Our adult Bible class teacher says Jesus was 
half God and half man. He insists that God can only 

act in response to our prayers and that when the one prayed 
for isn’t healed it’s because there hasn’t been enough prayer 
and fasting. Are these ideas biblical?

Response: No. Until evidence to the contrary arises, 
however, let’s give the teacher the benefit of the doubt 

and assume that he believes what is right but is having 
difficulty expressing it. Yes, God is Jesus’ Father and Mary is 
His mother, but that doesn’t make Him half God and half 
man. That error is similar to the Roman Catholic teaching 
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that Mary is “the mother of God.” Jesus existed as God from 
all eternity and thus eons before Mary was born. Obviously, 
then, she is not the mother of Jesus as God but only of the 
human body by which He was born into this world.

Mary was a virgin when Jesus was born. Conse quently, as 
the Bible tells us, the baby she gave birth to was conceived by 
no man but by the Holy Spirit. It is impossible for us to under-
stand fully what that means, but we know what it doesn’t mean. 
The virgin birth is not like having an Irish father and French 
mother and thus being half Irish and half French.

Jesus is fully God and fully man: “God manifest in the 
flesh” (1 Timothy 3:16), not half God manifest in half flesh. 
The same verse calls this a “great . . . mystery.” Isa iah called the 
virgin-born child “Emmanuel,” which means “God [not half 
God] with us” (Isaiah 7:14; cf. Matthew 1:23) and “the mighty 
God [not half-God], the everlasting Father” (Isaiah 9:6). If this 
were not the case, Jesus could not be our Savior.

Throughout the Old Testament God says that He is the 
only Savior (Isaiah 43:11; 45:15, 21; Hosea 13:4). Obvi ously, 
this must be true because salvation is an infinite work, includ-
ing as it must the full payment of the infinite penalty for sin 
required by God’s infinite justice—some thing that only God 
could accomplish. Consequently, for Jesus to be our Savior, He 
must be God. Paul called Him “God our Savior” (1 Timothy 
1:1; 2:3; Titus 1:3–4; 2:10, 13; 3:4), as did Peter (2 Peter 1:1) 
and Jude (verse 25).

Yet the Savior must be man as well, because it is man who is 
the sinner, not God. The penalty for sin is pro nounced against 
man, not against God; therefore it must be paid by a man. But 
no finite man could pay that penalty. Thus, God, in His infinite 
love and grace, became a man through the virgin birth so that 
He, as a man, could take the judgment we deserved and make 
it possible for us to be forgiven.
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To be our Savior, Jesus had to be fully God (Isaiah 43:11) 
and fully man (Romans 5:12–21), not a hybrid composed of 
half of each. Ask your teacher if this is what he means.

Our Prayers

That God doesn’t need our prayers to act is obvious. He man-
aged to exist for an eternity and to create the uni verse and angels 
and mankind without our prayers. Cer tainly our prayers didn’t 
cause Christ to be born into the world and to die for our sins. 
Nor is it our prayers that will usher in a new universe, though 
God gives us the privilege to pray, “Thy kingdom come.”

If God could act only in response to our prayers, He would 
be at our mercy, His hands tied most of the time, unable to do 
what He in His infinite wisdom and knowl edge knows ought 
to be done but that we in our lim ited understanding were igno-
rant of or hadn’t thought about. Moreover, He couldn’t meet 
emergencies that we didn’t know would occur and thus hadn’t 
prayed about. The idea that God “can only act in response to 
our prayers” is unbiblical and illogical.

To say that failure to be healed results from too little prayer 
and fasting is equally false. That teaching im plies that we can 
cause God to do whatever we pray for if we pray and fast long 
and hard enough—in other words, that we can impose our will 
upon Him. What about God’s will? It also suggests that God’s 
will is to heal everyone every time. On the contrary, He has 
something better for us than perpetuating our lives endlessly in 
these bodies of sin. 

“Nothing Exists Except God”?

Question: I saw an interview with Sir John Marks 
Templeton in Robert Schuller’s Possibilities magazine. 

He is the man who awards the annual Templeton Prize 
for promoting an appreciation of the benefits of all the 
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world’s religions. I was shocked to read in the inter view that 
Templeton believes that “nothing exists ex cept God.” I’m 
confused. I thought this was pantheism, yet there it was 
promoted in the magazine of a man who is looked up to as 
an evangelical leader. How can this be?

Response: It is pantheism. It is also a basic tenet of 
cults such as Science of Mind, Religious Science, and 

Christian Science. What they teach is basically the same as 
Peale’s positive thinking and Schuller’s possibility thinking, 
which explains why the latter would promote it in his 
magazine. Here is how “nothing exists except God” works 
in the mind science and positive/possibility thinking arena: 
God is good and God is all. Therefore, all is good. Thus, 
anything that isn’t good—sin, sickness, suffering, death, 
etc.—is not real but is a delusion of one’s negative thinking. 
The way to be delivered from these negative delusions is to 
become a positive or a possibility thinker.

The Bible, however, teaches that sin, suffering, sick ness, 
and death are real indeed. “The soul that sinneth, it shall die” 
(Ezekiel 18:4) is the pronouncement of God’s just judgment and 
certainly treats both sin and death as real. Jesus healed the sick 
and raised the dead. He didn’t teach them to deny the reality of 
these things through positive thinking or possibility thinking. 
Such concepts are completely alien to the Bible.

Our deliverance from sin and death comes not by denying 
the reality of these evils through the power of the mind, but by 
faith in Christ, who suffered the agony of the Cross and paid 
the penalty which His own justice had pronounced upon sin. 
He died for our sins and “was raised again for our justification” 
(Ro mans 4:25). If sin and death don’t exist, then the death of 
Christ for our sins and His resurrection are merely allegories 
and not real events—contrary to the histori cal facts.

If “nothing exists except God,” then the universe is God, 
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and we ourselves are all part of God and thus di vine and perfect 
beings. Indeed, if “nothing exists ex cept God,” then Satan, who 
is certainly presented in the Bible as real, is God. One could not 
imagine a greater delusion.

The God of the Bible is separate and distinct from His 
creation, which He made out of nothing. That cre ation is run-
ning down like a clock because it is sepa rated from Him by 
the rebellion of His creatures (Satan and his minions joined by 
mankind), a rebellion that caused God to pronounce His judg-
ment upon this en tire creation. If God were the universe, then 
He too would be running down like a clock. That is not the 
God of the Bible!

What About the Trinity?

Question: Christians generally believe in the Trinity, a 
“God” who is three Persons and yet one Supreme Be

ing. But the word “Trinity” doesn’t appear even once in the 
Bible, which plainly declares that there is only one God, not 
three. How can you possibly justify a belief in the “Trinity” 
from the Bible?

Response: There are only two basic concepts of God: 1) 
pantheism/naturalism—that the universe itself is God; 

and 2) supernaturalism—that God or gods exist distinct 
and apart from the universe. We have already shown the 
folly of the first concept, which leaves us only with the 
latter. Within supernaturalism are two op posing views:  
1) polytheism—that there are many gods (Mormons as well 
as Hindus are polytheists); and 2) monotheism—that there 
is only one God. We have shown that polytheism, too, has 
fatal flaws. Its basic problem is diversity without unity.

There are also two opposing views within monothe ism: 1) 
the belief that God is a single personage, as in Is lam and Judaism, 
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which insist that Allah or Jehovah is “one,” meaning a single 
being. The same belief is also held by pseudo-Christian cults 
such as the Jehovah’s Witnesses and the Oneness Pentecostals, 
who deny the Trinity and claim that Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost are God’s three “titles” or “offices.” Here, the fatal flaw is 
unity without diversity.

The Necessity for Both Unity and Diversity

That God must have both unity and diversity is clear. The 
Allah of Islam, or the Jehovah of Jehovah’s Wit nesses and Jews, 
or the God of unitarian “Christian” groups would be incom-
plete in Himself. He would be unable to love, commune, or 
fellowship before creating other beings capable of interacting 
with Him in these ways. The quality of love and the capacities 
for fellowship and communion, by their very nature, require 
another personal being with which to share them. And God 
could not fully share Himself except with another Being equal 
to Him. Yet the Bible says that “God is love” in Himself alone. 
This could only be true if God himself consisted of a plurality 
of Beings who were separate and distinct, yet one.

Although the actual word “Trinity” does not occur in the 
Bible, the concept is clearly expressed there. The Bible presents 
a God who did not need to create any beings to experience love, 
communion, and fellowship. This God is complete in Himself, 
existing eternally in three Per sons: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, 
individually distinct from each other yet at the same time eter-
nally one. These three loved, communed, fellowshiped, and 
took counsel together before the universe, angels, or man were 
brought into existence.

In contrast, the god of Islam and contemporary Ju daism 
could not be love in and of himself, for whom could he love 
in the solitude predating his creation of other personal beings? 
Such a deficiency in God would affect man, who is made in His 
image, at every level of his being.
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Plurality and Singularity: Both Apply

The very first verse in the Bible presents God as a plural 
being: “In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth.” 
If God were a single personage, then the singular word for God, 
Eloah, would be used. Instead of the singular form, however, 
the plural, Elohim, which lit erally means Gods, is used. Yet a sin-
gular verb, bara, is used with Elohim. This plural noun (Elohim) 
is used for God more than 2500 times in the Old Testament 
and al most always with a singular verb, thus indicating both 
unity and diversity and both singularity and plurality in the 
God of the Bible. It was Elohim (Gods) who later in this first 
chapter of Genesis said, “Let us make man in our image, after 
our likeness” (verse 26).

At the burning bush God (Elohim—literally Gods) said 
unto Moses, “I am that I am . . .” (Exodus 3:14). Here Gods 
speak but do not say, “We are that we are” but “I am that I am.” 
Nor is the word Elohim the only way in which God’s plurality 
is presented.

Consider, for example, Psalm 149:2 NKJV: “Let Israel 
rejoice in their Maker” (in the Hebrew, “makers”); Ec clesiastes 
12:1: “Remember now thy Creator” (Hebrew, “creators”); and 
Isaiah 54:5: “For thy Maker is thine husband” (Hebrew, “mak-
ers” and “husbands”). Unitar ianism has no explanation for 
this consistent presenta tion of both God’s unity and plurality 
throughout the Old Testament.

At the very center of Israel’s confession in Deuteron omy 
6:4 of God’s oneness (known as the shema) is the plu ral form 
for God (elohenu): “Hear, O Israel: The Lord our God is one 
Lord” (Shema yisroel adonai elohenu adonai echad). The word 
used for “one,” echad, often means a unity of more than one. 
Were that not the intention, then yachid, which means a single 
and absolute one, would have been used. The word echad is used, 
for example, in Genesis 2:24, where man and woman become 
“one flesh”; in Exodus 36:13, when the various parts “became 
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one tabernacle”; in 2 Samuel 2:25, when many soldiers “became 
one troop”; and elsewhere similarly.

The great Hebrew prophet Isaiah declared of the birth of 
the Messiah: “For unto us a child is born, unto us a son is given; 
and the government shall be upon his shoulder; and his name 
shall be called Wonderful, Coun selor, the mighty God, the ever-
lasting Father . . .” (Isaiah 9:6). Such a concept is found nowhere 
else in the world’s reli gious literature but is unique to the Bible: 
A Son would be born into this world who, though a man, would 
be the Mighty God. And though a Son, He would at the same 
time be the Everlasting Father.

Isaiah clearly presents the deity of Christ, the Father hood of 
God, and the oneness of the Father and the Son. All three Persons 
in the Godhead (Father, Son, and Holy Spirit) are clearly seen 
in the following: “ . . . from the be ginning . . . there am I; and 
now the Lord God and his Spirit hath sent me” (Isaiah 48:16). 
It could only be God who is speaking, this One who has been 
in existence from the beginning; yet He says that He has been 
sent forth by God and His Spirit. In the Trinity, two Persons are 
invisible (God the Father and the Spirit of God), while one is 
visible, the Son of God who became man.

Some Helpful Analogies

How can we fully understand this concept of three Persons, 
each separate and distinct (the Father is not the Son and the 
Son is not the Holy Spirit) yet com prising one God? We can’t. 
Critics argue that because the Trinity can’t be fully explained by 
human reason ing, it therefore cannot be true. Yet who can fully 
ex plain God even if He is only a single entity? No one. We can’t 
even explain the human soul and spirit, much less the Spirit of 
God, yet these terms are used repeat edly in the Bible.

We can, however, see analogies to the Trinity every where. 
The universe comprises three elements: space, time, and mat-
ter. The first two are invisible, but matter is visible. Each of 
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these is itself divided into three: length, breadth, and height; 
past, present, and fu ture; energy, motion, and phenomena. 
Length, breadth, and height are each separate and distinct from 
each other, yet they are one because each is the whole. The 
length takes in all of space, as do the width and height. So it is 
with time: past, present, and future are each dis tinct from one 
another, and yet each is the whole. And here again, two (past 
and future) are invisible while the present is visible.

Man himself, who is made “in the image of God” (Genesis 
1:27; 9:6, etc.) is composed of three elements: body, soul, and 
spirit, of which again two (soul and spirit) are invisible and 
one, the body, is visible. The way man functions as a being also 
reflects the same analogy to the Trinity. We conceive something 
in our minds (in visible), perhaps a poem or a symphony; we 
express it in speech or writing or in music and it enters the pres-
ent, visible world; it is then appreciated in the emotions, once 
again invisible.

We could offer more analogies, but these should be enough. 
There is no doubt that the Bible clearly presents three Persons 
who are distinct, yet each is God. At the same time, we repeat-
edly have the clear statement that there is only one true God. 
Christ prays to the Father. Is He praying to Himself? We are 
told, “The Father sent the Son to be the Savior of the world” 
(1 John 4:14). Did He send Himself? Or did one “office” pray 
to and send a “title,” as the United Pentecostal Church would 
have us believe?

Christ said, “The words that I speak unto you I speak not 
of myself [on my own initiative], but the Father that dwell-
eth in me, he doeth the works” (John 14:10); “I will pray the 
Father, and he shall give you another Comforter, even the Spirit 
of truth” (John 14:16–17). Throughout the New Testament, 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are each separately honored and 
act as God, yet only in concert with one another.





With perhaps a dozen exceptions, the text of every verse 
in the New Testament may be said to be so far settled 
by general consent of scholars that any dispute as to its 
readings must relate rather to the interpretation of the 
words than to any doubts respecting the words them
selves. But in every one of Shakespeare’s thirtyseven 
plays [written only 400 years ago] there are probably 
a hun dred readings still in dispute, a large portion of 
which materially affects the meaning of the passages in 
which they occur.

—JoHn LeA1
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d3
is the BiBle 

ReliaBle?

Do the Dead Sea Scrolls Reflect Badly on the Bible?

Question: It is my understanding that the discovery 
of the Dead Sea Scrolls was a blow to the Bible. The 

oldest copies of some Old Testament texts ever found were 
included in this find and turned out to be far different from 
the later copies al ready in our possession. If the copyists 
had made such errors in those few centuries, how far must 
the Bible of today be from the original Old Testament 
manuscripts!

Response: I don’t know where you got your 
information, but it is false. It was anticipated by Bible 

critics that great differences would be found, but that 
turned out not to be the case. Consider, for example, the 
manuscript of Isaiah now housed in its own museum in 
Jerusalem. The earliest copy we had of Isaiah prior to the 
Dead Sea discoveries was dated about AD 900, and the 
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one discovered in the Dead Sea col lection was dated about 
100 BC So here was an opportunity to see what changes 
might have occurred through copyists’ inadvertent errors 
over the span of 1,000 years.

A comparison revealed a few spelling variations, some stylis-
tic changes, and a rare word here and there that had either been 
left out or added but that did not change the meaning of the 
text. So in 1,000 years of copy ing, the text had been preserved 
without any real or sig nificant change. The fact is that the dis-
covery of the Isaiah scroll in the Qumran cave provided hard 
evidence that we have in our hands today the Old Testament as 
it was in the original documents.

What About Divine Inspiration?

Question: The JudeoChristian Bible is not the only 
book that claims to be inspired of God. There are the 

Qur’an, the Hindu Vedas, the Book of Mormon, and oth ers 
that claim to have come from God. Doesn’t the very fact 
that Christianity teaches that the other books are not true 
cast serious doubt upon the Bible as well? If so many others 
could be wrong, why not one more? After all, an atheist 
only doubts one more book than the Christian doubts.

Response: Whether the scriptures of other religions are 
true or false has no bearing upon the Bible’s validity 

or lack thereof. The fact that 10 of 11 contestants failed to 
win a race could hardly be taken as a plausible argument 
that therefore no one could have won. That there is coun
terfeit money in abundance does not suggest for even a 
moment that real money doesn’t exist. In fact, it argues for 
its existence, because otherwise counterfeiting would have 
no purpose. That billions of people are willing to ac cept the 
sacred writings of various religions as having been inspired 
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by God shows a deep hunger within mankind for divine 
revelation that has always existed in all ages, in all races and 
cultures, and in all places.

Such a universal and powerful hunger could not have been 
developed by evolution. The human body does not hunger or 
thirst for some nonexistent food or drink but only for that which 
exists and would sustain its life. The only exception would be if 
one had tasted some thing that was harmful but delicious or that 
pro duced deceptive feelings of well-being or power and then 
craved it unnaturally. A craving for that drug or in toxicating 
beverage would never have arisen, however, had it not actu-
ally been tasted or experienced. Thus, one could not claim that 
belief in God was “the opiate of the masses” without admitting 
God’s existence. Someone must have “tasted” something real, as 
the Bible chal lenges us: “O taste and see that the Lord is good 
. . . ” (Psalm 34:8).

Logically, then, the universal hunger for God argues per-
suasively for His existence; and the hunger for revela tion from 
Him argues that such revelation exists as well. Whether what 
claims to come from God actually does so, however, can only be 
determined on the basis of the facts—and only the Bible passes 
that test, as we shall see.

The fact that the world is filled with false prophecies claim-
ing to come from God is exactly what one would ex pect, given 
this innate thirst for God and the willingness of the human 
heart to deceive itself and others. Nor can it be inferred from 
the fact that many false prophecies have been proclaimed that 
therefore no true prophecy has ever been uttered. That mankind 
has universally in all places, at all times, and under all religions 
been susceptible to false predictions is evidence of an intuitive 
belief that true prophecy must be possible and important.

The Bible must be examined on its own merits. It will be 
shown to be either true or false on the basis of the in ternal and 
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external evidence taken together—not by comparing it with the 
sacred writings of other religions. Furthermore, the Bible’s very 
claim to be the only revela tion from God to mankind requires 
that all other sacred writings be false. So their falseness, far from 
proving that the Bible can’t be true, is an argument in its favor.

How Reliable are the Biblical Documents?

Question: I was taught in seminary and have read the 
same charge in a number of scholarly books that the 

New Testament is not reliable because it was written cen
turies after the time of Christ by men who weren’t even alive 
in Christ’s day. The “Jesus Seminar,” a group of scholars 
with impressive credentials, makes this claim today. Is there 
any evidence to the contrary?

Response: That accusation is disproved not only by the 
manuscripts themselves but by the quotations that we 

have of the entire New Testament in other writings from the 
late first to early second century. There is proof even from 
the writings of Christianity’s enemies. For ex ample, Celsus, 
a bitter opponent of Christianity who was born early in the 
second century, referred to the four gospels as part of the 
sacred books of Christians and al ready wellknown in his 
day. Just that one piece of evi dence disproves the claim that 
the New Testament wasn’t written until centuries later! In 
addition, there is more than sufficient proof from within 
the New Testament it self that it was, as its writers claim, 
written by contempo raries of Jesus.

The authors of the epistles of Peter and John testify to having 
known Christ personally and to having been eye witnesses of all 
He said and did during His ministry. Peter writes: “For we have 
not followed cunningly de vised fables when we made known 
unto you the power and coming of our Lord Jesus Christ, but 
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were eyewit nesses of his majesty” (2 Peter 1:16). Speaking for 
himself and the other apostles, John testifies to an intimate rela-
tionship with Christ: “That which . . . we have heard, which we 
have seen with our eyes, which we have looked upon, and our 
hands have handled . . . (1 John 1:1).

If the New Testament, which includes such sworn testi-
monies, was not written by the apostles them selves but was 
concocted centuries (or even only decades) later by other par-
ties, the whole thing is a fraud! Whoever wrote such tales was 
lying and was doing so with the deliberate intent of deceiv-
ing untold multitudes throughout the coming centuries. And 
tragically, if this is the case, the deceit has been swal lowed by 
hundreds of millions ever since. That very scenario, however, 
contains numerous insurmountable problems.

Irrefutable Internal Evidence

First of all, there is an internal consistency within the Bible’s 
66 books, even though they were written over a period of about 
1,500 years by more than 40 per sons, most of whom had never 
met one another. Living in different historical eras and widely 
differing regions and cultures, the only thing these writers of 
Scripture had in common was the claim that what they wrote 
was inspired by the one true God. The intricate pattern of 
truth woven without contradiction throughout the Bible from 
Genesis to Revelation bears powerful witness to the validity of 
that claim, which can be explained in no other manner. As for 
seeming contradictions, we will deal with them.

This continuity and agreement throughout the Bible is one 
of the most powerful arguments that it is the Word of God. To 
show how remarkable this argument is, Josh McDowell tells 
this true story:

A representative of the Great Books of the West ern World 
came to my house recruiting salesmen for their series. . . .  
I challenged him to take just 10 of the authors, all from 
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one walk of life, one gener ation, one place, one time, one 
mood, one conti nent, one language and just one controver-
sial subject (the Bible speaks on hundreds with har mony 
and agreement).

Then I asked him: “Would they (the authors) agree?”
He paused and then replied, “No.”2

Obviously, any fraudulent writer (for example, of the life and 
works of Christ) would have to know the entire Bible intimately 
and be able to maintain its supernatural in ternal consistency. It 
is highly unlikely that any deliberate liar would have either the 
motivation or the ability to do so.

There is a further problem. Careful study of the New 
Testament reveals a sincerity and truthfulness that would be vir-
tually impossible to fake. Moreover, the Bible has demonstrated 
a supernatural power to rescue human beings from sin and deg-
radation and to bring lib erty, joy, love, and a transformation of 
life to all who believe its message. That a deliberate fraud could 
effect so much good is preposterous. It would require more 
faith to believe that scenario than to accept the Bible’s claim to 
divine in spiration!

Contemporary Corroboration

Additional proof abounds of a different nature. We know 
from archaeological discoveries of quotations in other writings 
that the New Testament in its entirety was in circulation at 
least by the end of the first century. Many people were still alive 
at that time who had known the apostles and to whom their 
writings rang true to fact. There would have been an enraged 
outcry had the epis tles not told the truth—yet we have no 
such evidence. The Jewish rabbis unquestionably would have 
jumped on the slightest lie or exaggeration and used it to dis-
credit this “new religion,” as they considered it, which was 
undermining their leadership and resulting in con versions by 
the thousands from Judaism. There is no record of any attack 
on those grounds from that quarter.
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Furthermore, there is abundant and indisputable ev idence 
within the New Testament itself that it was writ ten by eyewit-
nesses. Luke, for example, referred to the other gospel writers 
as having been eyewitnesses “from the beginning” and affirmed 
that what they had recorded was “most surely believed among 
us.” He was not some gullible idiot who was willing to believe 
any tale that came along but claimed himself to have had “per-
fect un derstanding of all things from the very first” (Luke 
1:1–3). He declared that he had undertaken to write down the 
story of Jesus for his friend Theophilus so that he could “know 
the certainty of those things” (Luke 1:4).

Modern archaeological discoveries have confirmed the 
veracity of Luke’s testimony and the fact that he was indeed a 
contemporary of the apostles and thus in a position to know 
and report the facts. In chapter 2, Luke refers to “a decree from 
Caesar Augustus that all the world should be taxed” and asserts 
that this oc curred “when Cyrenius was governor of Syria” (verses 
1–2). Some critics continue to dogmatically state that Cyrenius 
(known also as Quirinius) didn’t become gov ernor over Syria 
until AD 6, too late a date for the birth of Christ. They ignore 
more recent findings that show that Quirinius was governor 
over Syria twice, the first time from perhaps as early as 7 BC to 
about AD 1. Luke was obviously referring to his first governor-
ship, not the second.

Watertight Historical Verification

In chapter 3, Luke provides a whole list of detailed 
in formation of names, places, offices, and dates that surely 
would not have been known by someone writing even decades 
(much less centuries) later:

In the fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberias Cae sar, Pontius 
Pilate being governor of Judea, and Herod being tetrarch 
of Galilee, and his brother Philip tetrarch of Iturea and 
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of the region of Tra chonitis, and Lysanias the tetrarch of 
Abilene, Annas and Caiaphas being the high priests. . . . 
(Luke 3:1–2)

Note that Luke’s reference is not to just any Caesar but to 
Tiberias. Even the time of the decree is given: in the “fifteenth 
year” of his reign. These facts have been verified by modern 
historians and could not have been known by someone writing 
centuries later, as the skep tics claim was the case. The technical 
titles of the of fices held by the other parties named—governor, 
tetrarch, high priest—are given, together with the lo cations of 
each. Each fact presented has been verified in recent years after 
laborious digging and research. It would have been impossible 
to have made such pre cise statements even 50 years after the 
fact. We there fore have every reason to believe that Luke, as he 
claims, was present when these reported events oc curred.

Yes, but what about Pilate, whom Luke says was governor 
of Judea at this time? The skeptics denied his very existence for 
many years because no trace of him could be found. Josephus 
mentioned Pilate in his An tiquities of the Jews, but that was 
suspected to be a later addition by someone tampering with 
the text. And then one day proof positive was uncovered in an 
ar chaeological dig: a large quarried stone about five inches thick 
in the jumbled ruins of an ancient Roman theater in Caesarea.

It turned out that Caesar, having been offended by Pilate, 
decreed that all evidence of his existence be oblit erated. This 
particular stone, however, because of its pre cise size, had been 
saved and used as a seat in a theater. Of course, the side contain-
ing the inscription regarding Pilate had been turned downward 
so it couldn’t be seen—until its discovery in the ruins. The stone 
stands today in Caesarea in modern Israel as one more testi mony 
(among many others) to the reliability of the bibli cal record.

Today the accumulated evidence authenticating the Bible in 
every respect is overwhelming. Any critic who continues to parrot 
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the specious charges formerly leveled against the Bible is doing so 
in spite of and not because of the facts. Even Bishop Robinson of 
“God Is Dead” fame, a foremost proponent a few years ago of a 
centuries-later date for the biblical writings, now acknowledges 
the his toricity of the New Testament documents and that they 
were written early in the first century by eyewitnesses.

Must We Become Experts on All Religions?

Question: Since there are so many sacred books of various 
religions, all of which claim to be true, how can anyone 

be sure that the Bible is the true Word of God without 
first examining all the others? Even though an other sacred 
writing might be mostly false, couldn’t it still have enough 
truth in it to make it worth the time and effort to examine 
all religious writings?

Response: That philosophy leads to liberalism’s 
con clusion that there is no definitive truth and 

no conclusive answer to any question whatsoever. For 
example, how could one be certain that two plus two was 
only four without first examining whether it might not 
also be three or five or six or seven or every other number? 
Since numbers are in finite, one would never come to the 
end of the search. So it is with religion: No one could live 
long enough to ex amine every claim of every religion that 
has ever existed. Nor is such an effort necessary.

Thankfully, truth is not arrived at by a process of elimina-
tion. The fact that two plus two equals four and only four can 
be proved without looking at every other number. And so it is 
with the Bible: its validity can be de termined from examining 
it alone.
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The Exclusivity of the Bible’s Claims

Whether the Bible is true or not depends upon the facts 
relating to that particular book. It is not to be ar rived at by 
examining all other sacred books, concluding that none of the 
others is true, and then because the Bible is the only religious 
book left, accepting it. Every sacred book, including the Bible 
itself, could be and would be false if there were no God and/or if 
God had not chosen to reveal Himself and His will to mankind 
in written form. Whether He has done so or not is a question 
that cannot be answered by a process of elimination but must 
be determined factually.

Furthermore, if the Bible is the Word of God, as it claims 
(such terms as “Thus saith the Lord,” “The word of the Lord 
came unto me,” etc., are found about 3,800 times in the Bible), 
then all other sacred books must be false just as all other gods 
must be false. The God of the Bible says He is the only true 
God: “I am the first, and I am the last; and beside me there is 
no God. . . . Is there a God beside me? Yea, there is no God; I 
know not any. . . . There is no God else beside me . . . for I am 
God, and there is none else” (Isaiah 44:6, 8; 45:21–22). If He 
is God alone, then the Bible through which He speaks must be 
His Word alone also.

Once one has come to know the true God, there is no need 
to check out all other possible gods just in case one of them 
might have some legitimacy. That possibility has been elimi-
nated by knowing that the God of the Bible is the only true 
God. And once one has verified the Bible’s claim to be the only 
Word of God by internal and external proofs, by archaeological 
and historical evidence, and, most of all, by meeting the Christ 
and God of the Bible, then there is no need to examine any 
other sacred books to see whether one of them might not have 
some truth in it as well.

The only reason for becoming familiar with other re ligions 
and other religious writings would be in order to show those 
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who follow these false systems wherein the error lies and thereby 
to rescue them.

What Does Archaeology Say About the Bible?

Question: I have been told that there is a great deal of 
archaeological evidence proving that the Bible is not 

reliable. I don’t remember the details, and perhaps none 
were given, but the impression I’ve gotten from several 
professors at the university is that the archaeological evi
dence against the Bible is pretty solid.

Response: There have been many claims that the Bible 
is not true, but none of them has been able to stand 

up under careful scrutiny. The Bible claims to be the Word 
of God, which He inspired prophets and apostles to put in 
writing for the benefit of all mankind. As such, it must be 
infallible and without any error. Therefore, it would not 
take “a great deal” of archaeological or any other kind of 
evidence to disprove the Bible. One piece of evidence would 
be enough.

Paul wrote, “All scripture is given by inspiration of God” (2 
Timothy 3:16), and Peter declared that “holy men of God spoke 
[or wrote] as they were moved [inspired] by the Holy Ghost 
[Spirit of God]” (2 Peter 1:21). Even one error in the substance 
of the Bible (not a copyist’s or printer’s error) would prove it was 
not what it claims to be, the Holy Word of God. You have given 
me no specific examples, so I can only reply in general.

The Bible is without doubt the most remarkable as well 
as the most controversial book in the world. Its claim to be 
inspired of God has caused those who don’t believe in God and 
those who follow rival religions to attack its credibility. In fact, it 
has been attacked by determined skeptics and professional crit-
ics for centuries as no other book in history. In every instance, 
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however, when the facts have been established through archaeo-
logical find ings, the Bible has been proven correct and its critics 
wrong. This has been the case 100 percent of the time—as it 
would have to be if the Bible is indeed God’s Word.

As just one example, the early chapters of the Bible have 
a great deal to say about the Hittites. According to the bib-
lical account, they were a numerous and powerful people in 
the days of Abraham and continuing at least into the time of 
King David. We are told that one of David’s army captains was 
a Hittite named Uriah. David arranged for Uriah’s murder in 
order to cover the sin of having made his wife pregnant. Yet 
decades of digging had failed to uncover any archaeological evi-
dence for the Hittites. Consequently the skeptics claimed that 
the Bible was a book of myths because it presented fictitious 
de tails concerning a people who had never existed.

Then the discoveries began to pour in. Today we have 
abundant archaeological evidence that what the Bible said con-
cerning the Hittites is absolutely true. One entire mu seum in 
Ankara, Turkey, is devoted to Hittite relics.

A more recent development comes through the finding in 
1993 at Tel Dan of the “now-famous Ara maic [stone] inscrip-
tion fragment referring to the House of David. Some scholars 
. . . [had] denied that David was a historical figure or that a 
united kingdom preceded Judah and Israel.”3 Once again the 
Bible was vindicated. In 1994, two more fragments of the same 
stone inscription were discovered, again mentioning the House 
of David.4 Many other similar examples could be given.

Today no one doubts the existence of King David and the 
history of his reign as recorded in the Bible. In September 1995, 
all of Israel began a 15-month-long cele bration of the three-
thousandth anniversary of the founding of Jerusalem by David.

As a result of its continual verification by archaeolog ical 
findings, the Bible is used by many of today’s ar chaeologists as 
a guide in locating ancient cities. In fact, Israeli public schools 
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teach students the history of their land and ancestors from the 
Old Testament, knowing that it is unfailingly accurate.

The truth is that rather than archaeological evidence point-
ing against the Bible, the archaeological evidence is all in its 
favor. Anyone who says the contrary is either ig norant of the 
current evidence or is heavily biased and unwilling to face it.

What About the Manuscripts?

Question: It is my understanding that the Bible we have 
comes from a handful of ancient manuscripts that are 

copies of copies of copies of the originals that have long 
been lost. These originals, especially for the Old Tes tament, 
could have been several thousand years older than the oldest 
manuscripts. How do we know that what we have today is 
even close to the originals?

Response: Bernard Ramm reminds us: “Jews pre served 
it [the Old Testament text] as no other manuscript has 

ever been preserved . . . they kept tabs on every letter. They 
had special classes of men within their culture whose sole 
duty was to preserve and transmit these documents with 
practically perfect fidelity—scribes, lawyers, Massoretes. 
Who ever counted the let ters and syllables and words of 
Plato or Aristotle, Cicero or Seneca [as the Jews did for the 
Old Testament]?”5 No wonder, then, that the Isaiah scroll 
found among the Dead Sea Scrolls showed no significant 
variation in 1,000 years of copying. In contrast, as already 
noted, there are many questions concerning the text of 
Shakespeare, which is only about 400 years old.

Biblical scholar F. F. Bruce writes: “There is no body of 
ancient literature in the world which enjoys such a wealth of 
good textual attestation as the New Testa ment.”6 J. Harold 
Greenlee explains: “[T]he number of available manuscripts of 
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the New Testament is over whelmingly greater than those of 
any work of ancient lit erature . . . [and] the earliest extant man-
uscripts of the New Testament were written much closer to the 
date of the original writing. . . .”7 For the sake of comparison, 
here are some well-accepted, ancient secular works showing the 
author, the date written, the number of manuscripts surviving, 
and the number of years after the date written for the earliest 
manuscript:

 Sophocles 496–406 BC 100 1,400
 Herodotus 480–425 BC 8 1,300
 Euripedes 480–406 BC 9 1,500
 Thucydides 460–400 BC 8 1,300
 Plato 427–327 BC 7 1,200
 Aristotle 384–322 BC 5 1,400
 Demosthenes 383–322 BC 200 1,300
 Caesar 100–44 BC 10 1,000
 Lucretius 60 BC 2 1,600
 Tacitus 100 BC 20 1,000

In contrast, there are about 24,600 copies of New Tes tament 
manuscripts, some of which date back within a century of the 
originals and many others within about 300 to 400 years. Then 
why does one continually hear the false claim that the bibli-
cal manuscripts are not reliable? The fact that this lie persists 
in academic circles demon strates the extreme prejudice against 
the Bible because of what it says. God’s Word convicts the con-
science. How in teresting that questions about the accuracy of 
the manuscripts are never raised for other ancient writings—
unless they offer proof of the Bible’s validity. The Antiq uities 
of the Jews, by Josephus, offers considerable verification of the 
New Testament and the life and death of Jesus, so it, too, comes 
under vicious attack.
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The Bible is the most quoted book in the world, thou sands 
of times more so than any secular work. That is not only true 
today but has always been the case. Conse quently, one can repro-
duce the entire New Testament and much of the Old Testament 
by quotations contained in personal letters and epistles writ-
ten within a century after Christ commissioned His disciples to 
preach the gospel.

Incomparable Reliability

As for the validity of the Old Testament manuscripts 
and their reliability, consider the following from Prince ton’s 
Robert D. Wilson in his book Scientific Investigation of the Old 
Testament. Fluent in over 40 Semitic languages, he was one of 
the greatest language experts and scholars of all time. Professor 
Wilson writes:

For forty-five years continuously . . . I have de voted myself 
to the one great study of the Old Tes tament, in all its lan-
guages, in all its archaeology, in all its translations.

[T]he critics of the Bible who go to it in order to find 
fault . . . claim to themselves all knowledge and all virtue 
and all love of truth. One of their favorite phrases is, “All 
scholars agree.” When a man [says that] . . . I wish to know 
who the scholars are and why they agree. Where do they get 
their evidence . . . ? I defy any man to make an attack upon 
the Old Testa ment on the ground of evidence that I cannot 
investi gate. . . .

After I learned the necessary languages I set about 
the investigation of every consonant in the Hebrew Old 
Testament. There are about a million and a quarter of these; 
and it took me many years to achieve my task. I had to 
observe the variations of the text . . . in the manuscripts, or 
in the notes of the Massoretes . . . or in the various versions, 
or in the parallel passages, or in the conjectural emenda-
tions of critics; and then I had to classify the results . . . to 
reduce the Old Testament criticism to an absolutely objec-
tive science; something which is based on evi dence, and not 
on opinion. . . . 
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The result of those 45 years’ study which I have given 
to the text has been this: I can affirm that there is not a page 
of the Old Testament concerning which we need have any 
doubt. . . .

[For example, to illustrate its accuracy]: There are 29 
ancient kings whose names are mentioned not only in 
the Bible but also on monuments of their own time. . . .  
There are 195 consonants in these 29 proper names. Yet we 
find that in the documents of the He brew Old Testament 
there are only two or three out of the entire 195 about 
which there can be any ques tion of their being written in 
exactly the same way as they were inscribed on their own 
monuments [which archaeologists have to date discovered]. 
Some of these go back 4,000 years and are so written that 
ev ery letter is clear and correct. . . .

Compare this accuracy with . . . the greatest scholar of 
his age, the librarian at Alexandria in 200 BC He compiled 
a catalogue of the kings of Egypt, 38 in all. Of the entire 
number only 3 or 4 are recog nizable. He also made a list 
of the kings of Assyria; in only one case can we tell who is 
meant; and that one is not spelt correctly. Or take Ptolemy, 
who drew up a register of 18 kings of Babylon. Not one of 
them is properly spelt; you could not make them out at all 
if you did not know from other sources to what he is refer-
ring.

If anyone talks about the Bible, ask him about the kings 
mentioned in it. There are 29 kings referred to, and ten dif-
ferent countries among these 29; all of which are included 
in the Bible and on monuments. Every one of these is given 
his right name in the Bible, his right country, and placed in 
correct chrono logical order. Think what that means . . . !

While the study of the religious systems of the ancient 
peoples has shown that there was amongst them a grop-
ing after God, nowhere is it to be seen that they reached 
any clear apprehension of the One True God, the Creator, 
Preserver, Judge, Saviour and Sanctifier of His people. Their 
religions were of an outward kind; the Old Testament reli-
gion is es sentially one of the mind and heart; a religion of 
love, joy, faith, hope, and salvation through the grace of 
God. How can we account for this?

The prophets of Israel declared that their teach ing came 
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from God. The modern critical school is antagonistic to 
this claim. They say that the prophets gave utterance to the 
ideas of their own time, and that they were limited by their 
environ ment. But if this is so how does it come about that 
neither from the oracles of Thebes and Memphis, nor from 
Delphi and Rome, nor from Babylon, nor from the deserts 
of Media, but from the sheep-folds and humble homes of 
Israel, yea, from the captive by the river of an alien land, 
came forth those great messages of hope and salvation?

Where Does Prophecy Fit In—And Why?

Question: I have heard it said that the prophecies in the 
Bible are worded in such a way that their alleged “ful

fillment” could fit almost anything. Is this true? And if not, 
what is the purpose of prophecy? It seems to me that for the 
Bible even to be involved in prophecy puts it in the realm of 
speculation and detracts from its credibility and reliability 
and its excellent teaching on morals.

Response: The Bible is about 30 percent prophecy, and 
for this reason alone it is absolutely unique. There are 

no prophecies in the Qur’an, in the Hindu Vedas or the 
BhagavadGita, in the sayings of Buddha and Con fucius, in 
the Book of Mormon, or anywhere except in the Bible. Nor 
are there any prophecies concerning the coming of Buddha, 
Krishna, Muhammad, Zoroaster, Confucius, or the founder 
or leader of any other of the world’s religions. The Jewish 
Messiah is absolutely unique in this respect. His coming was 
foretold in dozens of spe cific prophecies that were fulfilled 
in minutest detail in the life, death, and resurrection of 
Jesus Christ.

There are a number of reasons for biblical prophecy: to 
prove God’s existence by telling us what will happen in advance; 
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to identify the Messiah by specifying numer ous details concern-
ing His coming, including even when and where; and to warn 
the faithful of conditions and dangers in the last days. (We deal 
with these elements of prophecy in other books.) As for being 
“worded in such a way that its alleged ‘fulfillment’ could fit 
almost any thing,” that simply is not true, as any examination of 
bib lical prophecy proves.

An Impeccable Prophetic Record

Inasmuch as fulfilled prophecy proves conclusively both the 
existence of God and that the Bible is His Word, the Bible’s 
prophecies have been critically exam ined in many strenuous 
attempts to disprove them. For example, so many factual details 
are given in the book of Daniel concerning the Medo-Persian, 
Grecian, and Roman empires that the skeptics tried hard to 
prove that these prophecies had actually been written after the 
events had occurred. Otherwise, they would have to ad mit that 
the Bible had indeed foretold the future. The date of Daniel was 
therefore attacked from every imag inable angle over the past 
two centuries. Every assault failed, however, and the book of 
Daniel stands impreg nable today.

It was, of course, a complete waste of time to at tempt to 
prove that Daniel had been written after the rise and fall of the 
four world empires of which it foretold. Even the most critical 
skeptics had to admit that this book had been part of the canon 
of the Old Testament at least before the coming of Christ and 
that events subse quent to Christ’s birth were presented accu-
rately. The book of Daniel, for example (as we shall see later), 
fore told the very day (April 6, 32 AD) that Jesus would ride into 
Jerusalem on a donkey (as Zechariah 9:9 had prophesied) and 
be hailed as the Messiah—the day that is now celebrated as Palm 
Sunday. Daniel fore told the splitting of the Roman Empire into 
two parts (East and West) centuries before it occurred. Politically 
and militarily, that split between East and West came in AD 
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330, when Constantine moved his capital to Con stantinople. 
Religiously it came in AD 1054, when Pope Leo IX excommu-
nicated Michael Cerularius, Patriarch of Constantinople.

We will go into specific prophecies later. Before mov ing on, 
however, let us consider one brief quote concern ing prophecy 
from the fascinating book A Lawyer Examines the Bible:

The prophecies about the Jews—as about the coming 
Messiah . . . [are] specific (in contrast with the Delphic and 
other Pagan oracles who . . . hedge[d] against mistake[s]) . 
. . [and are] so numer ous as to make accidental fulfillment 
almost infinitely improbable . . . [and] of such nature that 
the events predicted seemed beforehand mutually destruc-
tive and were and are unparalleled in human history. . . .

[Consider] the fact that the Jewish Passover has been 
celebrated continuously . . . [for] 3,500 years (although the 
sacred fires of Persia and those tended by the Vestal Virgins 
of Rome which were to be kept burning forever have been 
out for centuries) . . . in the light of the words we find in 
this same old Book:

And . . . ye shall keep it [the passover] a feast to the Lord 
throughout your generations . . . forever (Exodus 12:14).8

An Overworked Lie

Question: My psychology professor at the university 
claims that anyone can get any idea he wants out of the 

Bible. It can be made to say anything the person reading it 
wants to believe. And he says that’s the reason why there are 
so many differences among those who claim to follow the 
Bible: for example, between Catholics and Protestants and 
between the hundreds of Protestant denominations. How 
then can anyone rely upon the Bible for anything?

Response: A moment’s thought would show the ab
surdity of the basic premise in this argument. Language 

has meaning. A statement may be so constructed that its 
meaning is uncertain, or it is ambiguous and thus seems 



I n  D e f e n s e  o f  T h e  f a I T h  —  V o l u m e  o n e

— 82 —

to support two contradictory ideas. In such cases, the un
certainty or ambiguity is readily recognized by anyone 
reading or hearing such a statement. No one would be 
deceived by nor pay any attention to that which has no 
clear meaning.

The professor’s amazing claim, however, goes far beyond 
saying that the Bible is contradictory or am biguous. He is say-
ing that any idea can be derived from it and apparently justified 
logically. If that were actu ally true, then for that reason alone 
the Bible would be the most remarkable book in the world, for 
no other piece of writing can be taken logically to mean any-
thing one chooses.

As for the numerous differences in doctrinal opinion and 
interpretation between Protestants and Roman Catholics and 
even within the many Protestant denomi nations and within 
the Catholic Church as well, this is only to be expected. It is 
inevitable that human opinions and interpretations will differ, 
simply because we are fi nite beings. Tragically, stubbornness 
and pride also enter the equation. These are normal differences, 
given human frailties, and certainly require no such explanation 
as the ridiculous idea that the Bible is capable of any interpre-
tation one wishes to find there.

I challenge your professor or you or anyone else to con-
struct even one sentence that can logically be taken to mean 
anything one wants it to mean. No word has an infinite variety 
of meanings, much less could a sentence or paragraph of many 
words put together in meaningful sequence be so constructed 
as to support numerous contradictory ideas. I, too, have heard 
this ac cusation made against the Bible many times. It shows 
how badly people want to be able to dismiss the Bible and what 
foolish ideas they will embrace in the process of doing so.
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Is Divine Inspiration Essential?

Question: There is no doubt that the Bible contains 
some of the most sublime teachings on morals to be 

found in the world’s literature. Whether these words were 
borrowed from other religions or came from the pen of 
Solomon or the lips of Christ or were written centuries later 
and wrongly attributed to them seems to me to be beside 
the point. It is the teachings that count. Nor does the fact 
that the Bible obviously has many errors and con tradictions 
in it detract from its moral teachings. I don’t see why the 
Bible has to be defended as infallible.

Response: There are several problems with your the sis. 
The Bible doesn’t just present some “sublime moral 

teachings,” but it makes many inescapable claims that 
have a bearing upon its teachings. It repeatedly claims to 
be the inerrant Word of God and that its teachings are in
spired from God, not invented by men or borrowed from 
some religion. If it lies about its very foundation, then why 
should I accept anything else it offers? Furthermore, such a 
mixture of lies and sublime moral precepts would present a 
contradiction difficult to explain.

The Bible also claims to tell the true history of the Jews and 
of other ancient nations; the true account of the life, death, and 
resurrection of Christ; the true account of the early church, its 
persecution by the rabbis and Roman au thorities, the conver-
sion of Paul and his missionary travels, and Paul’s teachings, 
which he claimed to have received not from the other apostles 
but directly from the resurrected Christ in heaven, if these and 
many other claims are not true, then the Bible is literally filled 
with lies. Would you not admit that if the Bible is filled with 
lies, that fact would reflect badly upon its moral teachings?

Furthermore, these other elements presented in the Bible 
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in addition to its moral teachings are so interwoven with the 
whole as to constitute an integral part of the Christian faith. 
The Bible must either be accepted or re jected in its entirety. If it 
is not true in even one area, then Christianity becomes unten-
able. Each part of the Bible is intimately tied to every other, 
so that if one falls the whole falls with it. The Bible does not 
contain errors and contradictions, as you suggest; and if it did, 
it would not be worthy of our trust.

Attorney Irwin H. Linton carefully examined the Bible just 
as he would a case in court. He based his faith in the Bible upon 
the evidence. Linton explained the vi tal importance of whether 
or not the Bible in its entirety is actually God’s Word:

The accuracy of the record of a case on appeal is a thing that 
must be settled beyond dispute before an appellate court 
will undertake or form an opinion about the trial below; 
and the infallibility of the record upon which rest the eternal 
essentials of our faith—the deity of Christ, His voluntary, 
atoning death, bod ily resurrection and impending return in 
power and glory—are all rendered uncertain in a mind in 
which the accuracy of the Bible record is in doubt.

If we do not give full faith and credit to the Written 
Word which we have seen, experience proves that we are 
in great danger sooner or later of diminishing the love and 
honor we give the Liv ing Word [Christ] whom we have not 
seen; for our conviction that . . . God became flesh and 
dwelt among us . . . is based upon the facts on which such 
conclusion rests; and if the record of the facts be impugned, 
who can retain the conclusion based upon them?

The deadly effect upon my faith and the insu perable 
difficulties in which I found myself in volved when I made a 
tentative trial of the view . . . that the Bible may be wrong, 
and is only human in all but its religious teachings, made 
this matter clear to me for all time.9
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Who Could Believe the Bible’s Miracles?

Question: It seems to me that the strongest case against 
the Bible is the miracles it describes. These are so 

fantastic as to render whatever else the Bible says unreli able. 
As Reinhold Seeberg said, “Miracle was once the foundation 
of all apologetics, then it became an apolo getic crutch, and 
today it is . . . a cross for apologetics to bear.” Obviously 
the Bible was written by very gullible and superstitious men 
for whom fantasy was normal and who were therefore not 
embarrassed by telling about al leged miracles. How can you 
possibly trust a book that presents such obviously fictitious 
tales, especially when modern science has proven that 
miracles don’t happen?

Response: On the contrary, not only has science never 
“proven that miracles don’t happen,” but such proof 

would be categorically impossible, since science deals only 
with natural phenomena. Of course miracles don’t happen 
naturally or in nature. A miracle, by very definition, is 
supernatural. It defies all physical laws or it wouldn’t be 
a miracle in the first place. A miracle must be beyond the 
ability of science to explain, and thus it is also be yond the 
ability of science to disprove.

Consequently, there is no valid scientific or logical ba sis for 
saying that miracles can’t occur precisely as the Bible describes 
them. To insist upon such a position be trays a prejudice that in 
itself prevents one from facing the abundant evidence in favor 
of miracles. When Albert Einstein was asked what effect his 
theory of relativity would have upon religion he bluntly replied, 
“None. Rel ativity is a purely scientific theory and has nothing 
to do with religion.”10

Miracles are impossible only if the universe is a closed sys-
tem and all there is. In that case, of course, whatever happens 
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must be a natural occurrence func tioning according to the laws 
that govern the universe. The famous evolutionist and atheist 
Thomas H. Huxley “proved” that miracles couldn’t happen by 
defining “na ture” as “that which is; the sum of the phenomena 
pre sented to our experience; the totality of events, past, present, 
and to come.”11 For all of his claim to honor evi dence and logic, 
however, Huxley gives not one piece of evidence or reason to 
support this assertion. He simply does away with miracles by 
setting rules that make them impossible, which is like proving 
atheism by declaring that God by very definition doesn’t exist. 
Miracles would be impossible in pantheism, as well, because in 
that belief system nature is everything.

However, if God, the infinite and transcendent Cre ator of 
the universe, exists as separate and distinct from His creation, 
then miracles are possible. Indeed, they are inevitable if God 
is to intervene at all in the downward course of human affairs 
and of nature. Whenever God reaches in from outside to effect 
anything that is not ac cording to the normal course of events 
(such as salvation or raising the dead), it is a miracle. So if you 
believe in God, you believe in miracles.

Christianity Alone Requires Miracles

Christianity isn’t embarrassed by the recital of mira cles in the 
Bible. On the contrary, Christianity is based upon the greatest 
miracle of all, the resurrection of Christ. Unlike Muhammad, 
Buddha, Confucius, or any other religious leader, none of whom 
even dared to make such a claim, Jesus said He would rise from 
the dead. If He didn’t, He is a liar and Christianity is a fraud. 
Listen to Paul’s testimony:

Moreover, brethren, I declare unto you the gospel . . . how 
that Christ died for our sins . . . that he was buried, and 
that he rose again the third day . . . and that he was seen of 
Cephas [Peter], then of the twelve. . . . 

And if Christ be not risen, then is our preaching vain, 
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and your faith is also vain. Yea, and we are found false wit-
nesses of God, because we have testi fied of God that he 
raised up Christ. . . . (1 Corinthians 15:1, 3–5, 14, 15)

Christianity doesn’t apologize for miracles or back away and 
shrug its shoulders as though it isn’t really im portant whether 
miracles happen or not. Christianity requires miracles. This is 
not the case with Buddhism or Hinduism or Islam or any other 
of the world’s religions, which get along quite well without mir-
acles. Their lead ers left a philosophy of life and certain rules to 
follow that have no bearing upon whether Buddha, Krishna, 
Muhammad, et al., are alive or dead or even lived at all. Not so 
with Christianity.

The Christian faith stands or falls upon the sinless life, 
the sacrificial death, and the miraculous resurrection of Jesus 
Christ—and all other miracles are minor occur rences in com-
parison to that one. If the resurrection actu ally happened, then 
for God to open blind eyes, heal any illness, make the lame 
walk, or even to open the Red Sea is obviously within the realm 
of possibility.

Testimony That Stands the Severest Tests

As for the specious claim that those who recorded the 
miracles were so simple and ignorant that they thought such 
things were normal, the evidence is all to the con trary. The dis-
ciples were frightened when they saw Christ walking on water 
(Matthew 14:26). They were fearful of Him, wondering what 
kind of person He was, when He calmed the storm with a word 
(Mark 4:41). Thinking they had seen a ghost, they were terri-
fied when He stood in their midst alive after His resurrection 
(Luke 24:37). In fact, they were so skeptical that He had to 
prove to them that it was really He!

This was not the behavior of gullible persons who lived 
in a fantasy world. On the contrary, the disciples had a very 
clear grasp of what was normal and were frightened by Christ’s 
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miracles, which suddenly shat tered their world. We hear the 
ring of truth in their ac counts of these events as they confess 
their fear and unbelief.

We will consider the specific evidence for the resur rection 
in a later chapter. At this point, however, let us quote some 
of the world’s foremost experts on evi dence, experts who were 
convinced of the resurrection of Jesus Christ precisely on the 
basis of the evidence. Lord Lyndhurst, recognized as one of 
the greatest legal minds in British history, declared: “I know 
pretty well what evidence is; and I tell you, such evidence as 
that for the Resurrection has never broken down yet.”12 Simon 
Greenleaf, America’s foremost authority on legal evi dence dur-
ing his lifetime, came to the same conclusion, as did Sir Robert 
Anderson, head of the Criminal Inves tigation Division of 
Scotland Yard, plus scores of others whom we have insufficient 
space to name. Professor Thomas Arnold, who held the chair of 
Modern History at Oxford, wrote:

I have been used for many years to study the histories of 
other times, and to examine and weigh the evidence of those 
who have written about them, and I know of no one fact 
in the history of mankind which is proved by better and 
fuller evidence of ev ery sort, to the understanding of a fair 
inquirer, than the great sign which God hath given us that 
Christ died and rose again from the dead.13

Many a youthful seeker has been swept into unbe lief by the 
contemptuous declarations of liberal clergy or university pro-
fessors, delivered with the finality of superior wisdom, that “no 
intelligent person believes in the miracles in the Bible, much 
less in the resurrec tion!” But in fact nothing could be further 
from the truth. The few statements above should be enough 
to counter such misinformation. Indeed, many of the most 
humble and earnest Christians have been the most brilliant, 
the most knowledgeable, and the best qualified to examine and 
evaluate the evidence that we will be considering carefully.





The Bible is not such a book a man would write if he 
could, or could write if he would.

—LeWIs s. CHAfer

Infidels for eighteen hundred years have been refuting 
and overthrowing this book, and yet it stands today as 
solid as a rock. Its circulation increases, and it is more 
loved and cherished and read today than ever before. . . .

When the French monarch proposed the persecution of 
the Christians . . . an old statesman and warrior said 
to him, “Sire, the Church of God is an anvil that has 
worn out many hammers.” So the hammers of infidels 
have been pecking away at this book for ages, but the 
hammers are worn out, and the anvil still endures.

If this book had not been the book of God, men would 
have destroyed it long ago.

—H. L. HAsTInGs1
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d4
ContRadiCtions  

in the BiBle?

What Year Was Jesus Born?

Question: Matthew says Christ’s birth was during the 
reign of Herod [the Great] (Matthew 2:1). Herod 

died, by all accounts, in 4 BC, so Christ could not have 
been born any later than that. Yet Luke says that Jesus had 
just turned 30 years old in the fifteenth year of Tiberius 
Caesar (Luke 3:1, 23), who began to reign in AD 14. So 
that would mean Jesus was 30 in AD 29? and thus was 
born in 1 BC, three years after Herod’s death, thoroughly 
destroying Matthew’s timing! In a further contradiction, 
Luke puts Christ’s birth when Cyrenius was governor of 
Syria, but he didn’t take that office until AD 6. Episcopalian 
Bishop John S. Spong of Newark, New Jersey, says that 
such contradictions prove the Bible isn’t reliable.2 I believe 
the Bible is true. Can you help me?
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Response: The seeming contradictions you mention 
(as well as many others) have been eagerly (in fact, too 

eagerly) raised by a number of skeptics as “proof” that the 
Bible contains errors and thus cannot be God’s Word. One 
needs to remember that the Bible has been “proven” wrong 
many times on the basis of thenavailable knowl edge either 
of science or history. However, in every case, when all the 
facts were at last uncovered, the Bible was vin dicated and 
the critics were redfaced. It is the same here.

Quirinius—Cyrenius Was Govenor of Syria Twice

First of all, the dates that Bishop Spong and other critics use 
in this presumed refutation were never by any means certain. 
Historians did not accept them. It would be foolish to throw 
away one’s confidence in the Bible on the basis of dates that are 
questionable at best. For example, Will Durant, in The Story 
of Civilization, Volume III, indicated that he did not know 
when Quirinius (another spelling for Luke’s Cyrenius) began 
his gover norship over Syria. If Durant, one of the most highly 
re spected of all historians, said the exact date was unknown, 
I would be suspicious of a critic who, in order to “prove” the 
Bible wrong, states dogmatically that Quirinius began his reign 
in AD 6!

Furthermore, on the basis of new evidence since Du rant 
wrote his history, as already noted, other historians such as  
A. W. Zumpt are convinced that Quirinius was governor over 
Syria twice, the first time from at least as early as 4 BC. That 
governorship ended in AD 1. John Elder believes Quirinius’ first 
time as governor began as early as 7 BC.3 Christ’s birth, of course, 
had to be no later than 4 BC, which would have been when 
Quirinius was governor the first time, exactly as Luke states.
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As for Tiberius Caesar—Most Interesting!

As for the alleged problem with the date of the reign of 
Tiberius Caesar, the historical evidence for its resolution has 
been well-known for many years. Yes, Augustus Cae sar died in 
AD 14, and that date is therefore generally listed as the offi-
cial beginning of the reign of his successor, Tiberius Caesar. 
However, the skeptics are so eager to find a flaw in the Bible that 
they fail to dig deeply enough to discover the perfectly sound 
reason for an earlier date.

In actual fact, Tiberius, though technically not yet the 
Caesar, had already begun to rule the empire some years before 
Augustus’ death, because the latter was elderly and in poor 
health. Rebellions had cost the lives of those possible succes-
sors closest to Augustus. Left without ei ther aide or successor, 
Augustus had in AD 2 adopted Tiberius as his son and core-
gent. Subsequently, Tiberius had been sent out by Augustus 
to put down the rebel lions and had done a masterful job. Will 
Durant writes:

When he [Tiberius] returned in AD 9, after five years of 
arduous and successful campaigning, all Rome, which 
hated him for his stern puritanism, re signed itself to the fact 
that though Augustus was still prince, Tiberius had begun 
to rule.4

Counting his rule as having actually begun in AD 9, “the 
fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius Caesar” (Luke 3:1) would 
be AD 24–25. If Jesus was born 4 or 5 BC, just before Herod’s 
death and during the first governorship of Cyrenius over Syria, 
that would make Him 29 years of age in AD 24–25, at the 
begin ning of His ministry. Notice that Luke says that He “began 
to be about thirty years of age.” Of course, if He was born in 6 
BC, He would have been 30 sometime during AD 24. We don’t 
have precise dates, but what we know certainly confirms the 
accuracy of Luke’s testimony.
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The above demonstrates once again how mistaken and 
deceitfully biased are the wishful criticisms of the supposed 
scholars such as those of the Jesus Seminar (and apostate reli-
gious leaders such as Bishop Spong) who claim that the New 
Testament cannot be relied upon because it was not written 
until centuries after the time of Jesus. In fact, the dating Luke 
gives, which archaeo logical discoveries took years to verify, could 
not possi bly have been known and recorded with such precision 
even decades, much less centuries, later, as the critics in sist. It 
could only have been known to eyewitnesses on the scene at the 
time, which the Bible writers claim to have been.

Why Did God Allow Seeming Contradictions?

Question: You Christians seem to have a way of 
somehow coming up with a “reconciliation” of 

whatever contradictions and inconsistencies “unbelievers” 
are able to discover in the Bible. However, no matter how 
con vincing the “reconciliation” may seem to be, I am left 
with a question: Why should there be so many problems 
that you have to work so hard to solve? It seems to me that 
the very fact that there are so many inconsistencies (even if 
you supposedly solved every one) is in itself ev idence that 
the Bible is badly flawed and therefore could not possibly 
be God’s Word.

Response: On the contrary—the many seeming contra
dictions and inconsistencies constitute a very convincing 

proof of the reliability of the Bible. If three witnesses who 
claimed to have seen an accident each described it in ex
actly the same language, word for word, one would have 
good reason to suspect collusion and to throw out their 
testimony. However, if each described it in his own words 
and from his own perspective, one would tend to believe 
them. Moreover, if there seemed to be some con flict in their 
testimonies, but if that conflict were resolved by probing 
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deeper into the incident, that would add sig nificantly to the 
trustworthiness of their testimony. So it is with the seeming 
contradictions in the Bible.

Irwin Linton, in A Lawyer Examines the Bible, puts it well: 
“The frank and artless narratives of the Bible are so obviously 
indifferent to the appearance of consistency, and show so clearly 
that irregularity which is the sure mark of honest handwork in 
the Oriental rug and of spontane ity in human testimony, that 
they have often lured oppo nents into attempts at destructive 
cross-examination which have only brought the Bible’s truth 
and consis tency into clearer light.”5

One of the Bible’s great strengths, then, is the rein forcing 
power of apparent inconsistencies, which, in the reconciling, 
prove the truthfulness of the narrative.

William Paley draws attention to this fact in his writ ings:

Now, in historical researches, a reconciled in consistency 
becomes a positive argument. First, be cause an impostor 
generally guards against the appearance of inconsistency; 
and secondly, because when apparent inconsistencies are 
found, it is sel dom that anything but truth renders them 
capable of reconciliation.

The existence of the difficulty proves the ab sence of 
that caution which usually accompanies the consciousness 
of fraud; and the solution proves that it is not the collusion 
of fortuitous propositions which we have to deal with, but 
that a thread of truth winds through the whole, which pre-
serves every circumstance in its place.6

Two Genealogies for Jesus

Question: There are two contradictory genealogies 
given for Christ, tracing his ancestry back through 

Joseph. Matthew says Joseph’s father was Jacob, but Luke 
says his father was Heli. Since both can’t be true, at least 
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one is wrong, but we couldn’t know which. Proba bly both 
are wrong. Nor can I see how Christians could defend either 
genealogy, since they both say Joseph was Jesus’ father and 
thus deny the virgin birth.

Response: If one is determined to prove the Bible false in 
order to justify an unwillingness to believe in God, then 

I suppose this argument might look like a good possibility, 
though it would take considerable mental gymnastics 
to maintain it. On the other hand, a little thought—and 
fairness—resolve the seeming problem.

First of all, neither Matthew nor Luke says or even implies 
that Joseph was the father of Jesus. On the con trary, both give a 
clear account of the fact that Mary was a virgin when Jesus was 
born. One is entitled to reject the virgin birth of Christ, but it is 
absurd to justify that rejection by claiming that, in spite of clear 
statements that Joseph was not the father, Matthew and Luke 
nevertheless then turn right around and offer a ge nealogy saying 
that Joseph was the father.

Let’s look at the genealogies. Matthew’s carefully calls 
Joseph “the husband of Mary,” not the father. He explains this 
apparent anomaly: when “Mary was es poused [engaged] to 
Joseph, before they came to gether, she was found with child of 
the Holy Ghost.” He explains that Joseph “knew her not [had 
no sex with her] till* she had brought forth her firstborn son” 
(Matthew 1:25; cf. 1:16, 18). In addition, Matthew de clares 
that the birth of Jesus fulfilled the Old Testa ment prophecy: 

*Matthew is quite clearly indicating that Mary and Joseph had a normal mar-
riage relationship after the birth of Jesus, thus denying the dogma of Mary’s 
“perpetual virginity,” which was invented some centuries later. This is consistent 
with both Matthew’s and Luke’s description of Jesus as Mary’s firstborn (Matthew 
1:25; Luke 2:7), implying the subsequent birth of other children, who often 
accompanied their mother, Mary (Matthew 12:46; Mark 3:32; Luke 8:20), 
some of whose names were even recorded for us (Matthew 13:55–56).
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“Behold, a virgin shall be with child, and shall bring forth 
a son, and they shall call his name Emmanuel, which being 
interpreted is, God with us” (1:23).

Matthew’s genealogy is definitely that of Joseph. This is 
clear because of the use of the word “begat” for each genera-
tion, ending with “Jacob begat Joseph, the husband of Mary” 
(1:16). Though not the father of Je sus, Joseph was the head of 
the household and func tioned as the “adoptive father.” Because 
the kingly line ran through the males, Joseph had to be of the 
house of David.

Luke’s genealogy is just as clearly through Mary. The word 
“begat” is not used. Luke says that Jesus “was supposed [i.e., 
imagined]” to be the son of Joseph, who was “of Heli” (Luke 
3:23). The word “son” is not in the original. Obviously Joseph 
was the son-in-law of Heli, Mary’s father.

Logical Consistency

Luke gives the full account of the angel Gabriel’s ap pearance 
to tell Mary that she would give birth to the Messiah. Her aston-
ished response is recorded: “How shall this be, seeing I know not 
[have not had sex with] a man?” (1:34) Far from suggesting that 
Joseph was the fa ther of Jesus, Luke makes it clear that he was 
not: that she was a virgin and that the Messiah was conceived in 
her by “the Holy Ghost” (1:35). Immediately thereafter Luke 
isn’t going to offer a genealogy telling us that Joseph was, af ter 
all, the father of Jesus! Let’s give both Matthew and Luke credit 
for at least reasonable intelligence.

Nor would Luke contradict Matthew and come up with 
an entirely different genealogy for Joseph. Matthew tells 
us that Jacob was the name of Joseph’s father and traces his 
full genealogy. The records were available in the temple and 
were also kept by each family. Even without consulting any 
records, Luke would at least know the name of Joseph’s father 
and grandfather merely by talking to friends and neighbors. 
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And he wouldn’t give an entire genealogy without knowing 
that it was accurate. Luke certainly knew the facts, “having 
had perfect understanding of all things from the very first . . . 
(Luke 1:3) and having taken great care to investigate so that he 
could apprise his friend Theophilus of “the certainty of those  
things . . .” (1:4). One can only conclude that he gives the 
genealogy through Mary, the mother of Jesus, and there is good 
reason why he should have done so.

That Jesus was born of a virgin meant that He had none 
of King David’s blood, through male descent, in His veins. 
Therefore, to have a physical relationship to David, it was essen-
tial that His mother be descended from David. Conse quently, 
Luke, whose focus has been almost entirely on Mary up to this 
point, supplies the missing information by giving us Mary’s 
genealogy. To assert otherwise is to charge both Matthew and 
Luke with a stupidity that is clearly con trary to the intelligence 
and honesty to which their full tes timonies bear such clear and 
convincing witness.

A Confusion About Roosters Crowing?

Question: In Matthew, Luke, and John, Jesus tells Pe ter 
that before the cock crows once the next morning he will 

deny Him three times. Yet in Mark 14, Jesus just as clearly 
tells Peter that his denial will come before the cock crows 
twice. Can you help me resolve this apparent contradiction?

Response: This is one more of a number of seeming 
contradictions that skeptics and critics have exploited 

in attempting to discredit the Bible. However, a little in
vestigation and clear thinking shows that they are not 
contradictions at all. Indeed, the fact that different lan guage 
is used in the four gospels proves that the authors weren’t 
all copying from “Q” or some such document theorized by 
critics. It also shows that the inspiration of the Holy Spirit 
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did not destroy the freedom of different witnesses to express 
themselves. And that very free dom of expression explains 
many of the apparent con tradictions.

Let’s carefully compare the story as told in all four gos-
pels. Matthew 26:34 says “before the cock crow,” while Luke 
22:34 and John 13:38 use the negative form, “the cock shall 
not crow.” Obviously, Christ is not refer ring to a particular 
rooster crowing, nor to some rooster crowing once, but to that 
time in the morning known as “the cockcrowing.” Such is the 
expression used in Mark 13:35, for example, when referring to 
the time (“at even, or at midnight, or at the cockcrowing, or in 
the morning”) when Christ might return. So Jesus warns Peter 
that be fore the usual cockcrowing the next morning he will have 
denied his Lord three times. In fact, all four gospels agree that 
this is what happened.

Far from contradicting the other gospels, Mark sim ply gives 
a further detail in Christ’s warning to Peter and thereby pro-
vides additional insight. He lets us know that Christ also told 
Peter: “Before the cock crow twice, thou shalt deny me thrice” 
(14:30). This in itself was an unusual statement. When roosters 
start crowing, the first is followed rather quickly by a second, 
third, fourth, and many subsequent crowings building to a cho-
rus if there are many roosters in the vicinity.

Mark then reveals (14:66–72) that although Peter’s first 
denial was long before the time of “cockcrowing” that morning, 
yet a rooster (or perhaps several) crowed immediately after the 
words were out of Peter’s mouth. How do we know this first 
crowing was long before the time of “cockcrowing”? Though we 
are not told how much time elapsed between the first and sec-
ond denials, Luke does inform us that “about the space of one 
hour” (22:59) elapsed between the second and third denials.
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A Gracious First Warning Unheeded

The unusual crowing of a rooster an hour or more be fore 
the normal time and immediately after Peter’s first denial should 
have brought him to repentance—which was no doubt why the 
Lord provided that special warn ing and unusual circumstance. 
Instead, though Peter had sworn he would die for Christ, he 
continued in denying his Lord two more times, at the end with 
ex treme profanity (Mark 14:71). Immediately after the third 
denial, the morning’s chorus of roosters (the “cockcrowing”) 
sounded, and at last, repentant, Peter went outside to be alone 
and to weep bitterly (Matthew 26:75; Luke 22:62).

The honesty of the accounts is revealed in the fact that neither 
repeats the other but that each provides a piece of information 
that is necessary to the whole. And the inspiration of God guid-
ing what each says, though from independent points of view, is 
seen in that this remarkable blending together of all four testimo-
nies is necessary to provide us with the whole picture.

In probing deeply enough to reconcile what at first seemed 
like a contradiction, we have learned a valuable lesson. We see 
God’s grace to Peter, causing a premature crowing of one or 
more roosters immediately after his first denial to prevent him 
from going any further. And has God not given similar warn-
ing at times to each of us to call us back from the brink of 
shame and disaster? Sometimes we have heeded, while at other 
times, like Pe ter, we have gone headlong until, overwhelmed by 
re morse, we have wept in repentance.

More Contradictions Involving Peter’s Denial?

Question: I read something about Peter’s denial of the 
Lord that stumped me in a paper published by a group 

of atheists. It pointed out that according to Mark’s account, 
Peter’s second denial was the result of questioning by the 
same maid who precipitated his first denial (Mark 14:69). 
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But Matthew 26:71 says it was another girl, and Luke 22:58 
says it was a man. After Peter’s first denial, Mark 14:66–69 
and Matthew 26:58, 71 have Peter leaving the fire in the 
courtyard and going to the gateway, where he was ques
tioned by whoever it was. But John 18:25 has Peter warm
ing himself at the fire in the courtyard when he was queried. 
How do we reconcile all of this?

Response: I am always impressed at the great deal of 
time and effort expended by critics in attempting to 

find some flaw in the Bible. Someone had to work very hard 
to assemble this series of apparent contradictions. Here is 
one more instance where it would seem that the desire 
to find discrepancies zealously manufactures nonexistent 
problems.

Mark 14:69 clearly says “a maid,” not the same maid, con-
sistent with Matthew’s “another maid.” Luke 22:58 doesn’t say 
it was a man who queried him. Peter’s reply, “Man, I am not,” 
could be an expression he used habitu ally; and if not, then Peter 
would likely have used it be cause of the men surrounding him 
who heard the maid’s question. She wasn’t whispering in Peter’s 
ear in an at tempt to save him embarrassment! Peter’s main con-
cern would obviously be to defend himself in the eyes of the 
men standing around the fire with him, who had heard this 
damning accusation. 

In fact, precipitating the second denial, the maid, as one 
would expect, is indeed speaking not only to Peter but to the 
men warming themselves at the fire with him. This is clear from 
both Matthew 26:71 (“said unto them that were there”) and 
Mark 14:69 (“began to say to them that stood by”). John 18:25 
shows more clearly that the men around him got involved in 
Pe ter’s questioning, exactly as one would expect. No wonder 
he said, “Man. . . .” There is absolutely nothing contradictory 
in these accounts, though they are being told from slightly  
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different perspectives. To insist upon contradiction betrays the 
wish as father to the thought.

As for Peter “going to the gateway,” there is no such state-
ment or implication in any of the accounts. John tells us that 
Peter stood outside for a short time when he first ar rived until 
he was brought inside. Matthew, Mark, and Luke are consistent 
in having Peter in the palace, then going onto a porch but still 
within the palace during his three denials.

Who Saw the Resurrected Jesus—When and Where?

Question: Some of the most blatant contradictions in 
the Bible involve the account of the supposed resurrec

tion of Christ upon which Christianity is founded. For 
ex ample, Mark 16:1–2 says Mary Magdalene came to the 
tomb when the sun had risen. John 20:1 says she came to 
the tomb while it was still dark. Which was it?

Response: I checked more than 20 translations of Mark 
16:1–2, and only one (NASB) says “when the sun had 

risen.” I found one paraphrase (NEB), which says “just after 
sunrise”; all other translations say “at the rising [anatello] 
of the sun.”

The Greek anatello is not an exact statement of time and 
really means the start of the action. The Greek implies that the 
sun had just appeared on the horizon. Anyone without an axe to 
grind would allow “sunrise” to include a period just before the 
sun peeped over the horizon as well as just after. Furthermore, 
the expression “cometh Mary” in John 20 would include her 
entire journey to ward the tomb from her home. Some distance 
being in volved, she would have set out that morning “when it 
was yet dark” (John 20:1) to arrive at the tomb just as the sun 
was coming above the horizon.
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Mary sees, obviously from a distance as soon as she has a 
clear view of the tomb’s entrance, that the stone has been rolled 
away. John doesn’t record her being at the tomb un til much later. 
Moreover, the Greek word skotia, translated “dark,” includes the 
meaning of dimness, not necessarily pitch-black darkness. To be 
perfectly honest, if you took these two statements into a court 
and tried to prove them contradictory, the judge would quickly 
dismiss the case.

When and Where Was the Sermon on the Mount?

Question: Concerning the famous Sermon on the 
Mount, Luke 6:12, 17 says Jesus came down from a 

moun tain and stood in a plain to address his audience. But 
Matthew 5:1 says Jesus went up on a mountain and sat down 
to address his audience. How many contradictions such as 
this does it take before Christians admit that the Bible is not 
God’s infallible Word?

Response: Is it possible that in your eagerness to prove 
the Bible fallible you have overlooked the obvious? 

Surely you must know that the gospels do not tell every 
event in time sequence. In Luke 6:12–19, Jesus goes into a 
mountain and prays all night, then the next day chooses His 
12 disciples. This same incident is told in Matthew 10. It is 
not connected with the Sermon on the Mount—much less 
immediately followed by it, as you imply—an event that 
Matthew presents long before in chapter 5.

There is a break in Luke chapter 6 between verses 19 and 
20. Beginning at verse 20, an earlier incident, the Ser mon on 
the Mount, is recited, out of sequence. There is no connection 
between that part of the gospel, which is recounted in verses 
12–19 and the Sermon on the Mount, which begins at verse 20. 
There is no contradiction be tween Matthew and Luke.
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Another Determined Attempt 
 to Prove a Contradiction

Question: The stories of the socalled “transfigura tion” 
of Jesus on the mount seem to contain a serious con

tradiction. Matthew 17:1 and Mark 9:2 say that it happened 
six days later than the incident just presented. But Luke 9:28 
says it was eight days later. I’m stumped. Can you help me?

Response: Actually, both Matthew and Mark say, “After 
(Greek meta) six days,” which would be at least the 

seventh day; and Luke says “about an eight days.” “An eight 
days” is an idiomatic expression (like “fort night”) for a 
week later, and the word “about” indicates that the timing 
is not precise. This criticism of the gospel account splits 
meaningless hairs, and once again the skep tic accusing the 
Bible of contradiction would be laughed out of court.

Let’s Get the Angels Straight

Question: The resurrection of Jesus is the very foun
dation of Christianity, yet those who wrote the gospels 

seem to be in conflict even on this most important sub ject! 
Matthew says an angel came down from heaven, rolled away 
the stone, and sat upon it. Mary Magdalene and the other 
Mary approached and were frightened. The angel told them 
not to be afraid, and invited them into the tomb to see where 
Jesus had lain (Matthew 28:1–6).   •   In contrast, Mark 
says that Mary Magdalene, Mary the mother of James, and 
Salome did not see the angel until they entered the tomb. 
The angel then pointed to where Jesus had lain (16:1–6).  
•   In further contradiction, Luke says the women en
tered the tomb, and, as they looked for the body of Jesus, 
suddenly two angels appeared to them (Luke 24:1–4). 
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Note also that Mark says his angel was sitting when he 
addressed the women, whereas Luke states that his two 
angels were standing (Mark 16:5; Luke 24:4).   •   One 
account says the women saw Jesus and then went to tell 
his disciples; another says Jesus met them on their way to 
tell the disciples (Matthew 28:9); and yet a third version 
says they “fled from the sepulchre” and didn’t tell anyone 
or see Jesus (Mark 16:8). The disciples were told that Jesus 
would meet them in Galilee (Matthew 28:7; Mark 16:7), 
yet Luke and John say He came to them in Jerusalem. What 
can you make of this hopeless tangle of contradictions?

Response: Let’s go over the accounts more carefully, 
remembering that each of the gospel writers presents a 

condensed version of what happened. Not every move ment 
and word of angels, the women, and disciples is re cited in 
each gospel. Moreover, each account is told from a different 
perspective.

First of all, Matthew does not say that the women saw the 
angel outside and he invited them in. That is nowhere stated in 
any of the four gospels.

Matthew begins the story from the point of view of the 
Roman soldiers. He tells us that the military guard, seeing the 
angel roll the stone away and sit upon it, were terrified: They 
“did shake, and became as dead men” (28:4). They then fled to 
the city (28:11).

Obviously, the soldiers had already gone, and the angel who 
rolled the stone away must have been inside by the time the 
women arrived to find the stone already rolled away from the 
sepulchre (Mark 16:4; Luke 24:2). We know that the soldiers 
could not have still been there and the angel still out side of 
the sepulchre and sitting on the stone, his “counte nance . . . 
like lightning” (Matthew 28:3). Could anyone imagine such 
circumstances and these women having the courage to walk 
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through a platoon of terrified soldiers and right up to the awe-
some angel to ask him where Jesus was?

The invitation by Matthew’s angel, “Come see the place 
where the Lord lay,” is similar to Mark’s, “Behold the place 
where they laid him.” Both are compatible with directions from 
inside the tomb given to women who were cautiously peering 
in, then hesitantly entering. That one gospel refers specifically 
to one angel in a certain po sition (and is silent about the other 
angel in a different position) while the other mentions both 
angels is no con tradiction at all but is simply the normal varia-
tion one would expect from two true accounts of the same event 
given from two different perspectives.

Different Women Do Different Things

As for the action taken by the women, no gospel says they 
saw Jesus before they went to call the disciples. Nor is there any 
contradiction in the fact that some women fled to their homes 
and others went to tell the disciples of the empty tomb. There 
were a number of women (“and certain others with them”—
Luke 24:1; “and other women that were with them”—verse 
10), not just the three named; and Mary Mag dalene acted on 
her own and not as part of any group of women. She did not 
enter the tomb but immediately hurried to tell the disciples. 
The other women went into the tomb and saw the angels, who 
instructed them to tell the disciples He had risen. Some of the 
women fled in terror, while others went to tell the disciples, and 
on their way into the city Jesus met them. There is no “tangle of 
confusion” here at all.

Mary had already alerted the disciples and returned with 
Peter and John to the grave (John 20:1–11). After they had 
seen that the grave was empty and went away wondering, she 
lingered there, confused and heartbro ken, and that was when 
Jesus came to her.
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Some of the women returned to their homes, fright ened 
and bewildered, and said nothing. Others of them went to tell 
the disciples. There is no conflict here at all but simply the 
normal differences in action that one would expect among a 
number of women.

Nor is there any conflict between the instructions to go to 
Galilee and the fact that the disciples didn’t immediately pack 
up and go but were in an inner room in Jerusalem that evening 
when Christ appeared to them. Their reluc tance to obey fur-
ther commands from the One they had thought was the Messiah 
but no longer appeared to be, in spite of rumors of a resurrec-
tion, was understandable. There is no conflict whatsoever in the 
accounts.

One fact is indisputable: The grave where the body of Jesus 
had been was empty the morning of the third day. All of the 
accounts make that clear, and all of the evidence supports that 
fact. Nor were either the Roman authorities or the rabbis able 
to produce the body of Jesus, though both would have done 
so had they been able in order to stop this revolution that was 
creating an uproar every where and that later became known as 
“Christianity.”

Forget “Good Friday”!

Question: The Bible says Christ was crucified the day 
before the Sabbath, which would mean on Friday. That 

the church accepts this is indicated by the worldwide “Good 
Friday” celebrations. Yet the Bible also says He had to be 
“three days and three nights” in the grave, which is clearly 
impossible if He was crucified on Friday afternoon and res
urrected early Sunday morning, as the Bible says and Chris
tians believe. Wouldn’t this contradiction cast doubt upon 
all the rest of the Bible, certainly upon the very heart of 
Christianity, the crucifixion, and the resurrection of Christ?
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Response: In this case, the critics are correct: Christ 
could not have been crucified on Friday afternoon, 

nor does the Bible say that He was. Those who defend this 
position do it something like this: “The Jewish day began 
and ended with sunset. A partial day counts as a whole, 
so the day that began at Thursday sunset and ended Fri
day sunset was the first day; from Friday sunset to Satur day 
sunset was the second day; and from Saturday sunset until 
early Sunday morning was the third day.”

That calculation accounts for three days but for only two 
nights (Friday and Saturday). But Christ specifically declared: 
“ . . . so shall the Son of man be three days and three nights in 
the heart of the earth” (Matthew 12:40). That Christ rose on 
Sunday morning is clear in all four gospels. Therefore, He had 
to have been dead and in the grave Thursday night as well as 
Friday and Saturday nights.

Christ Was Crucified on Thursday

In fact, it is quite clear from the gospels that Christ was 
crucified on Thursday and died several hours before sundown 
(when Friday began). Thus He spent part of Thursday and all 
of Friday and Saturday (three days) in the grave. He also spent 
Thursday, Friday, and Saturday nights (three nights) in the grave 
and rose first thing Sun day morning. The confusion arises 
because His crucifix ion was “the day before the sabbath” (Mark 
15:42). Luke and John agree: “And the sabbath drew on” (Luke 
23:54); “that the bodies should not remain upon the Cross on 
the sabbath day” (John 19:31).

It is a mistake, however, to conclude that because the day 
after His crucifixion was a Sabbath, He must have been cruci-
fied on Friday. Saturday was not the only Sabbath. There were 
other special Sabbaths that could fall on any day of the week, 
depending upon the calen dar. In fact, John tells us that the 
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day after the crucifix ion was not the ordinary Saturday Sabbath 
but a special one: “That sabbath day was an high [special] day” 
(John 19:31). Nor are we left in doubt what that special Sab-
bath was: It was the Passover.

When the rabbis brought Jesus before Pilate the morning 
of His crucifixion, “they themselves went not into the judg-
ment hall, lest they should be defiled, but that they might eat 
the passover” (John 18:28). This was the morning after the Last 
Supper, but the rabbis hadn’t yet eaten the Passover—so nei-
ther had Jesus and His dis ciples. The Last Supper was not the 
Passover, as is com monly taught. That was to be celebrated the 
next night, which, to the disciples’ shock and dismay, turned 
out to be the night of Christ’s crucifixion. (We will deal with 
this in more detail later.)

On the Cross When the  
Passover Lambs Were Being Slain

In remarkable fulfillment of prophecy of Exodus 12:6, 
Christ, whom John Baptist called “the Lamb of God” (John 
1:29, 36), and Paul called “our passover . . . sacrificed for us”  
(1 Corinthians 5:7), was crucified at the very time that the 
Passover lambs were being slain all over Israel: “It was the prep-
aration of the passover” (John 19:14). The lambs were then 
roasted and eaten that night with unleavened bread as first com-
manded in Exodus 12. The Passover marked the beginning of 
the seven-day Feast of Unleavened Bread, the first day of which 
was a Sabbath, in which no work could be done:

Seven days shall ye eat unleavened bread . . . and in the first 
day [of the feast] . . . and in the seventh day . . . no manner 
of work shall be done. (Exodus 12:15–16)

So Thursday at sunset (in this particular year, 32 AD, when 
Christ was crucified) marked the beginning of the Feast of 
Unleavened Bread with the eating of the Passover lamb that 
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night. That first day lasted until Fri day sunset and was a special 
Sabbath, a “high day,” the first day of the Feast. It was imme-
diately followed by the normal Saturday Sabbath, from Friday 
sunset until Saturday sunset. The women, therefore, could not 
get to the grave until Sunday morning. Christ was in the grave 
three days and three nights. He was crucified on Thursday, the 
very day the prophets had foretold (as we shall see). There is no 
contradiction at all when the facts are known.

Couldn’t Paul Count?

Question: There seems to be a major flaw in the tes
timony of Paul concerning the resurrection of Christ. 

He says that after Christ appeared to Peter, he then appeared 
to “the twelve” (1 Corinthians 15:5). Yet the gospels clearly 
state that Judas, one of the original twelve, had committed 
suicide before the resurrection and that there were only 
eleven disciples alive for Christ to appear to. Is there a way 
to escape this contradiction? Otherwise it puts all of the rest 
of the resurrection story in doubt.

Response: Of course, Christ “appeared unto the eleven 
as they sat at meat, and upbraided them with their 

unbelief” (Mark 16:14); “The eleven gathered together . . .  
[and] Jesus himself stood in the midst of them” (Luke 
24:33, 36). But He also “was seen of above five hundred 
brethren at once” (1 Corinthians 15:6). Among them was 
undoubtedly Matthias, who was chosen to take the place of 
Judas, rounding out the number of the disciples to twelve 
once again. No doubt, from what Peter said (quoted below) 
when Matthias was chosen, this man had also seen Christ 
on other occasions as well.

In Acts 1:15–26, we find “about an hundred and twenty” 
(verse 15) disciples gathered together. Peter re minds them that 
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the prophets had foretold Judas’ betrayal of Jesus and his death 
and had also foretold that “another [would] take” his place 
(verse 20). To be an apostle, as Paul reminds us, one must have 
“seen Jesus Christ our Lord” (1 Corinthians 9:1). Therefore, as 
the eleven disciples were about to choose Judas’ successor, Peter 
declared that the replacement could only be from among “these 
men which have companied with us all the time that the Lord 
Jesus went in and out among us, beginning from the baptism 
of John unto that same day that he was taken up from us” (Acts 
1:21–22). It is quite clear, then, that although the focus of the 
four gospels is upon the special inner cirde of twelve disciples, 
there were others who were also with Christ at all times, and 
among them was Matthias.

Meeting these qualifications, Matthias was chosen to take 
Judas’ place and became one of the twelve apostles, having been 
a witness of all that the other eleven had witnessed, including 
the resurrection. In fact, he was probably present when Christ 
first appeared to the eleven. We aren’t told how many other 
disciples were present at that time. Whether he was present that 
night or not, Christ had appeared to Matthias and he became 
one of the twelve.

Paul became a Christian some years after the replace ment 
of Judas by Matthias. It would only be reasonable, then, that 
when Paul declared that Christ “was seen . . . of the twelve” 
(1 Corinthians 15:5), he would mean the twelve (including 
Matthias) in existence in his day, not the twelve when Judas was 
one of them.

Copyists’ Errors— 
Even in the King James Version?

Question: I came across a list of numerous contra
dictions in the Bible. Here are just a few: 2 Samuel 

8:4 says David took from Hadadezer “seven hundred 
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horse men,” but 1 Chronicles 18:4 says David took “seven 
thousand horsemen.” A similar discrepancy occurs between 
2 Samuel 10:18 (“seven hundred chariots [and] forty thou
sand horsemen”) and 1 Chronicles 19:18 (“seven thousand 
chariots [and] forty thousand footmen”). These are just a few 
of the errors—and they’re in the King James Bible, which I 
have always believed was perfect in every word. Help!

Response: The Bible is inerrant in its original 
manuscripts, not in every copy that someone has pro

duced since then. Not every copyist or every translator 
worked so flawlessly that every copy of the Bible in ev ery 
language is perfect in every word. These errors you point 
out were made by someone in centuries past when the 
documents were copied by hand.

One would have to go to the available manuscripts them-
selves to determine when these particular errors arose. And no 
doubt by comparing the many manuscripts we still have with 
one another it would be possible to determine what the origi-
nal actually said—whether 700 or 7,000, whether footmen or 
horsemen, etc. However, it wouldn’t be worth the time and 
effort to determine this because these errors do not affect any 
doctrinal teaching.

Certain kinds of copying or translating errors that affect 
doctrine could also theoretically have crept into a particular 
manuscript, but we have so many copies of manuscripts dat-
ing back so many centuries that by com paring these with one 
another such mistakes can be dis covered and corrected. In fact, 
none of the major Bible translations on the market today con-
tains doctrinal er rors. Although there are certain significant 
translational dif ferences between the King James Bible and the 
modern translations (including many deficiencies in the latter), 
any discrepancies in most translations are corrected by other 
verses in that same version.
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Was Stephen Confused?

Question: In his speech before the rabbinical council 
in Acts 7:15–16 Stephen said that Jacob was buried in 

Shechem “in the sepulchre that Abraham bought . . . of the 
sons of Emmor.” In clear contradiction, Genesis 50:13 says 
Jacob was buried in Hebron in the Cave of “Mach pelah, 
which Abraham bought . . . of Ephron the Hittite.” Was 
Stephen confused? I find this very disturbing. Why didn’t 
God inspire him to say everything correctly?

Response: Since Luke is writing under the inspira tion 
of the Holy Spirit, we may be certain that Stephen said 

what Luke records. We can’t blame any mistakes upon Luke. 
The most obvious possibility, therefore, is that Stephen 
indeed was confused. Nor would that fact reflect badly upon 
the Bible, much less prove that the Bible is not God’s Word, 
as the skeptics would like to maintain.

Remember, the Bible records the words of many persons 
who were clearly not inspired of God: Adam and Eve’s ex cuses, 
Cain’s lie about being innocent of Abel’s murder, the lengthy 
speeches by Job’s “comforters,” Pharaoh’s denunci ations of 
Moses and Aaron, King Saul’s fulminations against David, the 
High Priest’s accusations against Jesus, and on and on. The 
Bible does not guarantee the truthfulness of ev ery speech that 
it records unless it is clear that the person was speaking under 
the inspiration of God.

Stephen is not said to be speaking under the inspira tion of 
the Holy Spirit any more than the many others whose words are 
recorded in Scripture. The Bible makes no attempt to hide the 
sins or errors of even its greatest characters, such as Abraham 
and David, so why should Stephen be protected from a slip of 
the tongue? However, let us look a bit deeper to see whether or 
not and to what degree Stephen was actually confused.
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First of all, Stephen did not specifically state that Jacob 
was buried in Shechem. Here is that part of his speech: “So 
Jacob went down into Egypt, and died, he and our fathers, and 
were carried over into Sychem, and laid in the sepulchre that 
Abraham bought for a sum of money of the sons of Emmor 
the father of Sy chem” (Acts 7:15–16). Stephen’s reference to 
“our fa thers” did not include Jacob (“he and our fathers”) but 
rather his sons. It was the “fathers” who were buried in Sychem 
(Shechem). We know that Jacob was buried in the Cave of 
Machpelah next to the bones of Sarah, of Abraham, Isaac, and 
his wife, Rebekah, and of Ja cob’s wife, Leah. Do we know that 
any of Jacob’s 12 sons, the “fathers” of the Jews, were indeed 
buried at Shechem? Yes.

We are told specifically that Joseph was buried at Shechem: 
“And the bones of Joseph, which the children of Israel brought 
up out of Egypt, buried they in Shechem, in a parcel of 
ground which Jacob bought of the sons of Hamor the father 
of Shechem for an hun dred pieces of silver” (Joshua 24:32). 
This agrees with the statement that “Jacob came to Shalem, 
a city of Shechem . . . and he bought a parcel of a field . . . at 
the hand of the children of Hamor, Shechem’s father, for an 
hundred pieces of money” (Genesis 33:18–19). If Joseph, one 
of the “fathers,” was buried in Shechem, it could well be that 
some of his brothers who were also “fa thers” of the children of 
Israel were buried there as well. The Old Testament doesn’t tell 
us where they were buried, so we have no basis for saying that 
Stephen was inaccurate on that score.

A Possible Explanation

The only problem remaining is Stephen’s statement that 
Abraham bought the field in Shechem. While there is no record 
that Abraham was ever in Shechem, he may well have passed 
through this centrally located city in his many travels. He could 
even have bought a field there and years later Jacob purchased 
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an additional por tion of it. Thus we cannot be dogmatic that 
what Stephen said was not true. He may have known then what 
we cannot know today.

On the other hand, it may be that Stephen made a slip of 
the tongue, and it was recorded in the Bible exactly as he said it. 
He had to be under tremendous pressure, sur rounded by those 
who hated and were going to kill him. He had all the elements 
of the truth together but got them slightly and understandably 
confused. Stephen was only an ordinary mortal. He could make 
mistakes like the rest of us, and it is refreshingly honest that the 
Bible lets us know about such mistakes not only with him but 
with others.

Yes, we are told that Stephen was “full of the Holy Ghost 
and wisdom . . . full of faith and power [and] did great wonders 
and miracles among the people” (Acts 6:3, 8). Thus we learn 
that to be filled with the Holy Spirit and to be inspired of God 
doesn’t turn one into a me chanical robot incapable of human 
error—so long as one is not uttering prophecy, which must be 
without error.

Why Would God Let Stephen Err?

If Stephen did make a blunder, why didn’t God pre vent 
him from doing so? Why should He? It made no dif ference. 
The rabbis didn’t even react. One reason for allowing this mis-
take (if that is what it was) and record ing it could be to teach 
us the very lesson we have just mentioned. Another reason, no 
doubt, is to strengthen the Bible’s credibility in the eyes of hon-
est seekers who are examining it to see whether or not they can 
trust it. In fact, the honest recording of this small inaccuracy is 
in the Bible’s favor.

If the Bible had been put together by deliberate fraud centu-
ries or even years later and this speech was simply manufactured 
as part of a fictitious story, the forgers would surely not have 
made such a blunder. They could have and no doubt would 
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have looked up in the Old Tes tament anything they were uncer-
tain of to make sure they had it right. The Old Testament is 
consistent and forgers surely would have stuck to that story and 
avoided this seeming contradiction.

The fact that this apparent mistake in Stephen’s speech 
remains is one more proof that the Bible is an honest record. 
Furthermore, it shows us that no subse quent scribe dared to 
take it upon himself to “correct” the error. And that fact demon-
strates once again the rever ence with which the copyists handled 
what they knew to be God’s infallible Word and refrained from 
tampering with it, even when there seemed to be a mistake that 
needed correction.

Is the Millennium the Ultimate Kingdom?

Question: Referring to Christ’s prophesied future reign 
over this world from Jerusalem, the Bible says, “Of 

his government and peace there shall be no end” (Isaiah 
9:7). Yet the Bible also says that His reign will only last 
a thousand years and that it will end with a world war 
(Revelation 20:6–9). Which is it—forever, or a thousand 
years; peace or war? It can’t be both. How can anyone be lieve 
that the Bible is God’s infallible Word when it con tains so 
many contradictions, and particularly on such fundamental 
concepts as the reign of Christ, which is supposedly the 
culmination of all?

Response: There is a very simple and obvious expla
nation: the millennial reign of Christ is not the “govern

ment and peace” that the Bible says will never end. That fact 
is clear for a number of reasons. Certainly 1,000 years is not 
endless, and war cannot be equated with peace. Yet most 
Christians imagine that the Millennium is the “kingdom” 
for which we are to pray “Thy kingdom come” (Matthew 
6:10), and that is the subject of so many biblical prophesies. 
In fact, it is not.
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It is amazing that the obvious contradictions are ig nored 
by Christians who persist in equating the Millen nium with 
Christ’s eternal kingdom. The critics, however, who diligently 
search for every seeming con tradiction they can find, have 
noted the problem, but in their eagerness to condemn the 
Bible, they overlook the simple solution: The Millennium is 
not the kingdom.

Christ said, “Except a man be born again, he cannot see  
. . . [or] enter into the kingdom of God” (John 3:3, 5). Clearly, 
there will be many individuals living during the Millennium 
who have not been born again, or they would not follow Satan: 
“And when the thousand years are expired, Satan shall be loosed 
out of his prison, and shall go out to deceive the nations which 
are in the four quarters of the earth, Gog and Magog, to gather 
them together to battle, the number of whom is as the sand of 
the sea. And they went up on the breadth of the earth and com-
passed the camp of the saints about, and the beloved city; and 
fire came down from God out of heaven and devoured them” 
(Revela tion 20:7–9). These rebels are obviously not born-again 
Christians! Yet only those who have been born again can be in 
the kingdom.

Moreover, Paul tells us that “flesh and blood cannot inherit 
the kingdom of God” (1 Corinthians 15:50). Yet the earth 
will be inhabited during the Millennium by great numbers of 
“flesh-and-blood” people. Here, then, is another reason why 
the Millennium cannot be the king dom. (The unique role that 
the Millennium plays will be discussed later.)

What then is the kingdom? It is eternal, which indi cates 
that it will exist in the new eternal universe that God will create 
after He has destroyed this one: “The day of the Lord will come 
as a thief in the night, in which the heavens shall pass away 
with a great noise and the elements shall melt with fervent heat; 
the earth also and the works that are therein shall be burned 
up. . . . Nevertheless we, according to his promise, look for 
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new heavens and a new earth, wherein dwelleth righ teousness”  
(2 Peter 3:10, 13).

Obviously, no kingdom nor anything else on this earth can 
be eternal until the present universe has been de stroyed and a 
new one created. Only then will the king dom have arrived that 
is eternal, whose peace will never end, that cannot be inherited 
by flesh and blood, and for which the entrance requirement is 
being born again. As Paul informed us:

Then cometh the end [consummation], when he [Christ] 
shall have delivered up the kingdom to God, even the 
Father; when he shall have put down all rule and all 
authority and power. . . . 

And when all things shall be subdued unto him, 
then shall the Son also himself be subject unto him that 
put all things under him, that God may be all in all. (1 
Corinthians 15:24, 28)





Every careful student and every thoughtful reader of the Bible 
finds that the words of the Apostle Peter concerning the 
Scriptures, that there are some things in them hard to be 
understood (2 Peter 3:16), are abundantly true.

Who of us has not found things in the Bible that have 
puzzled us, yes, that in our early Christian experience have 
led us to question whether the Bible was, after all, the Word 
of God? We find some things in the Bible which it seems 
impossible to reconcile with other things in the Bible. We find 
some things which seem incompatible with the thought that 
the whole Bible is of divine origin and absolutely inerrant.

[The Bible is] a revelation of the mind and will and char
acter and being of an infinitely great, perfectly wise and 
absolutely holy God . . . [but] the revelation . . . [is] to finite 
beings who are imperfect in knowledge, and who are also 
imperfect in character and consequently in spiritual dis
cernment. . . . There must, then, from the very necessities of 
the case, be difficulties in such revelation from such a source 
made to such persons. When the finite try to un derstand the 
infinite, there is bound to be difficulty. . . .

It is not wise to attempt to conceal the fact that these dif
ficulties exist. It is the part of wisdom, as well as of hon esty, 
to frankly face them and consider them.

—r. A. Torrey1
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d5
ChallenGes  

to Faith

How Can God Repent?

Question: In Genesis 6:6 we are told that “it repented 
the Lord that he had made man.” Jonah 3:10 says that 

“God repented of the evil that he had said that he would 
do unto them.” A number of other times throughout the 
Old Testament the same Hebrew word expresses a similar 
repentance on God’s part. How can God, who is suppos edly 
perfect, repent? And why would He need to if He knows in 
advance all that is going to happen and allows it?

Response: It is true, as you say, that if God is perfect and 
knows in advance all that will happen, then He could 

not possibly “repent” in the sense of having been wrong. In 
fact, there are so many verses in the Bible declaring that God 
cannot repent in this sense that we may be assured He never 
has and never will. For exam ple: “God is not a man, that he 
should lie, neither the son of man, that he should repent; 
hath he said and shall he not do it? Or hath he spoken and 
shall he not make it good?” (Numbers 23:19).
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Then what are we to understand when it says that God has 
repented or will repent? A number of verses provide the neces-
sary insight. For example: “Therefore now amend your ways 
and your doings, and obey the voice of the Lord your God; 
and the Lord will repent him of the evil [judgment] that he 
hath pronounced against you” (Jeremiah 26:13). When God 
offers to “repent” of the judgment He has pronounced upon 
the wicked if they turn from their wickedness, it is quite clear 
that His “repentance” is simply His gracious response to man’s 
repentance. That fact is made clear by many Scriptures such as 
the following:

If the wicked will turn from all his sins that he hath commit-
ted, and keep all my statutes, and do that which is lawful and 
right, he shall surely live; he shall not die. (Ezekiel 18:21)

At what instant I shall speak concerning a na tion and 
concerning a kingdom to pluck up and to pull down and to 
destroy it, if that nation against whom I have pronounced 
turn from their evil, I will repent of the evil that I thought to 
do unto them. (Jeremiah 18:7–8)

A Change of Action, Not of Mind

Obviously if after the conditions He has set forth are ful-
filled God then “repents,” He has not changed His at titude or 
actions because He was wrong or because He didn’t foresee the 
future. He has simply changed His ac tion toward those who 
repented, exactly as He promised. There is neither remorse nor 
regret; nor is either of these possible for God. Such was the 
nature of His “repen tance” in not destroying Nineveh, as Jonah 
had declared He would.

In each case where “repentance” is attributed to God, His 
action is quite consistent with the principle He has repeatedly 
laid down in His Word. Where there is repentance and turn-
ing from wickedness on the part of a person or nation, He will 
forgive and not execute the judgment that He has previously 
pronounced.
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What then about God’s “repentance” in Genesis 6? It is 
evidently the converse of the above. Instead of the wicked turn-
ing to good, and as a result God “repenting” of the judgment 
He had pronounced upon them, those whom God had cre-
ated and pronounced good had instead turned to wickedness. 
Consequently, God “re pented” of the blessing He had promised 
them. In fact, so great was their wickedness that the whole of 
mankind that He had made deserved to be destroyed.

Fortunately, one man, Noah, “found grace in the eyes of 
the Lord” (Genesis 6:8). This fact tells us that although grace 
is free, as it must be, there are conditions for receiving it. God 
said, “My spirit shall not always strive with man” (Genesis 6:3). 
The time for judgment had come, but one man, in distinction 
to all the rest, was willing to repent and to obey God and thus 
could be a recipient of God’s grace.

Parents need to pattern their discipline after God’s example. 
There is a point of diminishing return, and finally of no return, 
in extending forgiveness to an erring child who always begs pit-
eously for mercy. If there is never a punishment, then grace is 
meaningless and the required lesson is never learned. The grace 
that God extended to Noah had meaning only in relation to 
the judgment meted out upon all others. And so it is with the 
salvation God provides in Christ: it is meaningful and desirable 
only in light of the eternal judgment that we would otherwise 
have to endure for our sins.

Did Jesus Study in India Under the Gurus?

Question: The gospels are silent about the approxi
mately 18 years between the last time we hear of Jesus 

in the temple as a boy of 12 (Luke 2:41–52) and the begin
ning of His ministry at about 30 years of age (Luke 3:23). I 
have come across the report a number of times, not only in 
The Aquarian Gospel, but in newspapers as well, that during 
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these missing years Jesus was in India studying under the 
gurus. The wisdom He acquired there suppos edly became 
the basis for His ministry. Why not?

Response: The most widely circulated report in volved 
an alleged Nicholas Notovitch, who claimed that while 

traveling in Tibet in the late 1800s he was told by Tibetan 
lamas that a record reporting the visit of Jesus ex isted in a 
Himalayan monastery. In the early 1900s another visitor to 
Tibet was allegedly told the same thing. However, no one 
capable of reading and translating such “records” ever saw 
them, no copy was brought to the West for examination, and 
now the story is that the “records” have been destroyed.2

If the Bible were based upon no better evidence than that, 
the critics would have justifiably dismissed it long ago. Yet such 
speculative claims are instantly given cre dence by those who 
demand proof for anything the Bible says. That double stan-
dard betrays an intense bias on the part of skeptics who claim to 
be interested only in the truth.

All of the Evidence Is to the Contrary

First of all, there is not a particle of historical or ar chaeological 
evidence that Jesus ever visited India, much less studied there. 
Moreover, this theory is refuted by ev erything that Jesus said 
and did during His ministry. The teachings that Jesus brought 
to the Jews were in agree ment with all of their Scriptures (which 
He frequently quoted as authoritative) and without the slightest 
taint of either Hinduism or Buddhism. Had He studied under 
the Masters of India or Tibet, He would have been obli gated to 
uphold their teaching and to honor His guru. In fact, His teach-
ings were the very antithesis of Eastern mysticism of any kind.

Furthermore, the New Testament account, which holds 
together consistently, is not compatible with Jesus ever having  
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made such extensive travels. The people in his hometown of 
Nazareth knew him as “the carpenter, the son of Mary, the 
brother of James and Joses and of Juda and Simon” (Mark 6:3). 
The implication certainly is that He was a familiar hometown 
personality who had grown up and continued in the local com-
munity, not that He was a Jewish Marco Polo who had traveled 
to exotic and distant places.

Friends and acquaintances were astonished when Je sus sud-
denly began to travel about Galilee and preach to great crowds. 
To family and neighbors it was a scandal for Jesus to present 
Himself as a religious teacher. They treated him with a con-
tempt born of familiarity, not with the awe they surely would 
have given one who had trav eled widely and studied in such 
far-off lands as India and Tibet.

Every guru who comes to the West lauds and honors his 
Master, because every Hindu, including the gurus them selves, 
must have a guru whom he follows. Yet the al leged “Guru 
Jesus” never referred to His guru or quoted any religious writ-
ings except the Jewish Scriptures. He claimed to have been sent 
not by some Master in the East but by His Father in heaven 
(John 5:23, 30, 36; etc.), a term unknown to the gurus and 
hated by the rabbis.

The gurus claim to be men who, through yoga and ascetic 
practices, have attained to the mystical “realiza tion” that “Atman 
[individual soul] is identical with Brahman [universal soul]” and 
have thereby become “Self-realized” gods. Had Jesus studied 
under them, He would have taught the same delusion. Yet in 
complete contradiction to that impossible dream and far from 
claiming to be a man struggling upward to godhood, Je sus pre-
sented Himself as the very I AM (Yahweh) of the Old Testament, 
the God of Israel who had stooped down to become a man:

If ye believe not that I AM, ye shall die in your sins. . . .  
Before Abraham was, I AM. . . . Now I tell you [this] before 
it come to pass, that, when it is come to pass, ye may believe 
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that I AM. . . . A little while, and ye shall not see me . . . 
because I go to the Father. . . . I came forth from the Father 
and am come into the world; again, I leave the world and go 
to the Father. . . . I and my Father are one. [Emphasis added] 
(John 8:24, 58; 13:19; 16:16, 28; 10:30)

Irreconcilable Differences  
Between Christ and the Gurus

The gurus deny the existence of sin or of any absolute moral 
standards. Each person’s dharma is different and an individual 
matter to be discovered on the mystical journey to union with 
Brahman. In complete contrast, Christ claimed to be the “light 
of the world” (John 8:12), whose very life exposed the evil in 
mankind. Moreover, He promised to send the Holy Spirit to 
convince the world of “sin, and of righteousness, and of judg-
ment” (John 16:8). Jesus announced that He had come to call 
sinners to repentance (Mark 2:17) and to save them from eter-
nal judgment by His sacrifice of Himself for the sins of the 
whole world.

Christ’s life and teachings stand in the fullest contra diction 
to the Hinduism He would have learned in India had He stud-
ied there and which He surely would have practiced and taught 
to the Jews when He returned to Is rael. This theory finds abso-
lutely no support in the New Testament record given to us by 
eyewitnesses:

•	The	gurus	teach	a	continuing	cycle	of	death	and	rein
carnation, whereas Jesus was resurrected as He said He 
would be, and He promised the same deliverance from 
death to His followers. Reincarnation and resurrection 
are opposites; one cannot believe in both. 

•	The	gurus	teach	a	continual	returning	to	this	earth	in	
life after life to work out one’s supposed “karma,” while 
Jesus taught forgiveness of sins by grace, thus fitting one 
for heaven. 
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•	To	the	gurus,	heaven	is	a	mystical	state	of	oneness	with	
the Absolute. Jesus, on the other hand, taught that 
being in heaven is to dwell forever in His Father’s house 
of “many mansions” (John 14:1–4). 

•	The	 gurus	 are	 all	 vege	tarians.	 Jesus	 ate	 the	 Passover	
lamb, fed the multitudes with fish, and even after His 
resurrection ate fish as a demonstration to His doubt-
ing disciples that He was bodily resurrected and not a 
“ghost,” as they supposed.

•	There	have	been	thousands	of	gurus,	but	Jesus	claimed	
to be the one and only Son of God, the only Sav ior of 
sinners. 

•	The	gurus	teach	that	there	are	many	ways	to	God.	Jesus	
declared: “I am the way, the truth, and the life; no man 
cometh unto the Father but by me” (John 14:6). 

•	Everything	Jesus	said	and	did	opposes	the	teach	ings	of	
Hinduism and Buddhism and disproves the false claim 
that He studied in India or Tibet.

This fraudulent theory demonstrates once again how impos-
sible it would be to invent a fictitious history of Jesus and to 
make it fit into actual events on this earth. The erroneous the-
ory that Jesus studied in India under the gu rus simply won’t fit 
into the New Testament record at all—and if it did, the New 
Testament would be incompatible with the Old instead of being 
its fulfillment, as it had to be. Nor would either the Old or New 
Testament records fit into the history of the world unless both 
were true. The perfect harmony of Scripture with established 
history is revealed by any careful and honest study of both.
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The Relationship Between Mythologies and the Bible

Question: The Bible claims to have been inspired of 
God. Yet we find very similar accounts of some of the 

sto ries it records (Adam and Eve, the temptation in the 
Gar den, Noah and the flood, etc.) in the myths of many 
ancient peoples scattered around the world. Some of 
these myths seem to be much older than the Bible. There 
are, for example, Assyrian tablets predating the books of 
Moses that tell of creation, the temptation in the Gar den, 
the flood, and the tower of Babel in language very similar 
to the Genesis account. The first man in the Baby lonian 
myths was called Adami. Is it not possible, then, that at 
least some of the Bible was derived from pagan mythology 
rather than from divine inspiration?

Response: To suggest that the Bible borrowed the 
Genesis accounts from pagan myths creates more 

prob lems than it could seem to solve. We are still left with 
two questions: What was the source of the pagan accounts, 
and what is the explanation for the close similarities in all 
accounts, including the Bible’s? It is mathematically im
possible that different races and cultures widely scattered 
around the world and without contact with one another 
would all develop independently such similar mytholog ical 
accounts of mankind’s origin and history. The odds against 
that happening are astronomical.

All accounts, therefore, including the Bible’s, must have 
come from some common source that originated outside of any 
race or culture. There can be no doubt about it. That fact con-
fronts us once again with the ques tion of the identity of that 
common source and how all of these widely scattered peoples 
came in contact with it—or it came in contact with them.

Interestingly enough, the accounts themselves pro vide the 
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only plausible explanation: that all peoples of every race and 
color are descended from one set of par ents created by God and 
that there was a worldwide flood, which left one family from 
whom all peoples on earth today are descended. Mathematically, 
evolution is impossible. If gradual evolution from apes to man 
had occurred over thousands of years, it would have left mil-
lions of fossils of missing links (creatures that were neither ape 
nor man) scattered over a wide area, yet not one has ever been 
found. If evolution were a fact, there would not be one pair 
of common parents for all peoples; there would be hundreds 
and perhaps thousands of such pairs and thus no explanation of 
how a single mythology became known to all peoples.

Adam and Eve, however, would certainly have passed the 
story of their creation, the serpent’s deception, and their expul-
sion from the Garden of Eden on to their children, they to their 
children, and so on. That story would surely have been known by 
Noah’s family, who would have passed it on to their descendants 
along with their account of the flood as they had experienced it. 
There is no other possible rational explanation for the worldwide 
existence of the common mythology recounting these events.

Furthermore, to this day, in Turkey, in the proxim ity of 
Mount Ararat, where the Bible says Noah’s ark settled after the 
flood (Genesis 8:4), the native people living there still refer to 
that lofty summit as “the Mount of Noah.” Even without the 
various accounts of those who claim to have seen a huge ship 
high in a glacier on Mount Ararat that could only be the remains 
of Noah’s ark, we have compelling evidence. A local tradition 
of long standing agrees with a story that is known worldwide. 
Such confirmation speaks loudly and cannot be ignored.

Perverted Mythologies Make the Bible Shine Brighter

Wherever archaeologists dig around the world, they find, in 
corroboration of the Genesis account, ancient rep resentations 
of a woman, a serpent, and a tree in close relationship with 
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one another. Therefore, we know there is at least that core of 
truth in this widespread story. When we look at the nonbiblical 
accounts, however, there are obviously mythological elements 
perverting the transmission of what must have been a historical 
event. Of great significance is the fact (to which we will return 
in a later chapter) that the serpent is universally pre sented as 
the symbol of wisdom, or the Savior-god, ex actly the opposite 
from what the Bible says.

In addition to perverting the role of the serpent, all pa gan 
accounts embody obviously mythological and fantas tic ele-
ments. The biblical account alone has the factual ring of history 
rather than myth. It fits the rest of the Bible and agrees with 
what we know of mankind’s history to the present time. Thus 
the biblical account stands on one side and all of the others, in 
spite of their similarities to the Genesis story, stand together in 
opposition to it.

That distinction between the Bible and all other ac counts 
is significant. It indicates that the biblical account was not 
borrowed from the others. Clearly, all non-bibli cal accounts 
originated from the same historical events, and their differences 
developed later. The pagan myths all vary from one another, so 
none can be trusted as au thentic. They must have all become 
perverted in one way or another. Inasmuch as the biblical 
account is consistent with the rest of the Bible, it can claim the 
same infallibil ity of inspiration as all of God’s Word. The pagan 
ac counts are similar enough to confirm the biblical account, 
but different enough so that the latter stands alone as the only 
authentic record. 

The biblical account does not orig inate from oral tradi-
tion handed down from generation to generation (and thus it 
escapes the inevitable error in herent in such a process); but it 
was given by inspiration of God.
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What About Moving Mountains with Faith?

Question: Jesus very clearly said, “If ye have faith as a 
grain of mustard seed, ye shall say unto this mountain, 

Re move hence to yonder place, and it shall remove; and 
noth ing shall be impossible unto you” (Matthew 17:20). I’ve 
never heard of a Christian moving a mountain yet, nor have 
I ever heard of a Christian to whom nothing was impossi
ble. Yet there are absolutely no conditions; this promise is 
unequivocal. Either Matthew and Luke (who gives his own 
version—17:6) lied, or Jesus lied. Which was it? In either 
case the Bible is proven to be contradictory, is it not?

Response: Neither Matthew nor Luke nor Christ lied. 
Let us be careful to approach the Bible with due rev

erence. Even if we cannot quickly explain or reconcile ev
ery difficulty in the Bible, the corroborating evidence for 
the accuracy and authenticity of those passages that we are 
able to understand is overwhelming and points to its divine 
origin. R. A. Torrey reminds us:

What would we think of a beginner in algebra who, having 
tried in vain for half an hour to solve a difficult problem, 
declared that there was no possible solution to the problem 
because he could find none! . . .

The difficulties that confront one who denies that the 
Bible is of divine origin and authority are far more numer-
ous and weighty than those which con front the one who 
believes it to be of divine origin and authority.3

In this case, the apparent conflict is created by a mis-
understanding of faith. It is not some power that can be aimed 
at circumstances or people or things to move them into align-
ment with one’s ambitions and desires. If that were the case, then 
Christ would be telling us that this hid den power of the mind is 
so incredibly strong that we only need a miniscule amount of it 
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(the size of a tiny mustard seed) in order to effect whatever we 
desire. The universe would then be under man’s control instead 
of God’s. It would be terrifying if men had such power available 
to them. Fortunately they don’t, nor did Christ promise it.

Faith is not a power one possesses but complete trust in and 
dependence upon another person or object. Faith must have an 
object. Nor is there anyone or anything wor thy of one’s total 
trust except God. Jesus said, “Have faith in God” (Mark 11:22). 
What then is faith? It is a confident trust in the love and grace 
and power and wisdom of God.

It is easy to show the absurdity of “faith” as some power that 
man wields. Suppose two men want to move a mountain, but 
each in a different direction. Which one of them will manage 
to move the mountain when and where he wants it to go? The 
man with the most faith? That common misunderstanding is 
dispelled by Christ’s statement that it only takes a very small 
amount of faith to move a mountain.

God Alone—Not Faith—Can Move Mountains

The mountain (or whatever else) will not move by the power 
of faith, because faith has no power in and of itself. The moun-
tain can only be moved by the power of God. It will, therefore, 
move only when and where God wants it to move.

Surely, then, no one can have faith that a mountain is going 
to move at a particular time and in a certain direc tion unless 
he knows such a move to be God’s will. And how can one gain 
such insight and confidence? Obvi ously, only by getting to 
know God personally and learn ing to trust Him. It would be 
utter folly to trust a stranger or someone who has not yet dem-
onstrated his reliability.

Faith puts man in touch with God, causing him to know 
and trust God and to know His will. By faith, man can become 
an instrument in the effecting of God’s will here on earth. 
Literal mountains rarely, if ever, require moving. That would be 
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possible, however, if it were God’s will. Jesus used the extreme 
example of a moun tain being moved in response to one’s faith 
in God to show that nothing is impossible to those who are in 
touch with God and who are the obedient channels of His pur-
poses and power.

Why Didn’t Jesus Show His Resurrection  
to the Romans and Rabbis?

Question: Why didn’t Jesus, if He really rose from the 
dead, show Himself openly to the rabbis and to the 

common Jews and to the Romans? Wouldn’t that have 
established once and for all the fact that He had come back 
from the grave? And would not such a public appearance 
of Christ have converted the entire world of that day to 
Christianity? The fact that even the Bible admits He 
didn’t do so is presumptive evidence against the alleged 
resurrection, is it not? If He really was alive, why didn’t He 
prove it openly?

Response: You underestimate the proud stubborn ness 
and evil in the human heart. There were many eye

witnesses, in addition to Christ’s disciples, who testified to 
multitudes of friends and relatives and to the rabbis as well 
that Christ had raised Lazarus from the dead after his body 
had been in the grave for four days (John 11:43–46). There 
was no doubt that this incredible mira cle had occurred. In 
fact, the rabbis admitted to one an other in their council 
that Christ was doing “many miracles” (verses 47–48). That 
fact, however, did not soften their hearts nor make them 
willing to face the truth about Christ.

On the contrary, the fact that Christ had raised Lazarus 
from the dead before many witnesses (and that because of this 
undeniable miracle many of the people believed He was the 
Messiah) only increased the rabbis’ determination to kill Christ. 
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And now they were determined to kill Lazarus also in order to 
prevent him from being a testimony to Christ’s divine power 
(John 12:9–11)! Such fanatical opposition to Christ is not ratio-
nal and therefore would not have been changed, no mat ter what 
further facts had been witnessed.

No, it would not have changed the minds and actions of the 
secular and religious leaders at all had Christ him self, the very 
One whom they had crucified, stood before them alive once 
again. And why should He have done so? Through His fulfill-
ment of Old Testament prophe cies, and in the miracles that 
had been confirmed by the many witnesses (who, like spies, had 
reported to the rabbis—John 11:46), Christ had given Israel’s 
religious leaders more than enough evidence that He was the 
Mes siah. Undoubtedly, some of the rabbis themselves had wit-
nessed Christ’s miracles. But they still crucified Him.

Both Romans and Rabbis  
Had More Proof Than They Needed

Furthermore, the rabbis had even more powerful ev idence 
for the resurrection of Christ than the witness of the ordinary 
people who had testified that they had seen with their own 
eyes Lazarus come out of the grave “bound hand and foot with 
graveclothes . . . ” (11:44). They had the eyewitness account of 
the trained and dis ciplined Roman soldiers who had guarded 
Christ’s tomb and had reported their terrifying confrontation 
by the angel who rolled the stone away to expose the empty 
tomb. Yet in spite of this testimony of a platoon of tough and 
now badly shaken soldiers, so hard were the rabbis’ hearts that 
they bribed the guards to say that the disciples had stolen the 
body while they slept (Matthew 28:13)!

Both the rabbis and the Roman authorities knew full well 
that Christ had risen from the dead. To supply fur ther proof 
of the resurrection to those who were deter mined to deny it 
would not have changed anything. It would only have made 
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their judgment all the more se vere because of the additional evi-
dence for which they would have been accountable. So Christ 
was actually merciful in not appearing to the rabbis and to the 
multi tudes of others who would not have believed under any 
circumstances. Clearly He was following His own advice not to 
cast “pearls before swine” (Matthew 7:6).

As for the rest of the people, they were confronted by many 
resurrected individuals who undoubtedly testified to them of 
the resurrection of Christ: “The graves were opened, and many 
bodies of the saints which slept arose . . . after his [Christ’s] res-
urrection, and went into the holy city [Jerusalem] and appeared 
unto many (Matthew 27:52–53).

Thereafter, both the rabbis and all the people had additional 
proof of the resurrection in the miracles that were done through 
the disciples in the name and power of Christ:

With great power gave the apostles witness of the resurrec-
tion of the Lord Jesus, and great grace was upon them all. 
(Acts 4:33)

By the hands of the apostles were many signs and 
wonders wrought among the people . . . ([and] the people 
magnified them. And believers were the more added to the 
Lord, multitudes both of men and women), insomuch that 
they brought forth the sick into the streets, and laid them 
on beds and couches, that at least the shadow of Peter pass-
ing by might overshadow some of them. There came also a 
multitude out of the cities round about Jerusalem, bringing 
sick folks and them that were vexed with unclean spirits; 
and they were healed every one. (Acts 5:12–16)

The very transformation in the disciples, which the Pharisees 
acknowledged, was more than sufficient proof of the resurrec-
tion. The disciples, like the cowards they were, had abandoned 
Christ in the garden and had fled to save their own lives. Yet 
here they were, these “un learned and ignorant men” (Acts 4:13), 
now no longer afraid, but boldly indicting the rabbis for having 
deliv ered Christ to be crucified. In spite of beatings and threats 
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of imprisonment and death, these former cow ards were now 
courageously standing up to the rabbis and with great conviction 
testifying that their Lord had risen from the dead. Moreover, in 
His name they were doing astonishing miracles that were con-
vincing mul titudes. No further proof was needed.

A Gross Injustice?

Question: Some of my friends think that the teaching 
that Christ’s death upon the Cross paid the penalty for 

our sins (which is the very heart of Christianity) is itself 
reason for rejecting Christianity. They argue that it is un just 
for an innocent party to suffer imprisonment or exe cution 
in the place of a criminal and that such a practice would 
encourage sin. I’m stumped. Can you help me?

Response: Their problem is a lack of understanding of 
what actually happened on the Cross. First of all, Christ 

is absolutely unique. He is God and man in one Person, the 
only One who could die for the sins of others. There fore, 
His death in our place is not to be taken as a sug gestion 
that others should “suffer imprisonment or execution in the 
place of a criminal.”

Furthermore, Christ did more than simply die in our place. 
If that were all that occurred, then Barabbas had the great-
est “Christian” testimony of all time. It was lit erally true that 
Christ died in the place of Barabbas and thereby set him free. 
Yet Barabbas knew nothing of the true meaning of the Cross. 
He did not, so far as we know, understand that Christ had died 
for his sins, nor did he put his faith in Christ as his Savior. All 
Christ’s death ac complished for that criminal was to set him 
free from prison to continue living his old sinful life. That is 
not the gospel!

Christ’s work of redemption did more than simply pay for 
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our sins. When Christ died, those who would trust Him as 
their Savior died in Him. The believer has accepted Christ’s 
death as his very own and, in that act of faith, has given up life 
as he would have lived it so that the resurrected Christ can live 
in him. Giving his own testimony, Paul declared:

I am crucified with Christ; nevertheless I live, yet not I, but 
Christ liveth in me, and the life which I now live in the flesh 
I live by the faith of the Son of God, who loved me and gave 
himself for me. (Galatians 2:20)

So the believer does not merely escape from death but is 
brought through death in Christ into resurrection life on the 
other side, a life that is no longer his but the life of Christ in him: 
“If one died for all, then were all dead [i.e. have died in Him] . . .  
that they which live should not henceforth live unto them-
selves, but unto him which died for them and rose again. . . .  
Therefore if any man be in Christ, he is a new creature: old 
things are passed away; behold, all things are become new”  
(2 Corinthians 5:14–17):

For ye are dead, and your life is hid with Christ in God. 
When Christ, who is our life, shall appear, then shall ye also 
appear with him in glory. (Colos sians 3:3–4)

An Injustice, Yet the Ultimate Justice

Yes, in a sense it was an injustice for Christ to have died in 
our place. No ordinary person could have satis fied the demand 
of justice by taking the prescribed punishment for another per-
son. Nor could any ordinary person have accomplished the 
glorious results of Christ’s death for us by being imprisoned or 
executed in the place of some criminal.

It is often forgotten that in His death on the Cross, Christ 
suffered not merely what man did to Him but the eternal judg-
ment that His own righteousness had de creed against sin. He 
took our sins upon Himself. Thus, the ultimate justice was 
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accomplished because the penalty for sin was paid in full, a pen-
alty that could not have been paid any other way.

Therefore, those who believe in Christ are given eternal life 
as a free gift of God’s grace on a righteous basis. Such a transac-
tion would not otherwise have been possible. In Christ we see a 
perfectly righteous and just forgiveness for sin that none of the 
world’s reli gions can offer.

Why Can’t the Gospels Agree?

Question: Christians try to explain away the contra
dictions in the narrative in the four gospels as resulting 

from four different witnesses, each presenting his own 
perspective on what happened. But that could not ac count 
for the variations in the words attributed to Jesus. Did He 
use the words that Matthew records, or did He actually say 
what Mark writes, or what Luke or John of fer us? Words 
can’t be changed! If these writers really were eyewitnesses, 
why don’t their memories agree? And if they were inspired 
by the same Holy Spirit, why the contradictions?

Response: First of all, there are no contradictions be
tween the four gospels. There are variations in the ac

counts, but they are exactly what one would expect from 
accurate independent eyewitnesses. Furthermore, as we and 
others have already noted, these variations prove that the 
gospel writers were not in collusion nor were they copying 
from some common document, as the crit ics charge. They 
give us independent reports exactly as each claims.

The variations are actually an important evidence of the 
Bible’s authenticity. They offer further proof that later copyists 
or translators did not alter the record in an attempt to make 
all the accounts superficially agree. The very fact that seeming 
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contradictions were left in the gospels is verification that these 
records were con sidered by the church to be inspired of the 
Holy Spirit and therefore not to be revised but to be reverently 
left as they were. There was obviously not a “progressive revela-
tion” or any “development” in the record, as the critics insist.

Why even have four gospels? If the record is in spired of 
God, why do it this way? Why not just one account, which 
would have saved space and paper and reading time, since the 
four gospels seem so repetitive? The Holy Spirit, who inspired 
these ac counts, had good reasons.

One major purpose for having four separate gospels is the 
very one we have just noted: to demonstrate the authenticity 
of the record in a way that could not have been accomplished 
otherwise. Four witnesses provide an attestation that a single 
witness could not. Moreover, to tell the story from four differ-
ent perspectives presents a broader view of Christ’s works and 
teachings than one account could give.

Nor were the disciples simply relying upon their faulty 
memories. If that were the case, we could have little confidence 
in the record they offer. Obviously they had no shorthand 
transcription, much less a tape recording to rely upon. They 
wouldn’t dare pretend to give us the very words of Jesus unless 
they were relying upon the Holy Spirit’s inspiration. Then why 
the varia tions in those words, if those who report them have 
pro vided an accurate record under the inspiration of God?

There are several reasonable possibilities. Jesus surely gave 
similar teachings on certain subjects a num ber of times in dif-
ferent settings to different people. In such cases, the wording 
would not and should not be ex actly the same. Knowing the 
hearts of His listeners, Jesus no doubt introduced a particular 
variation in one place and a different innovation elsewhere.

There are, however, instances when such an explana tion 
would not apply. Sometimes when the same teaching is given 
in different gospels it is clear that the same loca tion and occa-
sion is being described by each; and yet there is a difference in 
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the wording recorded in the dif ferent gospels. How can that 
possibly be?

Here, as an example, is one of those instances that is given 
to us in each of the first three gospels. John, who provides inci-
dents and teachings not found in the other gospels, doesn’t 
mention this particular occasion. All three other gospels record 
the same teaching and in the same setting—in the presence of 
publicans in the house of Matthew (also called Levi), whom 
Jesus had just called to be His disciple. The Pharisees criticized 
Jesus to His disci ples for eating with sinners, and Jesus replied:

They that be whole need not a physician, but they that are 
sick. But go ye and learn what that meaneth, I will have 
mercy and not sacrifice, for I am not come to call the righ-
teous but sinners to repentance. (Matthew 9:12–13)

They that are whole have no need of the physi cian, but 
they that are sick; I came not to call the righteous but sin-
ners to repentance. (Mark 2:17)

They that are whole need not a physician, but they 
that are sick. I came not to call the righteous but sinners to 
repentance. (Luke 5:31–32)

A Reasonable Explanation

Although these three statements by Christ vary slightly 
in wording, they all have the same meaning. Matthew alone 
gives us something additional: “But go ye and learn what that 
meaneth, I will have mercy and not sac rifice. . . . “Why don’t 
the others record it? Why should they? Isn’t once enough?” It is 
ironic that the skeptics, on the one hand, criticize the gospels 
for repeating the same incidents and teachings, yet when there 
is some legiti mate variation they complain!

Matthew’s account lets us know that Christ made a pointed 
remark for the Pharisees’ benefit. He referred them to Hosea 6:6 
as a rebuke for their lack of mercy. And He let them know that 
they needed to repent and that forgiveness of sin could only be 
on the same basis as physical healing—by God’s mercy.
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We have three accounts in perfect agreement. The only 
difference is that two of the three don’t tell us all that Jesus 
said. In fact, perhaps none of them does. We don’t really know. 
There is no contradiction in the three ac counts, however, nor is 
there anything to suggest either collusion or tampering with the 
record or to deny the in spiration of the Holy Spirit. The same 
conclusion will be reached by thoroughly examining all of the 
gospels. Per sonal research can verify this fact for all other appar-
ent inconsistencies.

What About That Old Sinner and Idolater, Solomon?

Question: We are told that “when Solomon was old” he 
worshiped false gods and goddesses, tried to kill Jer

oboam (whom God had chosen as his successor), and did 
other evils. How then could God have inspired him to write 
parts of the Bible, how could he have been “the wis est man 
who ever lived,” and how could it be said of him that he 
“slept with his fathers,” which presumably meant that he 
went to heaven?

Response: Solomon began well. His heart was right with 
God and God loved him and blessed him abun dantly 

(1 Kings 3:11–13). His Godgiven inspiration to write 
(Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and The Song of Solomon) occurred 
long before he fell into sin. His downfall, which came in 
later life, was his love for beautiful women. He couldn’t get 
enough of them:

King Solomon loved many strange [foreign] women, 
together with the daughter of Pharaoh, women of the 
Moabites, Ammonites, Edomites, Zidonians, and Hittites; 
of the nations concerning which the Lord said unto the 
children of Israel, Ye shall not go in to them, neither 
shall they come in to you, for surely they will turn away 
your heart after their gods; Solomon clave unto these in  
love. . . .



I n  D e f e n s e  o f  T h e  f a I T h  —  V o l u m e  o n e

— 142 —

It came to pass when Solomon was old that his wives 
turned away his heart after other gods. . . . For Solomon 
went after Ashtoreth the goddess of the Zidonians, and 
after Milcom the abomination of the Ammonites. . . . Then 
did Solomon build an high place for Chemosh, the abomi-
nation of Moab . . . and for Molech, the abomination of the 
children of Ammon.

And likewise did he for all his strange wives, which 
burnt incense and sacrificed unto their gods. And the Lord 
was angry with Solomon. . . . Where fore the Lord said unto 
Solomon . . . I will surely rend the kingdom from thee, and 
will give it to thy servant. (1 Kings 11:1–11)

How could he be the wisest man (apart from Jesus Christ) 
who ever lived and fall into such folly and gross sin? Indeed, for 
that very reason Solomon serves as a special lesson to us all: that 
a man so wise, far wiser than anyone else could ever hope to be, 
could wander so far from the God he loved ought to make us all 
the more careful to heed Paul’s admonition: “Let him that thin-
keth he standeth take heed lest he fall” (1 Corinthians 10:12).

The reason for Solomon’s sin is also sobering: He dis obeyed 
the Lord. How solemn to realize that one step of disobedience 
leads to another, until one gathers such mo mentum on the 
downward path that there is little hope of recovery!

The very fact that the sins of Solomon and other ma jor 
figures in the Bible are honestly presented in Scripture is one 
more evidence of its authenticity. A fictitious account would 
tend to glorify its main characters and cover up their faults. 
Such was the nature of the accounts written at that time about 
the Pharaohs and other rulers. They were treated as deities. 
Moreover, the mention of the sins of Solomon, David, and oth-
ers raises questions and creates conflicts that a fictitious account 
would avoid. Here we have further evidence of authenticity and 
the impeccable integrity of the record.

As for the statement that “Solomon slept with his fa thers” 
(1 Kings 11:43), that does not refer to being in heaven. No 
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one is asleep in heaven. It refers to being in the grave with 
one’s ancestors. For example, when Ja cob was about to die, he 
said to his sons, “I am to be gathered unto my people; bury 
me with my fathers in the cave that is in the field of Ephron 
the Hittite, in the cave which is in the field of Machpelah. . . .  
There they buried Abraham and Sarah his wife; there they 
buried Isaac and Rebekah his wife; and there I buried Leah” 
(Genesis 49:29–31).

Is Solomon in heaven or in hell? I think he is in heaven, 
but I do not know beyond doubt. Solomon is not mentioned 
in Hebrews 11 along with David, his father, and other heroes of 
the faith. However, that chapter hon ors those who were partic-
ularly triumphant in faith, so it is not surprising that Solomon 
would not be named among them.

We Are All Sinners Who Need God’s Mercy

It would be strange indeed if Solomon, who wrote some of 
the Bible under the Holy Spirit’s inspiration and who built the 
original temple at Jerusalem, where the glory of God was mani-
fested for so many years, went to hell instead of to heaven. God 
disciplined Solomon in this life more in the way He deals with 
His own than with unbelievers.

Solomon’s sin was inexcusable and exceedingly grievous. In 
fact, it merited the death penalty under the law. But so did 
his father David’s sin, yet God forgave him. And so did her 
adultery merit the death of the woman whom the Pharisees 
brought to Jesus. And yet in mercy He forgave her too. There 
is no doubt that God’s mercy, made possible by the sacrifice of 
Christ upon the Cross for the sins of the world, could also have 
been ex tended to Solomon.

Let us hear again and heed the words of Jesus to the Pharisees, 
who did not want any mercy for this adulteress:

“He that is without sin among you, let him first cast a 
stone at her” (John 8:7). John tells us, “And they . . . being 
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convicted by their own conscience, went out one by one, 
beginning at the eldest even unto the last; and Je sus was left 
alone [with] the woman. . . .” (John 8:9)

Whoever would himself receive the merciful pardon of 
God dare not withhold pardon from Solomon or from any-
one else. The destiny of each of us is in God’s hands alone. 
We rest in the assurance that “the Judge of all the earth” 
shall indeed “do right.” (Genesis 18:25)

Isn’t the Importance God Gives Man Preposterous?

Question: In comparison with the almostinfinite 
reaches of the cosmos surrounding us, this planet that 

man calls home is but an infinitesimal speck of dust. In 
view of that fact, it seems the height of absurdity and self
importance (rather than the humility that Chris tians are 
supposed to embody) for such insignificant mi crobes to 
boast that God loves them and even came to this earth to 
become one of them and to die for their sins! Doesn’t such a 
preposterous scenario seem the height of absurdity?

Response: On the contrary, God’s love would not be 
genuine if He bestowed it upon us because we were so 

important as to merit it. In fact, love cannot be merited. It is 
the very nature of love to bestow itself upon the un worthy. 
This is difficult for the average person to com prehend today 
because of the popular acceptance of the deceitful Hollywood 
idea of love. One “falls in love” and just as readily “falls out 
of love” with that person and then “in love” with another 
person. This is not the love that the Bible presents.

If God’s love for me were predicated upon how lov able, attrac-
tive, or worthy of His love He presently found me, I would feel 
insecure indeed. Being far from perfect, and subject to change, 
I would be fearful that I might change in some way that would 
cause God to love me no longer. But since my relationship to 
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Him depends upon His love and faithfulness and unchangeable-
ness and not upon my love or my appeal to Him, I am at peace. 
I have perfect assurance that His love for me will never wane and 
that I am secure in my relationship to Him eternally.

Moreover, our puny insignificance in relation to the vast-
ness of the universe only makes God’s grace and mercy all the 
more worthy of our praise and gratitude and thus all the more 
glorious. The more unworthy the object of love, the greater and 
purer must be the love that embraces it.

Throughout the vastness of the universe we see God’s atten-
tion to the smallest detail, whether it be the design of a snowflake 
or the interior of an atom. Though He is infinite in might and 
knowledge and wisdom, nothing is too small for God’s consid-
eration. It is far from ludicrous or presump tuous for a Christian 
to believe that God loves him and sent His Son to die for him. 
On the contrary, that fact rings true to the character of God as 
we would expect Him to be, as the Bible depicts Him, and as 
the universe reflects Him.

Did God Accept Jephthah’s Sacrifice of His Daughter?

Question: The Bible records some of the most horrible 
deeds ever perpetrated by men. There is, for example, 

Jephthah’s vow to sacrifice his daughter to Jehovah, a vow 
that he then fulfilled. How can one reconcile a “God of 
love” with the acceptance of human sacrifices?

Response: This tragic story is told to us in Judges 
11:30–40. Once again, of course, we see the honesty 

of the Bible in presenting not only the sin but the folly of 
its major charac ters. Let it not be forgotten, however, that 
the Bible never condones the sins that it faithfully records. 
God was no more pleased with Jephthah’s rash vow and 
deed than with Solomon’s idolatry or David’s adultery 
with Bathsheba.
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The vow itself was not only reckless but insane. He of fered 
to sacrifice to the Lord as a “burnt offering” whatever first came 
out of the doors of his house to meet him when he returned 
victorious from battle. Did he even imagine that his daughter, 
the apple of his eye, his only child, might come out first? Surely 
not! Yet how could he have overlooked that pos sibility? Did he 
expect a sheep or a chicken or his favorite dog to be the first to 
come out to greet him?

Whatever his warped or confused thinking may have been, 
the vow was Jephthah’s doing, not God’s, and the latter is not 
to be blamed for it. Furthermore, it is not at all clear that 
Jephthah actually killed his daughter and offered her as a sac-
rificial burnt offering to God. Then why did she go about for 
two months mourning her virginity? Could that have meant 
that her father dedicated her to the service of the Lord as a vir-
gin? We can’t be certain.

It does say that after this period of mourning, Jephthah “did 
with her according to his vow which he had vowed” (verse 39). 
If, in fact, he actually offered her up as a human sacrifice, such 
an offering would have been an abomina tion to God and would 
not have been accepted by Him. In fact, it would have brought 
God’s wrath upon him.

Jephthah’s vow and act was not inspired of God, was not 
according to God’s will, and certainly cannot be blamed upon 
God. Yet the Bible candidly records such follies and sins. That 
fact, rather than reflecting badly upon the Bible, is actually one 
further evidence of its au thenticity and honesty.

Who Really Killed Goliath?

Question: First Samuel 17 says that David killed Go liath, 
but 2 Samuel 21:19 says that Elhanan killed Goliath 

(if we eliminate the italics, which weren’t in the original 
text). It does say Elhanan killed “the brother of Goliath,” 
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but the words in italics were obviously added later to avoid 
the contradiction. That bothers me. I read a statement by 
a certain bishop who said that inserting “the brother of ” in 
italics was a dishonest coverup and proved that the Bible 
has been doctored up not only here but elsewhere as well. 
How do you respond to this charge?

Response: First of all, we can quickly dismiss the charge 
of dishonest doctoring of the Bible. Would someone 

who was trying to change the meaning of a passage put his 
amendment in italics? That would be like a counterfeiter 
writing across the face of each of his phony bills, “This is a 
counterfeit.” In fact, the italics are added by the translators 
to provide what is implicit but not expressed.

It often seems that a word or words were left out be cause 
of the lack of exact word equivalents between lan guages. In this 
case, however, it was necessary for the translators to insert “the 
brother of” for a number of rea sons. First of all, because that 
was the only thing that made sense. Obviously this was not 
Goliath. To imagine that the original manuscript said it was 
Goliath is to ac cuse whoever wrote First and Second Samuel 
of having an unbe lievably bad memory. After all, the author, 
under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, had already recorded 
some 34 chapters earlier that David had killed Goliath 45 years 
before this incident. One can only say to the skeptics at this 
point, “Me thinkest thou protesteth too loudly!”

One is sorely tempted to lose patience with the critics 
who have been dragging out this alleged contradiction in the 
Bible for at least 200 years. How can they search ev ery page 
of the Bible so diligently as to come up with nu merous appar-
ent discrepancies and at the same time overlook the fact that 
1 Chronicles 20:5 records the same incident and states, with-
out italics, that the giant Elhanan killed was “the brother of 
Goliath”? Moreover, there we are given the name of this giant. 
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His name was not Go liath, but Lahmi.
That Lahmi was Goliath’s brother is not nearly as in teresting 

as the fact that we learn from this passage that he was only one 
of four brothers of Goliath. So there were five of these fearsome 
Philistines living in Gath at the time David killed Goliath! One 
understands, then, why it was that when he went out to dis-
patch Goliath, David carefully chose exactly five smooth stones 
for his sling from the brook to take with him (1 Samuel 17:40)! 
That fact also gives us further insight into the incredible accu-
racy that David had with a sling—he only needed one stone 
for each giant.

Did Christ Ride an Ass, Its Colt, or Both?

Question: The supposed prophecy in Zechariah 9:9 and 
the alleged fulfillment in Matthew 21:2–7 both say that 

Christ came riding into Jerusalem “sitting upon an ass, and 
a colt the foal of an ass.” The accounts recorded in Mark 11 
and Luke 19 mention only the colt, so there is an obvious 
contradiction. Furthermore, it is clearly absurd that Christ 
would ride upon both a colt and its mother at the same 
time. How can you make sense of this?

Response: Matthew simply quotes Zechariah 9:9. That 
statement is easily explained as a common type of poetic 

em phasis used in Old Testament times. The Messiah sits on 
an animal. It is an ass. More than that, it is a colt, the foal 
of an ass, meaning very young. That this expression, “upon 
an ass, and upon a colt the foal of an ass,” was descriptive of 
the one animal on which the Messiah would sit is clear from 
the fact that both Mark (11:2) and Luke (19:30) replace 
that phrase with “whereon never man sat” and “whereon yet 
never man sat.” It is highly unlikely that no man had ever sat 
upon the ass, but that statement was only true of her colt.
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Mark and Luke are concentrating upon the animal upon 
which Christ sat. Neither of them quotes from Zechariah, where 
both the colt and its mother are men tioned, so there is no need 
to mention the mare. Matthew, who quotes Zechariah, then 
accounts for the mare as well. Matthew explains that the ass and 
its colt were tied together and were both loosed. It seems clear 
that the mare accompanied its colt because it was so young, 
apparently walking alongside, because garments were placed 
upon both. One can imagine Christ letting an arm rest upon 
the donkey as he rode its colt.

Far from being absurd, the picture shows two things. First 
of all, it reveals our Lord’s control over nature and all created 
beings. A colt, so young that it has never been rid den and is 
even accompanied by its mother, willingly sub mits to carry-
ing Christ, while its mother tags obediently along. Second, it 
emphasizes the meekness with which this One comes, exactly as 
Zechariah says: “lowly, and . . . riding upon . . . a colt. . . . ” This 
is no conquering king who has destroyed Israel’s enemies and is 
riding triumphantly into Jerusalem at the head of an army, but 
upon a colt hardly able to support His weight. This is the Savior 
who has come to die for the sins of the world: “He is just, and 
having [bringing] salvation” (Zechariah 9:9).

That the multitude would hail Him as Messiah, as the 
prophets had said, in spite of such a humble entry is all the 
more remarkable. Of course, the same enthusiastic crowd that 
hailed Him on this occasion turned against Him and demanded 
His crucifixion a mere four days later. That fact was no less 
remarkable a fulfillment of prophecy, and we will have more to 
say about it later.

Liberals Must Blame Christ himself

Question: One of the things I find most objectionable 
about Christians is the insistence that their particular 
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for mula for finding God is the only way. Such a narrow view 
does violence to the sincere beliefs of millions of fol lowers 
of other religions. With such intolerance from Christians, 
what hope is there for peace among politi cians and military 
leaders?

Response: It is not by virtue of some formula they have 
invented that Christians insist that Jesus Christ is the 

only way. Christ himself said: “If ye believe not that I am 
[God the only Savior], ye shall die in your sins . . . [and] 
whither I go [heaven], ye cannot come. . . . I am the way, 
the truth, and the life: no man cometh unto the Fa ther but 
by me” (John 8:24, 21; 14:6). So your quarrel is not with 
Christians but with Jesus Christ himself.

It will do no good to suggest that Jesus didn’t re ally make these 
claims, for we have the testimony of eyewitnesses. Furthermore, 
what Jesus said agrees with centuries of declarations by Hebrew 
prophets who all testified with one voice (though most of them 
didn’t know one another) that only God could be the Savior of 
mankind and that in fact God himself would come to this earth 
through a virgin birth to pay the penalty that His own justice 
demanded for mankind’s sin. And the Bible is history’s most 
fully established document, with hundreds (and in some cases 
thousands) of times more reliable manuscripts than any other 
ancient literature.

Lunatic, Liar, or God Come as Man?

There is no doubt about what Jesus said. The ques tion that 
no one can escape, therefore, is whether or not He was telling 
the truth. If He wasn’t, then there are only two other options: 
either He was a sincere egomaniac, so insane that He truly 
thought He was God come in the flesh and the only Savior of 
sinners, or else He was a de liberate deceiver who knew He was a 
fraud but who per sisted in a masquerade so Machiavellian and 
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clever that He deceived billions of people during the course of 
20 centuries. In fact, neither of these two alternatives makes 
sense. He could only have been telling the truth.

The problem with many critics is that, far from hav ing care-
fully examined the claims of Christ and hon estly rejected them, 
they have a deeply ingrained (but totally irrational) prejudice 
against moral absolutes that will not allow them to seriously 
consider Christ’s claims. They reject the very possibility that 
there may be only one way of salvation. They won’t allow God 
to have any moral and spiritual standards, even though it is 
clear that the physical universe couldn’t function without pre-
cise direction. (The law of gravity, for exam ple, is very narrow, 
with no exceptions. It operates whether one believes in it or not. 
And so it is with the laws of chemistry and physics.)

Nor can the way to heaven be any less definite. And since 
it has been fully paid for and is offered freely by God’s grace to 
whoever will receive it, there is no valid basis for complaint by 
those who reject it. Furthermore, as His followers, Christians are 
obligated by duty and love and concern for the lost to remain 
true to Christ and to seek to persuade the lost that He is the 
only Savior of sinners.



The essential marks of difference between true narrative 
of fact and works of fiction are unmistakable . . . the 
at tributes of truth are strikingly apparent throughout 
the gospel histories [in the New Testament].

—sImon GreenLeAf 
HArvArd LAW sCHooL

Imagine trying to crowd . . . the tremendous story of 
the Man of Calvary, if fiction, into a place in history 
already fully occupied with real and . . . inseparably 
linked hap penings; and imagine the futility of the 
effort to remove this towering life and cataclysmic 
death [and tri umphant resurrection] from the chain of 
events support ing the history and present condition of 
Christendom and of the world!

—IrWIn H. LInTon 
A LAwyer exAmines the BiBLe
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Was Paul Ignorant or Sarcastic?

Question: In Acts 23, Luke tells us that Paul was 
brought before a council of the leading rabbis. Paul 

calls the presiding priest a “whited wall.” When he is 
rebuked for that, he apologizes and gives the excuse that he 
didn’t realize that Ananias was the high priest. This reads 
like badly written fiction. Paul was supposedly an exrabbi. 
The high priest must have been wearing his robes and in 
charge of the proceedings. How then could Paul have been 
so stupid as not to know who the high priest was? Can you 
believe this scenario? And if not this, then how much else 
that Luke wrote is not to be believed?
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Response: Once again, this apparent flaw in the bibli
cal record is in fact another convincing proof of its au

thenticity. The passage in question is found in Acts 23:1–5. 
Paul, who is a prisoner and allowed by Roman law to face 
his accusers, opens his defense by declaring to the rabbinic 
council, “I have lived in all good conscience be fore God 
unto this day.”

Ananias, who is presiding over the proceedings as high priest, 
commands Paul to be struck on the mouth, presumably because 
he doesn’t believe that anyone could always live in “good con-
science before God.” Paul, who knows the Jewish law and is far 
from being intimi dated, retorts immediately, “God shall smite 
thee, thou whited wall, for sittest thou to judge me after the law, 
and commandest me to be smitten contrary to the law?”

Some of those standing around Paul exclaim in shock, 
“Revilest thou God’s high priest?”

Paul then replies, “I wist not [didn’t realize], brethren, that 
he was the high priest; for it is written, Thou shalt not speak evil 
of the ruler of thy people.”

This is a most intriguing exchange. Yes, one might well 
wonder about it, but Luke simply presents the facts without 
explanation.

Insight from Josephus

It becomes quite clear and all the more fascinating, however, 
upon reading Josephus. He tells us that Ana nias had indeed been 
the high priest, but that he had been deposed. Subsequently 
his successor had been murdered and no replacement had been 
appointed for him. In the meantime, Ananias had stepped in 
and illegally usurped the office of high priest.

Knowing that background, the plot thickens. It is more 
than likely that under those conditions Ananias would not have 
been wearing the robes of the high priest, and so Paul could be 
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excused for not recognizing him. Therefore, it is entirely pos-
sible that Paul, who had been absent from Jerusalem for some 
time, was simply un aware that Ananias was acting as high priest 
at this time.

Knowing how astute Paul was, however, it is highly pos-
sible that, having spent a few days in Jerusalem upon his return 
after a long absence, Paul knew the status of the high priestly 
office. Paul was therefore speaking from knowledge rather than 
from ignorance. More than likely, then, and in keeping with his 
character, this man who had “turned the world upside down” 
(Acts 17:6) was using biting sarcasm to point out the uncom-
fortable fact that Ananias was not the legitimate high priest but 
a usurper and was thus without authority to sit in judgment 
upon him.

In any case, it should be obvious to any fair-minded per-
son that this account could not have been written even decades, 
much less centuries, later, as the critics insist it was. It could only 
have been written by an eyewitness who was reporting accurately 
the proceedings and what Paul said. Moreover, this particular 
incident, far from dis crediting Luke’s testimony, was allowed of 
the Holy Spirit and recorded as one more unique and interesting 
proof of the authenticity of the New Testament record.

Answers to the Critics’ Favorite Lie

Question: If the Bible is true and Christianity was 
founded by Christ, as it states, then shouldn’t there be 

at least some confirmation in the writings of nonChristian 
contemporaries? In fact, the re is none. How do you ac count 
for that? How could Christianity have the impact that the 
New Testament claims for it and have been com pletely 
overlooked by all the writers of those times?

Response: On the contrary, there is overwhelming 
corroboration of the New Testament in the surviving 



I n  D e f e n s e  o f  T h e  f a I T h  —  V o l u m e  o n e

— 156 —

nonChristian writings of that period, including even 
those of some of Christianity’s sworn enemies. This false 
accusation of no evidence of Christianity’s exis tence in 
contemporary writings outside the New Testa ment is 
repeated authoritatively by atheists, who even boast that this 
charge has never been answered. In fact, it has been answered 
by many Christian writers for at least a hundred years.

To show how long the evidence refuting this irre sponsible 
allegation has been published, let me quote from one of the 
most brilliant educators and thinkers of a century ago, Mark 
Hopkins. President James A. Garfield declared that his idea of 
a college would be “a log with a student on one end and Mark 
Hopkins on the other.”1 Hopkins was not only a remarkable 
educator but an earnest and effective apologist for the Christian 
faith. In his 371-page book Evidences Hopkins writes:

The Talmud [compilation of oral rabbinic tradi tion dating 
to about AD 200] . . . speaks of Christ, and of several of 
the disciples, by name . . . of His crucifixion . . . that He 
performed many and great miracles, but imputes His power 
to . . . the magic arts which He [allegedly] learned in Egypt. 
. . . 

[Flavius] Josephus [Jewish historian c. AD 37–100] 
lived at the time many of these events . . . hap pened and 
was present at the destruction of Jerusalem . . . [and] he 
confirms the accuracy of our books [New Testament writ-
ings]. Everything said in relation to the sects of the Jews, 
and the Herods, and Pilate, and the division of Provinces, 
and Felix, and Drusilla, and Bernice had just that agreement 
with our accounts which we should expect in inde pendent 
historians.

The account given by Josephus of the [strange] death of 
Herod is strikingly similar to that of Luke [Acts 12:21–23]  
. . . Josephus confirms all that is said [in the New Testament] 
. . . of Pharisees and Sad ducees and Herodians . . . [and 
much about Christ himself ].

[Cornelius] Tacitus [Roman historian c. AD 55–117, 
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governed Asia as proconsul 112–113] tells us that Christ 
was put to death by Pontius Pilate . . . under Tiberius, as a 
malefactor; that the people called Christians derived their 
name from him; that this superstition arose in Judea, and 
spread to Rome, where . . . only about thirty years after the 
death of Christ, the Christians were very numerous [and] 
that the Christians were subjected to con tempt and the 
most dreadful sufferings . . . some were crucified; while oth-
ers, being daubed over with combustible materials, were set 
up as lights in the night-time, and were thus burnt to death. 
This account is confirmed by Suetonius, and by Martial 
and Juvenal . . . 

Pliny [the younger] was propraetor of Pontus and 
Bithynia [AD 112]. . . . Many [Christians] were brought 
before him for their faith in Christ. If they remained stead-
fast, refusing to offer incense to the idols, he condemned 
them to death for their “in flexible obstinacy.” [Some, to 
escape death] said they had once been Christians but had 
abandoned that religion . . . some even twenty years before 
. . . that they were wont to meet together on a stated day 
before it was light, and sing among themselves . . . hymn[s] 
to Christ as God and to bind themselves by an oath not to 
commit any wickedness, nor to be guilty of theft, or rob-
bery, or adultery never to fal sify their word . . . [and] to 
come together to a meal, which they ate in common. . . . 

How strong must have been that primitive ev idence for 
Christianity which could induce per sons of good sense, in 
every walk of life, to abandon the religion of their ancestors, 
and thus, in the face of imperial power, to persist in their 
adherence to one who had suffered the death of a slave!

We might also refer to Celsus, and Lucian, and Epictetus, 
and the Emperor Marcus Antoninus, and Porphyry—who 
all throw light on the early history of Christianity, and 
all confirm, so far as they go, the accounts in [the New 
Testament] . . . as do coins, medals, inscriptions.

One becomes a bit weary of the propaganda that is taught 
in universities and even in many seminaries and is promoted 
in books and the media by “experts” who pro nounce false-
hoods against the Bible with an air of indis putable authority. 
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Unfortunately, the average person never takes the time (or may 
not have the resources) to check the accuracy of such derogatory 
statements and re peats these falsehoods trustingly. Just the small 
amount of data given in the quote above should be enough to 
show that Christ and Christianity were indeed mentioned and 
the New Testament record supported by secular writings of the 
same time or very shortly thereafter.

Abundant Intriguing Verification

Furthermore, some of these writers, supported by 
ar chaeological discoveries, provide additional evidence of a most 
interesting nature for the authenticity of the New Testament. 
Once again, more than a hundred years ago this evidence was 
well-known, and Mark Hopkins pre sented much of it in his 
Evidences. Here is a brief extract:

Luke gives to Sergius Paulus a title belonging only to a man 
of proconsular dignity [anthupatos—Acts 13:7–8, 12], and 
it had been doubted whether the governor of Cyprus had 
that dignity. A coin, however, has been found struck in the 
reign of Claudius Caesar (the very reign in which Paul vis ited 
Cyprus), and under Proclus, who succeeded Sergius Paulus, 
on which the very title applied by Luke is given to Proclus.

Luke speaks of Philippi as a colony [kolonia—Acts 16:12], 
and the word implies that it was a Ro man colony. It was men-
tioned as such by no other historian, and hence the authority 
of Luke was questioned. But a medal has been discovered 
which shows that this dignity was conferred upon that city by 
Julius Caesar. . . .

There have also been found, in the catacombs of Rome, 
inscriptions which show, in a touching manner, in opposi-
tion to the insinuations of Gibbon and of some later writers, 
the cruelty of the early persecu tions, and the number of those 
who suffered martyr dom. Much evidence of this kind might 
be added.2

Limited space prevents us from presenting the great amount 
of additional evidence that could be cited. The truth is that 
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there is far more substantiation of the Bible’s authenticity and 
accuracy to be found in early secular sources than we need. In 
addition to supporting the biblical account, the secular writings 
of the time provide intriguing supplemental insights that prove 
that it was impossible for the New Testament to have been fab-
ricated years after the events.

There is no way that a forger, putting together a coun terfeit 
record that purported to be written by eyewitnesses of events 
that occurred centuries earlier, could have had the knowledge 
to put into the narrative the tidbits of in formation necessary 
to authenticate it. It makes far better sense to believe that Luke 
was indeed an eyewitness trav eling with Paul at the time than 
to imagine that some forger centuries later just happened by 
chance to use the exact words to properly identify the unusual 
designations held by Sergius Paulus and the city of Philippi.

A Testimony Too Good to Be True?

Question: The Antiquities of the Jews, by Flavius Jose
phus, is often cited by Christians as proof that Jesus 

Christ actually lived, did miracles, was crucified, and rose 
from the dead as the New Testament declares. However, I’ve 
been told that all of the real scholars agree that the section 
in Josephus referring to Christ is a forgery that was intro
duced later, probably by Eusebius, who was the first writer 
to cite it. This passage is not found in any of the older 
manuscripts. That such a forgery was necessary would in
dicate that legitimate supportive records did not exist. Isn’t 
this an almost fatal blow to Christian apologetics?

Response: We have already shown that there was more 
than sufficient corroborative evidence of various kinds, 

including other contemporary writings, so there was no 
need for a forgery. Critics love to say that “all of the real 
scholars agree” to this or that when they really mean certain 
scholars of a particular bias. The fact is that the passage to 
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which you refer is found in all ancient copies of the works of 
Josephus. It is accepted by most scholars and referred to as 
authentic by other ancient writers beside Eusebius. For that 
reason alone it could not have been added later as the critics 
want to believe and have unsuccessfully tried to establish.

Those who dispute this section in Josephus do not do so on 
the basis of any evidence but because what it says is so favorable 
to the cause of Jesus Christ. Here is the passage:

Now there was about this time Jesus, a wise man, if it be 
lawful to call him a man; for he was a doer of wonderful 
works, a teacher of such men as receive the truth with plea-
sure. He drew over to him both many of the Jews and many 
of the Gen tiles. He was [the] Christ.

And when Pilate, at the suggestion of the prin cipal men 
amongst us, had condemned him to the Cross, those that 
loved him at the first did not for sake him; for he appeared 
to them alive again the third day; as the divine prophets 
had foretold these and ten thousand other wonderful things 
concern ing him.

And the tribe of Christians, so named from him, are 
not extinct at this day.3

No wonder anti-Christians don’t want to admit that the 
above is authentic! If they face the evidence, however, they 
have no choice. In fact, there are two passages about Christ in 
Josephus. The authenticity of the second (which is also cited 
in ancient works) has never been disputed, yet it makes little 
sense unless the author had mentioned Jesus Christ previously 
in more detail. The second pas sage reads:

Ananus [Ananias] assembled the Jewish San hedrin, and 
brought before it James the brother of Jesus who is called 
Christ, with some others, whom he delivered over to be 
stoned as infractors of the law.4
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It is quite clear that Josephus has already mentioned and 
made some explanatory remarks about Jesus. Other wise it 
would be unreasonable for him to make such a su perficial ref-
erence to such a major figure, whom this passage itself admits 
was at least “called Christ.” This is especially true inasmuch as 
Josephus mentions else where in some detail several pretenders 
who claimed to be the Messiah. Thus his “silence” about Jesus 
in this brief passage would have been highly suspect had he not 
explained something about Him previously.

Verification of Josephus by His Contemporaries

At the end of his translation of The Life and Works of Flavius 
Josephus, published in 1737, William Whiston includes “Seven 
Dissertations [appendices] concerning Jesus Christ, John the 
Baptist, James the Just . . . , etc.” In these he cites numerous 
secular and Christian writers from AD 110 to the end of the 
fifteenth century who quoted Josephus as authoritative con-
cerning what he said about Jesus, John the Baptist, and other 
persons and events named in the New Testament.

One further comment by Professor Hopkins is in order. He 
explains why it would have been impossible for the contested 
passage to have been forged by Euse bius or anyone else:

Had such a forgery been attempted, it would unquestion-
ably have been detected by some of the acute and inveterate 
enemies of Christianity; for both Josephus and his works 
were so well received among the Romans that he was 
enrolled a citizen of Rome, and had a statue erected to his 
memory. His writings were also admitted into the Imperial 
Library.

The Romans may further be considered as the guard-
ians of the integrity of his text; and the Jews, we may be 
assured, would use all diligence to pre vent any interpolation 
in favor of the Christian cause. Yet it cannot be discovered 
that any objec tion was ever made to this passage by any of the 
opposers of the Christian faith in the early ages; their silence 
therefore concerning such a charge is a decisive proof that 
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the passage is not a forgery. Indeed, the Christian cause 
is so far from needing any fraud to support it that nothing 
could be more destructive to its interest than a fraud so 
palpable and obtrusive.5

There is at least one spurious attestation to Jesus at tributed 
to Josephus. This is found in Josephus—The Jew ish War, trans-
lated and with an introduction by G. A. Williamson (Penguin 
Books, 1959). Unfortunately, this bogus account has been pro-
moted by overzealous Chris tians because it is longer than the 
above and seems to more fully testify to the divinity miracles, 
and resurrec tion of Jesus, even claiming that His tomb was 
guarded by 30 Roman soldiers and 1,000 Jews! The latter claim 
is obviously not true, since Jews would not stand guard on a 
Sabbath, especially the high Sabbath of Passover. More over, the 
spurious passage contains other embellish ments that conflict 
with the New Testament, whereas the authentic account quoted 
above agrees fully with the accounts in the four gospels.

What About Missing Books of the Bible?

Question: There were at least 15 apostles. That only 
four of them [Peter, James, John, Paul] would be “in

spired” to write the New Testament seems rather odd. 
One would logically expect many others to have written 
“inspired” accounts. How do we know there weren’t sev eral 
other records written that were lost—or even that all of the 
genuine works were lost or destroyed and that the ones we 
have are frauds substituted in their place?

Response: Don’t forget Matthew, Mark, and Luke, the 
first an apostle, the other two sincere disciples. Why 

should there be any other divinely inspired written record? 
The New Testament is complete in itself and needs no 
further inspired witness. As for how we know the ones we 
have are the true record, we are answering that legitimate 
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question from many different angles with overwhelming 
evidence throughout these pages. An other observation by 
Mark Hopkins from the last century deals with this issue:

That such a movement as Christianity . . . in volving the 
origin of so many new institutions and such ecclesiastical 
and social changes should have originated at such a time 
and in such a place, and that no written documents [true 
account] should have been drawn forth by it, is incredible. 
And that the true account should have perished, leaving not 
a vestige behind it, and that false ones, and such as these, 
should have been substituted, is impossible.

Of the origin of such institutions we should ex pect 
some account. That of our books [New Testa ment] is ade-
quate and satisfactory. There is nothing contradictory to it, 
for even spurious writings con firm the truth of our books, 
and there is no vestige of any other.6

Yes, there is one other book that claims to be an in spired 
record of early Christianity: the Book of Mormon. It purports 
to give an account of Christ appearing in Amer ica to natives 
who were allegedly the descendants of cer tain Jews who suppos-
edly crossed the ocean to the new world and built large cities, 
fought wars, etc. Here we have a classic example of outright 
fraud, and it provides a most striking contrast to the Bible. The 
Book of Mormon is pure fiction, like the Bhagavad-Gita, the 
Hindu Vedas, and much of the content in the sacred writings of 
other reli gions. The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints 
has spared no archaeological effort in its attempt to authenti-
cate this spurious account and has utterly failed, as must be the 
case with every such fabrication.

The Book of Mormon: An Instructive Comparison

The ruins of cities mentioned in the Bible have been located 
and their inhabitants identified and their histo ries verified in 
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proof of the biblical accounts. Secular mu seums around the 
world contain vast quantities of ancient inscriptions, docu-
ments, coins, utensils, and weapons dating back to Bible times 
and that thor oughly confirm its pages. This plethora of evidence 
veri fies beyond any question the authenticity and accuracy of 
the historical record found in the Bible concerning peoples, cul-
tures, places, and events.

In striking contrast, no evidence of any kind has ever been 
found to support the Book of Mormon. This re mains the 
case today, in spite of decades of the most aggressive archae-
ological exploration throughout North, Central, and South 
America. This Herculean effort, supported by the vast wealth 
and determina tion of the Mormon Church, has left no stone 
un turned in the search for verification of the Book of Mormon 
but has come up empty-handed. Not one piece of evidence has 
ever been found to support the Book of Mormon—not a trace 
of the large cities it names, no ruins, no coins, no letters or 
documents or monuments, nothing in writing. Not even one 
of the rivers or mountains or any of the topography it men tions 
has ever been identified!

The Book of Mormon provides an excellent example of the 
impossibility of fabricating a make-believe sce nario and then 
trying to convince the world that it really happened. Fiction 
simply doesn’t fit into history, and no evidence can be found 
to support it. For a full exposé of Mormonism, we recommend 
The God Makers, both the book and the video.

A Purely Logical and Irrefutable Authentication

Question: I have friends who have been convinced by 
university or seminary professors that the New Testa

ment is not historically accurate but is a fictional story 
written long after the events supposedly took place. They 
can’t prove that to me, but neither can I prove them wrong. 
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Is there some simple way, without going into a detailed 
study of archaeological evidence and historical research, 
to help them to see that Christianity began as the New 
Testament says it did?

Response: Yes. There is a purely logical argument made 
famous by Mark Hopkins, though not originated by 

him, which should be helpful. In his Evidences he re ferred 
to an earlier writing titled Short and Easy Method With 
the Deists, by Leslie. That author presented four es sential 
criteria, which, if met by any event recorded in writing, 
would establish it as truly historical: “1) That the matter 
of fact be such that men’s outward senses, their eyes and 
ears, may be judges of it; 2) That it be done publicly, in 
the face of the world; 3) That not only public monuments 
be kept up in memory of it, but some outward actions be 
performed; and 4) That such monu ments, and such actions 
or observances, be instituted, and do commence from the 
time that the matter of fact was done.”

Leslie explains that “the first two rules make it im possible 
for any such matter of fact to be imposed upon men at the time, 
because every man’s eyes and ears and senses would contradict 
it.” We know that the gospels and most of the epistles were writ-
ten within a few years after the events recorded therein. Thus, 
there were many people still alive who would have refuted what 
was written if it had not offered a true account of events wit-
nessed by them. For example, the account of Christ call ing 
Lazarus from the grave, if not true, would have been rejected 
and exposed as fraud by numerous friends and relatives who 
would have responded indig nantly either that Lazarus had not 
yet died and been laid in any grave or, if he had, that he was still 
dead and buried.

It is unthinkable that anyone, in the small country of Israel 
and so soon after the supposed events, would dare to publish 
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fictitious reports of alleged miracles, naming persons and places. 
Multitudes of people who were still alive from those days and 
from those regions would have rejected the accounts as lies. Rather 
than helping to au thenticate Christianity, such false accounts 
would have become known as frauds and the new movement 
would have been promptly and publicly discredited.

“On-The-Spot” Authentication

Remember, Christianity began right there in Jerusalem. It 
was based upon the claim that this Jesus, the carpenter-from 
Nazareth-turned-prophet, who was acclaimed as the Christ by 
multitudes, and whose mira cles were spoken of all over Israel, 
and whom the Ro mans had crucified, was alive, having died for 
the sins of the world. The very fact that 3,000 people converted 
to Christ on the day of Pentecost in the heart of Jerusalem and 
that thousands more in Jerusalem continued day af ter day to join 
this “new faith” is irrefutable evidence that these events really 
happened. The opposition did not deny the facts. Christianity was 
opposed only because it con tradicted the authority and teach-
ings of the rabbis.

There is no escaping the fact that this was not a polit ical 
movement based upon arguable ideologies, nor was it a reli-
gious movement based upon emotional attraction to unprovable 
spiritual theories. Christianity was based upon events that had 
happened in the small country of Israel and had been consum-
mated right there in Jerusalem. The claims could not have been 
presented (that Jesus of Nazareth had healed the sick, opened 
blind eyes, raised the dead and Himself rose from the dead, 
leaving behind an empty tomb) right there in Jerusalem and 
throughout Judea unless these events had actually occurred. It 
was for this reason that Jesus told His disci ples to begin their 
preaching in Jerusalem, to establish the church there first of all, 
and only then to spread the word to a wider audience.

Obviously, the multitudes who heard Peter and the other 
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apostles preach knew the facts and could not refute the message. 
That short walk outside the city wall to ver ify that the tomb, 
which all Jerusalem well knew had been guarded by Roman 
soldiers, was indeed empty must have been taken by many 
skeptics. The word quickly spread in confirmation of this great-
est of miracles, a mir acle that seemed to put the final stamp of 
approval by God himself upon the claims of Jesus Christ.

Why Christianity Couldn’t Have Been Invented Later

Leslie then points out that deception would be possi ble 
only if the tale were “invented some time after, when the men 
of that generation wherein the thing was said to be done are all 
past and gone, and the credulity of later ages might be imposed 
upon to believe that things were done in former ages that were 
not.” This was clearly not the case with Christianity, for it was 
proclaimed openly in Jerusalem from the very beginning.

How can we be sure, without checking historical and 
archaeological records, that Christianity began as it is claimed 
at the very time of Jesus and the apostles? Leslie points out that 
the last two criteria he prescribes prevent the fabrication of a 
fictitious story years after the sup posed date of the alleged event 
being foisted upon later generations as though it were true. He 
goes on to explain:

For, whenever such a matter of fact came to be invented, if 
not only monuments were said to re main of it, but likewise 
that public actions and ob servances were constantly used 
ever since the matter of fact was said to be done, the deceit 
must be detected by no such monuments appearing, and by 
the experience of every man, woman and child who must 
know that no such actions or observances were ever used 
by them.

For example, suppose I should now invent a story that 
for the past thousand years every man at the age of twelve 
years had a joint of his little finger cut off . . . it is impossible 
I should be believed . . . because every one could contradict 
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me as to the mark of cutting off the joint of the finger; and 
that being part of my origi nal story must demonstrate the 
whole to be false.

Applying this line of reasoning to the New Testament and 
its testimony of Jesus Christ and the founding of Christianity, 
Hopkins then argues:

For any man to have invented the New Testa ment after 
the time of Christ, and to have attempted to cause it to 
be received, would have been as if a man had written an 
account of the [American] Rev olution, and of the celebra-
tion of this day [July 4, 1776] from the first, when [in fact] 
no revolution was ever heard of, and no one had ever cel-
ebrated the Fourth of July. Nor, when such a festival was 
once es tablished, would it be possible to introduce any 
account of its origin essentially different from the true one.

But the case of . . . Christian[ity] is even stronger; 
because we have several different institutions which must 
have sprung up at its origin; because baptism and the 
Lord’s Supper have occurred so much more frequently; and 
because the latter has always been considered the chief rite 
of a religion to which men have been more attached than to 
liberty or to life.7

No Escape from the Truth

There is no refuting these arguments. That Chris tianity 
involves established customs, churches, and a history going 
back to its very foundation by Christ is beyond dispute. 
That secular historical evidence sup ports these claims as far 
back as we are able to trace can not be called into question. 
Furthermore, it can be shown that at many stages in history, 
disputes have arisen as to what the true practice of Christianity 
ought to involve. In each case the disputants have gone back to 
the Bible as the authority. 

Even today, when some practices differ widely be tween 
Catholics and Protestants—including those between various 
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Protestant denominations and those among factions in the 
Roman Catholic Church—the appeal is continually both to 
Scripture and to history. 

While Protestants look to the Bible alone as the final author-
ity Catholics look to tradition as well, which they claim goes 
back to Christ, and to the decisions of Church Councils, which 
have maintained this continuity. Hopkins then concludes the 
argument:

We have seen that it was impossible that the apostles 
should have been either deceivers or de ceived, and that 
the books [New Testament] could not have been received, 
either at the time they pur port to have been written, or at 
any subsequent time, if the facts recorded had not taken 
place.8

The testimony of the New Testament highlights the very 
logic in the above arguments. On more than one occasion we 
have the account of the accusations made by the Jewish religious 
leaders who wanted Paul executed, and we have Paul’s defense. 
The complaint against Paul had to do with Christianity being 
contrary to Judaism. Never was there the accusation that it was 
based upon fraud or that any of the facts Paul presented were 
simply false.

Paul appealed to the knowledge that the Roman officials 
had of the facts. We are told that Governor Felix had “per-
fect knowledge of that way” (Acts 24:22)—i.e. of Christian ity. 
Indeed, far from seeing anything contrary to the facts in Paul’s 
testimony, “Felix trembled” as Paul reasoned with him (verse 
25). And when he defended himself before Felix’s replacement, 
Festus, and King Agrippa, Paul declared:

The king knoweth of these things, before whom also I speak 
freely; for I am persuaded that none of these things are hid-
den from him, for this thing was not done in a corner. (Acts 
26:26)
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The Challenging Mystery of Light

Question: I’ve had several atheists challenge me with 
the very first chapter of Genesis—not with the usual 

argu ments about the universe being created in six literal 
days, for which I think there are scientific answers, but with 
one I can’t solve. Verses 14–19 say that God created the sun, 
moon, and stars on the fourth day. Yet on the very first day, 
“God said, Let there be light, and there was light. . . . And 
the evening and the morning were the first day” (verses 
3–5). Where did the light come from on the first day if the 
sun, moon, and stars weren’t created until the fourth day?

Response: These are among the favorite verses used by 
the critics as one more “proof” that the Bible contains 

contradictions and thus could not be the Word of God. 
As usual, however, they are too eager to come to such a 
con clusion. In fact, this passage presents one more unique 
evidence of the Bible’s authenticity and inspiration. Let us 
think about this problem logically for a moment.

If this is indeed a contradiction, it is certainly so obvious 
that whoever penned these words would have become imme-
diately aware of it and revised the order of creation to correct 
it. And if the original writer inexplica bly failed to take care of 
it, then that inexcusable blunder would surely have been “cor-
rected” by a later scribe. But neither revision occurred. The very 
fact that this appar ent contradiction remains in the text to this 
day forces upon us a logical conclusion.

Obviously Moses, who originally wrote these words and 
certainly was too perceptive and intelligent not to notice the 
problem, must have believed he was inspired of God and there-
fore put the account of creation down exactly as it was revealed 
to him even though he prob ably did not understand all that he 
recorded. Moreover, as we have already noted, the subsequent 
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scribes, too, who painstakingly copied and preserved this ancient 
record must have been so certain that it was the Word of God 
that they dared not tamper with it, even leaving in tact what 
might seem to be a number of blatant “con tradictions.”

Whether or not Moses himself fully understood what God 
inspired him to write is a question about which we need not 
concern ourselves. The prophets whom God inspired to record 
His Word dared not sec ond-guess God on the basis of their 
imperfect under standing or of the myths current in their day. 
For example, at the time of superstitious explanations of earth-
quakes, from the belief that the earth was sitting upon the 
shoulders of the god Atlas to the theory that it was resting upon 
a tortoise floating in a huge sea, the Bible declared that God 
“hangeth the earth upon noth ing” (Job 26:7). The Bible, unlike 
other religious or even ancient scientific and philosophical writ-
ings, far from reflecting the limited knowledge and popular 
supersti tions of the culture and time in which it was written, 
contains truth and understanding neither known by nor avail-
able to mankind at the time of the writing. That fact alone is 
one of the great proofs that the Bible was inspired of God.

Revealing Knowledge Beyond the Times

As further evidence of its divine origin, the Bible con-
tains hidden wisdom (1 Corinthians 2:7) that was not fully 
revealed even to those “holy men of God” (2 Peter 1:21) who 
were in spired to write it. Though its writer probably didn’t 
un derstand what he had been inspired to declare, Hebrews 
11:3 stated centuries before science came to that conclu sion 
that the universe was made out of something invis ible. We 
are specifically told that those who wrote the Old Testament 
announced things that they didn’t fully understand (Romans 
1:1–2; 16:25–26; Ephesians 3:3–5). So Moses, too, may not 
have understood all that was meant when he wrote, “And God 
said, Let there be light, and there was light.”
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In keeping with the mystery surrounding light in Scripture, 
to this very day science has been unable to ex plain it. Light acts 
like both a wave and a particle, which is impossible—but it’s 
true. What is light? We still don’t know.

We are given a glimpse of a truth in these first few verses of 
Genesis, which is only revealed more fully in the last chapters 
of the Bible. The secret of the “light” that surrounded the earth 
prior to the creation of the sun, moon, and stars is made known 
in this description of the new creation after this present uni-
verse (with its sun, moon, and stars) will have been destroyed 
and replaced:

I saw a new heaven and a new earth, for the first heaven 
and the first earth were passed away. . . . And I John saw 
the holy city, new Jerusalem, coming down from God out 
of heaven.

And the city had no need of the sun, neither of the 
moon, to shine in it, for the glory of God did lighten it, 
and the Lamb is the light thereof. And the nations of them 
which are saved shall walk in the light of it. . . . 

And there shall in no wise enter into it anything 
that defileth, neither whatsoever worketh abomina tion or 
maketh a lie, but they which are written in the Lamb’s book 
of life. . . . 

And there shall be no night there; and they need no 
candle neither light of the sun, for the Lord God giveth 
them light. . . . (Revelation 21:1–2, 23–24, 27; 22:5)

The Bible tells us that “God is light, and in him is no dark-
ness at all” (1 John 1:5). That light pervaded the universe from 
eternity past. Before sin entered the world and until the celes-
tial bodies were created that supernatural light was ap parently 
directed by God to illuminate this earth. After sin has been 
removed, the light that God is, and that Christ, who is God, 
also is, will fill the new universe once again.
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Was Saul/Paul Sincere but Deluded?

Question: The conversion of Saul of Tarsus, a rabbi, to 
Christianity, seems to be the strongest argument that 

Christian apologists can muster for the resurrection. Even 
if we accept it as having been written by Luke, the book of 
Acts presents an account of Saul’s conversion that is less than 
convincing. Yes, he claimed he saw Jesus Christ alive on his 
way to Damascus; and, yes, he was willing to die for this 
belief. That does not prove, however, that Paul actu ally saw 
Christ. It only proves that he sincerely thought he saw Him 
alive years after His crucifixion. He could have imagined 
that he saw Christ. He could have hallucinated due to a 
sense of guilt for having persecuted Christ’s fol lowers. How 
can Christians make so much out of Saul’s conversion when 
it stands on such flimsy ground?

Response: First of all, it is rather doubtful that a man of 
Paul’s obvious intellect and emotional stability could 

have experienced such a vivid hallucination and allowed it 
to change his life. Furthermore, the event was accompa
nied by visible phenomena—a supernatural light at mid day 
brighter than the sun (Acts 9:3; 26:13), and a voice from 
heaven—which those accompanying Paul also saw and 
heard (Acts 9:7). Paul’s companions would have re futed his 
story if they had not also witnessed these things.

There was also Paul’s sudden blindness and mirac ulous 
recovery through a disciple in Damascus who could confirm the 
facts. Many witnesses must have seen Paul led into Damascus 
totally blind. Had there been any flaw in Paul’s testimony, refuta-
tion discrediting him would have followed from many quarters. 
Yet no one disputed his testimony when he declared it before 
religious and secular leaders and crowds of Jews who opposed 
his message on religious grounds. The evidence is compelling.
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Saul of Tarsus had been the chief enemy of the church at 
its very beginning, arresting and imprisoning many be lievers 
and persecuting some even to death. This course so diligently 
pursued must have made him very popular among the religious 
Jews. As a young rabbi, Saul was al ready a hero well known 
for his zeal against Christians. He had everything to live for 
in remaining true to Ju daism. That he would forfeit a bril-
liant future and become one of those whom he had persecuted, 
knowing that the same beatings, imprisonment, and eventual 
martyrdom would befall him as well, is indeed powerful evi-
dence that he was convinced beyond doubt that Jesus Christ 
was alive and that he had personally met Him. Halluci nation 
simply doesn’t fit the known facts.

Convincing Evidence of Another Kind

Even more convincing is the leading role that Paul quickly 
assumed in the explosive growth of early Chris tianity. He had 
inside knowledge and taught new doc trines completely at odds 
with his years of training and practice in Judaism, doctrines 
that he couldn’t possibly have acquired except from Christ him-
self. Yet Paul had never met Him prior to His crucifixion. He 
claimed to have learned all he knew of this new faith directly 
from the risen Christ. Paul wrote to the Corinthians:

I have received of the Lord that which also I de livered unto 
you, that the Lord Jesus the same night in which he was 
betrayed took bread; and when he had given thanks, he 
broke it and said, Take, eat; this is my body which is broken 
for you; this do in remembrance of me. 

After the same manner also he took the cup, when he 
had supped, saying, This cup is the new testament in my 
blood; this do ye, as oft as ye drink it, in remembrance of 
me. (1 Corinthians 11:23–25)

Paul wasn’t present on that occasion, so how did he know 
what happened at that final intimate meeting be tween Christ 
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and His 12 disciples? Why was it left to Paul to explain what 
happened at the Last Supper and its meaning? Why not Peter 
or James or John, who were there? Clearly the Holy Spirit had 
Paul write these words as part of the proof of Christ’s resurrec-
tion. He testifies that he “received of the Lord” all that he is now 
teaching. We repeat: Everything that he knows about this new 
faith and now teaches with such authority Paul claims to have 
received personally and directly from the resurrected Lord Jesus 
Christ himself. Nor is there any other explanation.

Unquestionably, Paul had never studied under Christ with 
the other disciples. He was a rabbi opposed to Christ during the 
latter’s life. Yet suddenly he became not only the chief spokes-
man for Christianity but its chief authority. He even rebuked 
Peter to his face and Peter had to acknowl edge that Paul was 
right and he was wrong (Galatians 2:11–14). Whence this sud-
den authoritative knowledge?

Of course the skeptics suggest that Paul had hur riedly 
gone to the apostles and said, “I’m a believer in Jesus now, but 
I don’t understand this Christianity thing. I want to preach 
it, so you’d better give me a crash course. Otherwise I could 
make some horrible blunders!” Could that be true? Did Paul 
learn what he knew of Christianity from Peter or from other 
apostles and Christians?

Undeniable Internal Proof

On the contrary, it was three years after his conver sion that 
Paul finally came to Jerusalem. And when he at tempted “to 
join himself to the disciples . . . they were all afraid of him, and 
believed not that he was a disciple” (Acts 9:26). Paul solemnly 
testifies:

I certify you, brethren, that the gospel which was preached 
of me is not after man. For I neither received it of man, 
neither was I taught it, but by the revelation of Jesus Christ 
. . . I conferred not with flesh and blood; neither went I up 
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to Jerusalem to them which were apostles before me, but I 
went into Arabia. . . .

Afterwards I came into the regions of Syria and Cilicia, 
and was unknown by face unto the churches of Judaea 
which were in Christ; but they had heard only that he 
which persecuted us in times past now preacheth the faith 
which once he destroyed. And they glorified God in me. 
(Galatians 1:11–24)

That he is telling the truth is clear from the fact that Paul 
was the revealer of truths unknown to the other apostles. It was 
Paul to whom Christ made known by rev elation (Ephesians 
3:3–10) “the mystery, which was kept secret since the world 
began” (Romans 16:25) and gave to him the privilege of 
preaching it (1 Corinthians 15:51; Eph esians 5:32; Colossians 
1:25–27). He became the leading apostle and authority on 
Christianity and the other apos tles had to admit that he knew 
more than they and that he had indeed learned it directly from 
the risen Christ.

Paul wrote most of the epistles, more than all of the orig inal 
apostles combined. It was he who stood up against the false doc-
trine being taught by the Judaizers who came from Jerusalem, 
where the apostles still resided. Paul confronted the apostles 
and church leaders in Jerusalem with this heresy (Acts 15) and 
changed the thinking of the church.

There was no explanation for Paul’s knowledge except that 
Christ had indeed risen from the dead and had revealed Himself 
and His teachings to this former enemy. Hallucina tion cannot 
account for such knowledge and authority.

All Martyrs Not “Created” Equal

Question: I don’t deny that the early Christians were 
thrown to the lions, crucified, burned alive, and 

otherwise killed for their faith. But I object to using 
their willingness to endure such treatment as proof of 
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Christianity. The fol lowers of many other religious leaders, 
even of cult lead ers later proven to be frauds or evil, have 
been willing to die for their faith. Look at the 900 followers 
of Jim Jones lying dead in the jungles of Guyana. Muslims 
(suicide bombers and other terrorists, for example) are 
willing to sacrifice themselves for Allah and Muhammad. 
How can you say that the martyrdoms of Christians prove 
Chris tianity any more than the martyrdoms of others prove 
their religions?

Response: There are huge differences between the 
martyrdom of Christians and the others you mention. 

Most of those who died with cult leaders such as Jim Jones 
and David Koresh had little or no choice. Therefore, their 
martyrdoms cannot be compared with that of Chris tians 
who were given the chance to save their lives if they would 
deny Christ, yet persisted in their faith in Him though it 
meant torture and death.

Islam, which was spread with the sword, is now maintained 
by the same means. Today one must be a Muslim to be a citi-
zen of Saudi Arabia. It is the death penalty there and in other 
Islamic nations for a Muslim to convert to any other religion. 
Try to imagine what it would be like if one had to be a Southern 
Baptist or a Methodist (or member of any other religious group) 
to be a citizen of the United States and that the death penalty 
would be carried out upon anyone who con verted to another 
religion! (In fact, such will be the case if Islam ever accomplishes 
its goal of making the United States and every other nation 
Islamic countries.)

Loyalty to Islam is maintained under the threat of death, 
whereas loyalty to Christ is maintained by love. Jim Jones and 
other cult leaders tricked their followers into dying. They were 
not killed for their faith by persecutors. And they submitted 
to the death in the belief that not to do so would be to miss 
heaven. So it is with Muslims who sacrifice their lives in jihad. 
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They are taught that this is the only sure way to paradise, so 
they give their lives to gain eternal life.

In contrast, the followers of Christ are assured of heaven 
without any required good works or sacrifice on their part. 
Christ has paid the full price for their salva tion. They know 
they have eternal life and need not die to obtain it. Their sub-
mission to persecution and death is out of love for their Lord 
and their unwillingness to deny Him or to compromise what 
they believe is the truth.

Dying for Facts Versus Loyalty to a Religion

To recognize the greatest distinction between Chris tian 
martyrs and all others, however, one needs to go back to the 
apostles themselves and to the early Chris tians. They died not 
out of loyalty to a religion but for tes tifying to the resurrection of 
Jesus Christ. The importance of that fact seems to be overlooked 
by the skeptics. For ex ample, the famous nineteenth-century 
atheist Robert In gersoll wrote:

All the martyrs in the history of the world are not sufficient 
to establish the correctness of an opin ion. Martyrdom, as 
a rule, establishes the sincerity of the martyr—never the 
correctness of his thought. Things are true or false in them-
selves. Truth cannot be affected by opinions; it cannot be 
changed, es tablished, or affected by martyrdom. An error 
can not be believed sincerely enough to make it a truth.

What he says is true as far as it goes, but he misses the distinc-
tion of Christian martyrdom. The apostles and early disciples 
died for insisting that Christ had risen from the dead; and they 
insisted upon it not merely as a religious dogma but as an event 
in real time to which they themselves had been eyewitnesses. 
Ingersoll admits that people generally won’t die for what they 
know is a lie, yet all of the apostles (except perhaps John) died 
as martyrs. Not one backed off at the point of death and bought 
his freedom by confessing that the apostles had dreamed up the 
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story of the resurrection and that it hadn’t really happened—or 
that maybe they weren’t re ally sure they had seen Him alive but 
perhaps had only thought they had.

We know for certain, even by Ingersoll’s standards, that the 
apostles were sincere—and not just concerning their be lief that 
Jesus was the Messiah but that they had spent 40 days with 
Him after His resurrection, and He was indeed alive. That is 
the point. To disprove their solemn testimony, one would have 
to show that they had simply all imagined that Christ had spent 
those 40 days with them, showing Himself alive “by many infal-
lible proofs” (Acts 1:3). For such an imagined tale they would 
all die? Never!

Eyewitnesses Of The Resurrection

The apostles suffered almost unbearable persecution and 
then went to their graves as martyrs still affirming that the events 
that they had witnessed had actually occurred. They all testified, 
to the very death, when they could have bought their freedom 
by denying it, that Christ’s miracles, His teachings, and His res-
urrection were factual events that they themselves had witnessed 
and therefore could not deny. Greenleaf argues:

From these absurdities [of men willing to die for a lie] there 
is no escape, but in the perfect con viction and admission 
that they were good men, testifying to that which they 
had carefully observed and considered and well knew to be 
true.9

It is often forgotten that not only those to whom Christ 
appeared during that historic 40 days but all Chris tians testify 
to the resurrection of Christ. The very heart of Christianity is 
the certainty that one is in personal con tact with the resurrected 
Christ, resident in one’s heart.

Linton picks up that fact when, as a fellow lawyer, he pur-
sues an argument similar to Greenleaf ’s:
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Nothing in history is better established than the fact that 
the Gospel writers, and those who believed their report and 
became Christians, were subjected to lifelong persecution, 
frequent torture, and ulti mate death. This occurred both 
at the hands of the Jews, who were incensed at being told 
that they had slain their own promised Messiah, and of the 
pa gans, who were enraged at being told that all the gods in 
their Pantheon were but myths and the Pon tifex Maximus 
at Rome but the perpetrator of a hoax, and that the only 
true God was the One who became incarnate as a Jew and 
died on a cross.

Now as surely as the human frame shrinks from pain 
and death, no man ever lied when the natural and sole 
result of his lying was to incur all the evils possible to suf-
fer in this life and punish ment for his lie in any possible 
life to come.10

Therein lies the great distinction. The apostles died for 
testifying to the resurrection, a question of fact, not merely of 
faith. They were convinced of an event. And their willing ness 
to die in attestation of that event is far more convincing than 
the willingness of others to die for a mere belief or be cause of 
loyalty to a religion or religious leader. As Linton points out, 
“Christ is the only character in all history who has four contem-
porary biographers and historians, every one of whom suffered 
persecution [and martyrdom] in at testation of the truthfulness 
of his narrative.”

Prophecy, the Great Proof

Question: In several of your books you offer prophecy 
fulfilled as proof that God inspired the writing of the 

Bible. But that’s proving the Bible by the Bible, which is 
circular reasoning. Any religion can offer similar “proof” by 
using their Scriptures in the same way.

Response: There is overwhelming evidence of many 
kinds for the inspiration of Scripture. Prophecy is 
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only part of the evidence. Nor is there anything wrong 
with “proving the Bible by the Bible” any more than with 
proving a mathematical theorem by mathematics. How
ever, prophecy fulfilled proves the Bible not by itself but 
by verification from secular history that what the Bible 
foretold did indeed occur. As for suggesting that “any re
ligion can offer similar ‘proof ’ by using their Scriptures the 
same way,” that is simply absurd.

Give me just one example of a prophecy for the com ing of 
Buddha, Confucius, Zoroaster, Krishna, or Muhammad, much 
less one that was fulfilled! There simply aren’t any. Yet there are 
scores of specific prophecies for the Jewish Messiah throughout 
the Old Testament. More over, we have documentation for the 
detailed fulfillment of every one of these prophecies in Jesus 
both from the eyewitnesses who recorded the events and from 
Jose phus and others. There is far more evidence for the events 
of the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus than for any of the 
Caesars, for Plato, for Alexander the Great, or for any other 
ancient historical character. The skeptic re jects Jesus Christ out 
of personal prejudice rather than from thorough and unbiased 
investigation and evidence.

Scores of specific prophecies foretold unique events that 
literally were fulfilled to the letter in the factual his tory of the 
Jews as a people. There is no parallel in the history of any other 
race or ethnic group. We have dealt with the proof provided by 
biblical prophecies in detail in other books.



We have heard talk enough. We have listened to all the 
drowsy . . . vapid sermons that we wish to hear. We have 
read your bible and the works of your best minds. We 
have heard your prayers, your solemn groans and your 
reverential amens. All these amount to less than nothing.

We want one fact. We beg at the doors of your churches 
for just one little fact. . . . We know all about your 
mouldy wonders and your stale miracles. We want a this 
year’s fact . . . and we demand it now. Let the church fur
nish at least one, or forever after hold her peace.

Praying has become a business, a profession, a trade. A 
minister is never happier than when praying in public. 
Most of them are exceedingly familiar with their God. 
Knowing that he knows everything, they tell him the 
needs of the nation and the desires of the people, they 
ad vise him what to do and when to do it.

—roBerT Green InGersoLL  
fAmous nIneTeenTH-CenTury LAWyer, AGnosTIC, orATor



— 183 —

d7
What aBout 

pRayeR?

Reasons For Unanswered Prayer

Question: Jesus promised, “If two of you shall agree 
on earth as touching anything that they shall ask, it 

shall be done for them of my Father which is in heaven” 
(Matthew 18:19). I have never seen it demonstrated that 
any two Christians getting together can have anything from 
God upon which they agree. Was Christ’s promise, then, 
not true?

Response: Perhaps nothing is more badly misunder
stood by the average person, both Christian and non

Christian, than prayer. It is generally thought to be a means 
of persuading God to fulfill one’s dreams and am bitions and 
to satisfy one’s desires. But a moment’s re flection should 
quickly dispel that deadly delusion.
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The basic problem in the world is the conflict of wills and 
the resulting competition for power and supremacy. Prayer, 
then, would only make matters worse if it re leased a supernatu-
ral power that each person could call upon in order to impose 
his will upon others and upon the universe. Rather than bring-
ing unity and peace, prayer would then only increase division 
and conflict by giving each person the power to enforce his will 
upon others.

God must remain in charge of His universe. Of course, there 
is much that is done that is not according to God’s will because 
He has indeed given man the power of choice. God will not, 
however, become an active partner in effecting the will of man. 
He will not lend His power to merely fulfill our selfish desires. 
Prayer must be according to God’s will: “If we ask anything 
according to his will . . . we have the peti tion” (1 John 5:14–15). 
Prayer must also meet certain other conditions in order for God 
to grant the request.

The agreement of two or more together is only one of the 
conditions for prayer being answered. Here are a few of the oth-
ers presented in the Bible: “Whatsoever ye shall ask in prayer, 
believing, ye shall receive” (Matthew 21:22); “If ye abide in me, 
and my words abide in you, ye shall ask what ye will, and it shall 
be done unto you” (John 15:7); “Ye ask and receive not because 
ye ask amiss, that ye may consume it upon your lusts” (James 
4:3); “Whatsoever we ask we receive of him, because we keep his 
commandments and do those things that are pleasing in his sight” 
(1 John 3:22).

These are not all of the conditions for answered prayer. 
These are enough, however, to suggest why so many prayers 
are not answered in spite of the earnest ness of those who meet 
together to petition their heav enly Father for whatever it is 
they desire.
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Three Conditions for Prayer to Be Answered

Question: I have been a Christian for many years and 
have attended hundreds, perhaps thousands, of prayer 

meetings. I have heard many earnest prayers for good 
purposes but rarely have I seen an answer. This is rather 
shattering to my faith. Why are so few prayers answered?

Response: First of all, you admit that you have per sonally 
seen at least some prayers answered. In addition, you 

have surely heard or read the testimony of others who 
unquestionably have had miraculous answers to prayer. 
Consider, for example, George Müller, whose life was an 
amazing testimony to answered prayer. He housed, clothed, 
and fed thousands of orphans, made it a point never to ask 
for any financial help from man but only from God, and 
recorded in his diary literally thou sands of specific answers 
to prayer. Müller wrote:

Now if I, a poor man, simply by prayer and faith, obtained 
without asking any individual, the means for establishing and 
carrying on an Orphan-House, there would be something 
which, with the Lord’s blessing, might be instrumental in 
strength ening the faith of the children of God, besides 
being a testimony to the consciences of the unconverted, of 
the reality of the things of God.

This, then, was the primary reason for establish ing 
the Orphan-House. I certainly did from my heart desire 
to be used by God to benefit the bodies of poor children, 
bereaved of both parents, and seek in other respects, with 
the help of God to do them good for this life . . . [and] to be 
used by God in getting the dear orphans trained in the fear 
of God—but still, the first and primary object of the work 
was (and still is) that God might be magnified by the fact 
that the [thousands of ] orphans under my care are provided 
with all they need, only by prayer and faith without anyone 
[other than God] being asked by me or my fellow-laborers 
[for help or funds].1
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We could multiply other examples to show that God does 
answer many prayers. Robert Ingersoll, who was the epitome of 
agnosticism and who ridiculed Christians for pray ing, demanded 
“just one little fact” proving that prayers are answered. There are 
facts by the thousands that he and other agnostics and atheists 
have refused to accept—not because it could not be proved that 
prayers are an swered, for that has been proved repeatedly, but 
because their prejudice wouldn’t allow them to face the truth.

In fact, an entire library could be filled with testi monies of 
answers to prayer that cannot be explained away as mere coin-
cidence. The issue, then, is not whether God is able to, or ever 
does, answer prayer but why His answer to so many prayers 
is no. There are, according to the Bible, at least three factors 
that determine whether a prayer will be answered or not: 1) 
whether it is God’s will to answer it; 2) whether it is God’s time 
to answer it; and 3) whether those praying are living in such a 
relationship with God that it would be appropriate for Him to 
answer the prayer.

We can thank God that many of our prayers are not 
answered. We are supposed to pray at all times, “Not my will 
but thine be done.” Yet many of our prayers are not in that 
spirit at all but are actually attempts to persuade God to do 
man’s will, to bless or bring to pass man’s plans. Since we are far 
from perfect in wisdom, it could bring disaster upon us if God 
always did what we asked.

There is the matter of timing as well. Consider, for exam-
ple, Hannah’s prayer for a son. It was years before the Lord 
gave her the son for whom she had prayed. At last Samuel was 
conceived and brought into the world. It must have seemed 
a long and inexplicable wait to his parents-to-be; but Samuel 
had to live at a certain time in order to accomplish a particular 
mission in Israel.

Or consider Nehemiah’s prayer for the rebuilding of 
Jerusalem. We are told of one occasion when he “wept, and 
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mourned certain days, and fasted and prayed before the God 
of heaven” (Nehemiah 1:4) for the restoration of Jerusalem. 
The implication is clear, however, that Jerusalem was on his 
heart continually and that he must have prayed for months 
and probably years without any answer. The answer came in 
God’s time, and how im portant that timing was! It had to 
occur on a specific day foreordained of God. From that date, 
69 weeks of years (483 years) would be counted to determine 
the very day that Jesus would ride into Jerusalem on a don-
key and be hailed as the Messiah (Daniel 9:25). Yet Nehemiah 
may not have even suspected the importance of this timing, 
although the prophecy of Daniel declaring this remark able 
fact had already been recorded.

Finally, an affirmative answer to prayer, when it comes, 
is at least in part a blessing from God that indi cates that the 
petitioner is living according to God’s will (1 John 3:22). 
How does one get to know God’s will? Based upon his life 
and experience of many years of walking with God, George 
Müller gives us some advice as he explains one of the secrets to 
answered prayer:

I never remember, in all my Christian course, a period 
now (in March, 1895) of sixty-nine years and four 
months, that I ever sincerely and patiently sought to know 
the will of God by the teaching of the Holy Ghost, through 
the instrumentality of the Word of God, but I have been 
always directed rightly.

But if honesty of heart and uprightness before God were 
lacking, or if I did not patiently wait upon God for instruc-
tion, or if I preferred the counsel of my fel low men to the 
declarations of the Word of the living God, I made great 
mistakes. (Emphasis in original)2

Prayer is not a one-way street on which we get ev erything 
we want and God gets nothing. Prayer, in fact, is designed to 
conform us to God’s will. For God to an swer the prayers of 
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those who are not willing to take time to know His will and 
are careless about obeying Him in their daily lives would only 
encourage them to continue to live in disobedience.

Discipline and Maturity Through Prayer

Question: It is my understanding that Christians should 
pray “according to God’s will.” Why doesn’t God just 

do His will without being advised how to do it? And if He 
knows everything, why does He need anyone to tell Him 
what needs to be done? If God “cares for His own,” as I have 
so often heard preached, then why do “His own” ever have 
to cry to Him to supply their needs?

Response: No one who truly understands prayer be
lieves that by this means one advises God of anything 

He doesn’t already know or of how or when to do His will. 
Prayer is the expression of our desire to God, but true prayer 
is not an insistence upon that desire. Nor would anyone who 
knows God want to persuade Him to do any thing that is 
contrary to His will, even if such persuasion were possible. 
After all, God is wiser than we are. To ex press in prayer, as 
Christ did as a man, “Not my will, but thine be done” (Luke 
22:42), is to acknowledge one’s finite understanding and to 
surrender one’s desires to God’s in finite wisdom and love, 
knowing that His way is best.

Then why pray at all? Let’s look at a specific example. 
Suppose a person is seriously ill. Prayer for that person’s heal-
ing is an expression of one’s love and concern. It is also an 
admission that healing is in God’s hands and a confes sion of 
utter dependence upon Him. Suppose the person re covers so 
miraculously that there can be no doubt that God intervened. 
Would God have healed the person without prayer? Inasmuch 
as full recovery was clearly God’s will, we may be certain it 
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would have occurred without prayer but perhaps not in an 
obviously miraculous manner.

So what was the point of prayer, if basically the same effect 
could have occurred without it? All prayer that is not self-cen-
tered is an opportunity first of all to praise and thank God and 
to express one’s love to Him. Paul said, “With thanksgiving let 
your requests be made known unto God” (Philippians 4:6). So 
worship, thanks giving, and praise to God come first in prayer 
and are certainly more than sufficient reason to pray.

Prayer is also an opportunity to express to God one’s love and 
concern for others and, at the same time, to obedi ently submit to 
His will. Prayer can have a powerful effect in molding one’s char-
acter and bringing one closer to God. The godly person’s prayers 
begin to reflect more and more the will of God as He changes the 
character and thoughts and deeds of the one praying to conform 
to His will and plan in all things. God’s Spirit moves us to pray 
for the very thing that He is going to do. The petitioner becomes 
God’s partner in the working out of His will on earth.

As for why those who are His own and for whom God cares 
should ever have any needs, there are several reasons. First of all, 
as any wise parent on earth would do for his children, our heav-
enly Father may be teaching patience and molding character by 
delaying answers to prayers for certain needs. There also may be 
conditions that must be met in one’s life before God sees fit to 
meet some needs.

A child will never learn self-control and self-disci pline and 
the other essential lessons in life if the parents instantly give 
him everything he wants. Knowing this, and being confident of 
God’s love and care, one does not despair when prayers are not 
answered but seeks to learn what God is teaching. Of course, 
there is also the difference between what we may think are real 
needs and those things that God, in His wisdom, considers to 
be unnecessary or even harmful desires. Thankfully, we wait in 
vain for Him to provide those for us.
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Prayer Is Much More Than Asking

Question: Jesus said we are not to use “vain repeti
tions” in prayer nor will we be heard for our “much 

speaking”(Matthew 6:7). Yet He also said that we should 
persist in prayer. That seems to be a contradiction. Why 
isn’t it enough to ask God once? He’s either going to grant 
the request or not. Why repeat a prayer?

Response: Prayer is communion with God and 
thus involves getting to know Him intimately in a 

relationship of heavenly love. Understandably, then, He 
does not re spond to casual inquiry but to the passion of the 
heart. In the Old Testament, God said, “Ye shall seek me, 
and find me when ye shall search for me with all your heart” 
(Jeremiah 29:13). In the New Testament, God says He is “a 
rewarder of them that diligently seek him” (Hebrews 11:6). 
Prayer requires diligent and passionate persistence. Nothing 
less shows the fervor of sincerity and love that God desires 
in our relationship with Him.

Jesus said that we should always persist in prayer and not 
give up (Luke 18:1). He said that a characteristic of God’s 
elect is that they “cry day and night unto him” (Luke 18:7). 
He encouraged us to keep asking, seeking, and knocking at the 
door of God’s mercy and grace until we receive our petition 
from Him (Luke 11:5–10). Such per sistence is not the “vain 
repetition” that Christ con demned.

The latter need not come from the heart but can be re cited 
mechanically without any thought, much less pas sion. As Christ 
said, vain repetition operates on the premise that God will hear 
us because of the sheer vol ume of our words—.i.e., quantity 
instead of quality. This is the “much speaking” that He rejected. 
To repeat a prayer again and again because of passion, however, 
is not “vain repetition” but reflects the sincerity and earnestness 
that God loves to reward.
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Why isn’t it enough to ask once? Often it is. David asked 
only once for God to defeat “the counsel of Ahithophel” (2 
Samuel 15:31). That defeat was the key to victory over those 
who, led by David’s own son Ab salom, had chased him from 
his throne. But Jesus indi cated that God sometimes listens long 
to the cry of His elect without responding (Luke 18:1–8). The 
implication is that He delays not because He doesn’t want to 
an swer their cry but because He desires to mature and mold 
them to His will.

“In the Name of Jesus”: What Does It Mean?

Question: Jesus said, “If ye shall ask anything in my 
name, I will do it” (John 14:14). I’ve heard thousands 

of prayers that were offered in reliance upon that promise, 
“in the name of Jesus” or even “in the mighty name of  
Je sus”—sincere prayers, from simple people, that were 
never answered. Wouldn’t these many unanswered prayers 
of fered “in the name of Jesus” prove that Christ doesn’t or 
can’t keep His word?

Response: “In the name of Jesus” is not a magic for mula 
like “Open Sesame,” which merely had to be spoken 

once in order for the secret door to the thieves’ treasure 
to swing wide open. Merely repeating the words “in the 
name of Jesus” doesn’t make it so. For a prayer to be truly 
“in the name of Jesus,” it must be as He would express it 
if He were praying. It must be for the furtherance of His 
interests and to His glory. His name must be stamped on 
the character and engraved on the heart and life of the one 
praying “in His name.”

Many years ago I managed the affairs of a multimillion aire. 
In order to do so, I had been given the authority to act in his 
name. Powers of attorney giving me the right to sign his name 
and to conduct business in his name were registered in various 
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counties and states. There was nothing on the face of the doc-
uments that would prevent me from making out a check for 
a million dollars, signing his name to it, and de positing it in 
my own bank account. Had I done so, however, he could have 
recovered from me in a court of equity.

Though the documents didn’t state it explicitly, it was 
understood that I had the power to use another person’s name 
only for his good and in his best inter ests, not my own. And 
so it is with our Lord. There are no restrictions stated in His 
promise that He will do whatever we ask in His name. It is 
understood, how ever, that to pray in His name is to ask as He 
would ask for His interests and glory.

Tragically, all too many Christians imagine that “in the 
name of Jesus” are magic words that, if added to a prayer, no 
matter how self-seeking, will enable a person to get from God, 
whatever he or she desires. When the desired response doesn’t 
come from God, there is often great confusion as to why earnest 
prayers aren’t answered, and even at times re sentment against 
Christ for not keeping what is perceived to be His promise. 
James explained it well:

Ye ask [in prayer] and receive not because ye ask amiss, 
[not to God’s glory, but] that ye may consume it upon 
your lusts. (James 4:3)

How to “Believe that You Receive” When Praying

Question: Christ promised, “What things soever ye 
desire, when ye pray, believe that ye receive them, and 

ye shall have them” (Mark 11:24). There are no conditions 
stated, such as abiding in Christ, being obedient, asking 
according to God’s will, or anything else. Do you know 
any Christians for whom this promise is fulfilled in that 
they always get whatever they ask for in prayer? I’ve never 
met one for whom that is true. How can you ex plain away 
Christ’s failure to fulfill this promise?
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Response: One must first of all understand exactly 
what “believe that ye receive them” actually means. 

Christ’s phrase “when ye pray” is allimportant. Prayer 
is to God. Obviously, then, if the prayer is going to be  
an swered, God must answer it. So to “believe that ye receive 
them” means to believe that God will grant or do that for 
which one is praying. Clearly, to attempt to believe that 
God would do anything that one is not certain is God’s 
will would be presumptuous.

On what basis, then, could one have whatever one desires by 
believing that one receives these things? Is there some mysteri-
ous power of the mind that is activated by “believing” and that 
literally creates what one “be lieves”? That idea has been at the 
heart of occultism for thousands of years. That teaching has 
been popularized in the secular world by a variety of motiva-
tional speakers and writers such as Claude Bristol (The Magic 
of Believing, etc.), Denis Waitley (Seeds of Greatness, etc.), and 
others. The same belief in the magical power of belief has even 
become popular in the church through the writings of Norman 
Vincent Peale (The Power of Positive Thinking, etc.) and the 
many books on The Power of Possibility Thinking by Peale’s chief 
disciple, Robert Schuller. The latter states:

Through possibility thinking . . . [an] amaz ing power will 
unfold in your life. . . . 3

You don’t know what power you have within you. . . !  
You make the world into anything you choose. Yes, you can 
make your world into what ever you want it to be!4

So we can take God’s world and reshape and remake it to 
whatever we wish through possibility thinking? Here we have 
a serious and deadly contradiction. If what we pray for comes 
to pass because we believe it will, then God has no real part to 
play in the answer to our prayers. Instead, we are producing the 
results by the power of our own belief.
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There is a vast difference between believing that what I’m 
praying for will happen because I believe it will happen and in 
believing that God will make it happen in response to my faith 
in Him. To recognize this difference (which is as wide as the 
distance between heaven and hell) is cru cial in understanding 
the promise of Jesus quoted above.

If believing does not in and of itself create the answer to 
prayer, might it not at least cause God to answer the prayer? It 
takes little thought to realize that we cannot make God do 
something merely by “believing” He will do it. If we could, 
then we—rather than God—would be in charge of our lives 
and even the entire universe.

Genuine faith (in contrast to the power of belief ) is a gift 
of God (Ephesians 2:8). We can only conclude that Christ was 
speaking of true faith in God. When God gives the faith to 
know for certain that He is going to grant our request, then 
and only then can we believe that we receive our request from 
Him. Wonderfully, we find that our desires more and more 
coincide with His will.

Can Christians Always Expect to Be Healed?

Question: How is it that Christians as a class do not live 
any longer or healthier lives than the average person, 

yet so many prayers go up for their health and healing?

Response: I don’t know of any authoritative survey that 
has established that Christians don’t live longer on the 

average than any other segment of society. However, there is 
no reason (other than a healthier diet and lifestyle) that they 
should. The Bible doesn’t promise greater longevity to be
lievers, so there is no biblical basis for praying for it. Rather, 
Christians are promised persecution and martyrdom!
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There is a popular teaching within the Pentecostal and 
Charismatic movements that a Christian who is filled with the 
Spirit and walking in faith should never become ill or feel pain. 
It is alleged that “healing is in the atonement,” an idea that is 
derived from Isaiah’s dec laration “with his stripes we are healed” 
(53:5). Peter, however, lets us know that this statement doesn’t 
refer to healing from disease but from sin:

Who [Christ] his own self bore our sins in his own body on 
the tree, that we being dead to sins should live unto righ-
teousness, by whose stripes ye were healed. (1 Peter 2:24)

It is verse 4 in Isaiah 53 that deals with the healing of physi-
cal ailments: “Surely he hath borne our griefs and carried our 
sorrows.” Furthermore, that promise was fulfilled in the healing 
ministry of our Lord upon earth and thus does not relate to a 
continuing healing of our bodies today. That interpretation is 
stated for us clearly:

When the even was come, they brought unto him [Christ] 
many that were possessed with devils; and he cast out the 
spirits with his word, and healed all that were sick, that it 
might be fulfilled which was spoken by Esaias the prophet, 
saying, Himself took our infirmities and bore our sicknesses. 
(Matthew 8:16–17)

Of course, every blessing we have is “in the atone ment.” 
The truth is that through Christ’s atoning death and resur-
rection we have the promise of something far better than the 
perpetual healing of these corruptible bodies of sin in order to 
lengthen our lives here in this “present evil world” (Galatians 
1:4). We have the promise of new bodies like Christ’s resur-
rected, glorified body and eternal life in a new universe without 
sin or suffering.

All those who have taught “healing in the atone ment” as 
the guarantee that Christians need never be ill or even die are 
themselves dead or dying. Not one of them has been able to 
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lengthen his life substantially. One would think that if this 
teaching were true, then at least some of its advocates surely 
would have lived remark ably longer lives than average, but that 
is not the case.

As for prayers for the ill and dying, many of these are mirac-
ulously answered by God. But all people eventually die, and 
usually at an age not much beyond the allotted “threescore years 
and ten.” That is what the Bible teaches.

Jesus Never Prayed the Lord’s Prayer

Question: In his famous “Lord’s Prayer,” Jesus prayed 
“and lead us not into temptation” (Matthew 6:13). Yet 

we are told that He was in fact “led up of the [Holy] Spirit 
into the wilderness to be tempted of the devil” (Matthew 
4:1). So even His own prayer wasn’t answered! How can 
you explain this?

Response: First of all, the “Lord’s Prayer” is mis named. 
This was not a prayer that the Lord himself prayed, 

nor was it to be repeated word for word by any one. It was 
a pattern for prayer—“After this manner there fore pray ye” 
(Matthew 6:9)—that He taught His disciples in response to 
their request “Teach us to pray” (Luke 11:1). It ought to be 
called the “Disciples’ Prayer.”

In giving them this pattern or model prayer, Jesus said to His 
disciples, “When ye pray, say, Our Father which art in heaven, 
Hallowed be thy name . . . etc.” (Luke 11:2). There is no sugges-
tion that Christ himself ever prayed this prayer. Indeed, it would 
be entirely in appropriate for Him, because the prayer includes 
the phrase “And forgive us our sins” (Luke 11:4), something that 
Jesus, being sinless, would never have prayed. So in responding 
to your question, I am doing so with the understanding that 
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this is a prayer for His followers to pray but not for Christ. That 
fact takes care of the ques tion about the phrase “lead us not into 
temptation,” as far as Christ is concerned.

What about this phrase for His followers? No one who asks 
God “Lead us not into temptation” is guaran teed immunity 
from being, like Christ himself, tempted by Satan. That phrase, 
like all the rest of the prayer, comes in the context of the affir-
mation “Thy kingdom come; thy will be done on earth, as it 
is in heaven.” Thus the person repeating this prayer is ready 
to submit to God’s will, whatever that may be, even including 
being tempted by Satan.

Then why ask not to be led into temptation? It is the voice 
of humility acknowledging our own frailties. It is the opposite 
of praying proudly, “Lead us into all the tempta tion You want, 
Lord, because we’re ready to handle it!” Praying the biblical 
phrase acknowledges the appropriate ness of Paul’s warning, 
“Let him that thinketh he standeth take heed lest he fall”  
(1 Corinthians 10:12). At the same time, it is the voice of trust 
in God in case temptation should come.

What and Why Did Christ Pray?

Question: Luke tells us that Christ “went out into a 
mountain to pray, and continued all night in prayer to 

God” (6:12). If Jesus is God, yet it says He prayed to God, 
did He pray to Himself? And if He is God, why did He 
pray at all—especially all night? That sounds like He was 
desperate for help, which doesn’t reflect well upon Him as 
the supposed Savior of the world!

Response: Prayer is primarily communion with God 
in worship and praise and love. Unfortunately, most 

people (and that would include most Christians) think of 
prayer almost exclusively as begging some favor or inter
vention or help from God, and they only pray to this end. 
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That is not what prayer is mainly about. Nor would Christ’s 
continuing in prayer all night indicate that He was desperate 
for help. It would rather indicate the depth and closeness of 
His communion with His Father.

Although Jesus was God in the flesh, He was indeed flesh, a 
real man. That fact is impossible for us to compre hend. In fact, 
Paul calls it a mystery: “Without controversy great is the mys-
tery of godliness: God was manifest in the flesh, justified in the 
Spirit, seen of angels, preached unto the Gentiles, believed on in 
the world, received up into glory” (1 Timothy 3:16).

When Christ prayed to the Father, He did not do so as the 
eternal Son of God, one with the Father, but as a man, who 
repeatedly said, “I can of mine own self do nothing. . . .  I seek 
not mine own will, but the will of the Father which hath sent 
me” (John 5:30). And again, “The words that I speak unto you 
I speak not of myself [on my own initiative]; but the Father that 
dwelleth in me, He doeth the works” (John 14:10).

Yes, Christ also prayed out of deep need and weak ness as 
a man. In the Garden of Gethsemane, He cried out in agony 
so intense that His “sweat was as it were great drops of blood” 
(Luke 22:44): “O my Father, if it be possible, let this cup [of 
bearing the sins of the world] pass from me; nevertheless not as 
I will, but as thou wilt” (Matthew 26:39). But He never prayed, 
“Lead me not into temptation.”

What Is “The Prayer of Faith”?

Question: The Bible very clearly states in unmistak able 
language, with no conditions attached, “The prayer of 

faith will heal the sick” (James 5:15). Yet thousands of such 
prayers for healing have gone up to God unanswered. How 
can one reconcile the promise with the results?
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Response: Once again, the key is in understanding that 
“faith” is not some power we aim at God to get Him 

to do our will. On the contrary, true faith is complete and 
total trust in God, which by very definition must include 
submission to His will. That fact helps us to understand 
what the Bible means by “the prayer of faith.” It obvi ously 
means absolute and total trust in God to heal the sick and 
the complete assurance that He will do so.

On what basis could such a prayer be offered to God? 
Obviously, only if the one who is praying had complete faith 
that God was going to do what was being asked. How would 
one have such confidence without knowing that it was the will of 
God to do so? There is no verse in the Bible that promises anyone 
a healing every time it is asked or that says it is always God’s will 
for every Chris tian to be healed of every instance of illness.

Thus the kind of faith Christ is talking about could only 
come as a gift from God. I have experienced this on rare occa-
sions, sometimes for others and sometimes with regard to myself 
when I was ill. At those times, when praying for a sick person 
(or for my own healing), I had complete confidence that heal-
ing would occur instantly—and so it happened.

No one can “work up” this kind of faith. It would be 
presumptuous to try to “believe” that God was going to heal 
someone unless one was absolutely certain that it was God’s 
will to do so. The so-called “faith healers” teach that healing can 
be claimed at all times for anyone and everyone. Their failure 
to put this into practice, however, on TV and in large rallies is 
so evident that one wonders how they continue to gather large 
crowds. The complete assurance that healing will take place 
in any given situation in response to prayer can come only by 
direct revelation from God.

Then should we not pray for the sick unless we have received 
such a revelation? No. Christ said that “men ought always to 
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pray, and not to faint [i.e. give up]” (Luke 18:1). There are 
many examples in the Bible of godly people (and even Christ 
himself ) praying for something that God refused to grant. We 
may always ask God to do what we believe would be for the 
good of others and to His glory. And we should persist in asking 
until we know it is not God’s will to grant the request.

Where Is God’s Will in Faith and Prayer?

Question: I’ve heard a number of preachers on Chris
tian TV say that to ask for something in prayer and 

then to say, “If it be Your will, Lord,” or “According to Your 
will, Lord,” will destroy one’s faith. I tend to agree. What 
do you say?

Response: While there is much good, unfortunately there 
is also an abundance of heresy on Christian TV. Far 

from being supported by the Bible, this teaching contradicts 
it. After making a request of His Father in heaven in prayer, 
Jesus added, “Nevertheless, not as I will but as thou wilt” 
(Matthew 26:39). That sounds very much like “If it be Your 
will, Lord” or “According to Your will, Lord.” The words are 
only slightly different, but the meaning is exactly the same.

Instead of submission to God’s will being a hindrance to 
faith, it is the only way to have faith. Faith in God causes one 
to trust Him and to want His will above all and thus to obey 
Him. Would you desire, even if you could, to persuade God to 
do something against His will? We have dealt with this question 
in some depth ear lier, so I won’t go into it again.

Question: Jesus told His disciples to pray, “Our Fa ther, 
who art in heaven . . . thy kingdom come, thy will be 

done. . . . ” Isn’t God going to do His will without our 
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asking? Why ask Him to bring in his kingdom? Isn’t that 
His plan anyway?

Response: Prayer is all about asking God to do what He 
has planned to do. Prayer is entering into partnership 

with God so that our desires reflect His. 

To pray “Thy kingdom come; thy will be done on earth as it 
is in heaven” (Matthew 6:10) is to affirm our longing that God’s 
plans be fulfilled and His purposes realized throughout the uni-
verse to the furtherance of man’s joy and hope. What could be 
a better prayer than this?

Christ’s Unanswered Prayer in Gethsemane

Question: I think the classic example of unanswered 
prayer is the one Jesus supposedly prayed in Gethsemane 

on His way to the Cross: “If it be possible, let this cup pass 
from me” (Matthew 26:39). We are told that the “cup” He 
feared (of going to the Cross) didn’t pass from Him. Why 
was He so afraid of the Cross? Thousands were crucified 
by the Romans, many bearing it bravely and some even 
defiantly. Doesn’t the fact that Christ was so afraid and that 
His prayer wasn’t answered disprove the claim that He was 
God in the flesh?

Response: Jesus did not fear the Cross. It was not the 
thought of the intense physical suffering He faced that 

made His sweat seem like drops of blood. Instead, His holy 
soul shrank from becoming the very thing He hated: sin. As 
Paul explained, “He [God] has made him [Christ] to be sin 
for us, [he] who knew no sin, that we might be made the 
righteousness of God in him” (2 Corinthians 5:21).
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As for this being the classic example of unanswered prayer, 
you are not far wrong. The fact that Christ’s prayer was not 
answered speaks volumes to us. We thereby know that there was 
no other possible means for our redemption. Had there been 
any other way, God would not have insisted upon the Cross.

We are assured that not even God’s infinite love for His Son 
could cause Him to go back upon His promise to save the world 
from the penalty that His own righ teous law demanded for sin. 
The Cross that Christ en dured in obedience to His Father and 
out of love for mankind stands forever as proof of God’s love 
and as sures us that we can never be lost. For as Paul said:

I am persuaded that neither death, nor life, nor angels, nor 
principalities, nor powers, nor things pre sent, nor things to 
come, nor height, nor depth, nor any other creature, shall 
be able to separate us from the love of God, which is in 
Christ Jesus our Lord. (Romans 8:38–39)

Do Catholics Really Pray to the “Saints”?

Question: I can’t seem to get a straight answer from my 
Catholic friends concerning prayers to the saints. They 

seem ambivalent on the subject. Some admit they pray to 
Mary, while others deny it. What is the truth?

Response: It is not surprising that you have found 
ambivalence. Roman Catholic apologists generally deny 

that prayers are offered to Mary and the saints and insist 
that they only ask Mary and the saints to pray for them, just 
as one might ask of a friend. This deceit is promoted widely 
and vigorously to counter valid criticism from Protestants 
on this vital subject.

For example, a recent major article featured on the cover of 
the official magazine of the Christian Booksellers Associ ation 
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made this statement: “Catholics only ask saints to pray for 
them—just as we ask the living to pray for us.”5 The au thor, 
himself a Catholic and university professor, surely knew that 
he was not telling the truth. And why would the Christian 
Booksellers Association, an evangelical body, pass along such 
misinformation?

Here are just a few of the facts. Consider first of all “The 
Holy Father’s [Pope’s] Prayer for the Marian Year [1988].” This 
was the official prayer for all Catholics to Mary for an entire year 
and came from the highest authority in the Ro man Catholic 
Church. In it, Pope John Paul II never once asked Mary to pray 
for Catholics. Instead, he asked her to do what she would have 
to be God to do: to comfort, guide, strengthen, and protect 
“the whole of humanity. . . .” His prayer ended, “Sustain us, O 
Virgin Mary, on our journey of faith and obtain for us the grace 
of eternal salvation.”

Mary: As Great as God and More Sympathetic?

For Mary to guide and protect the whole of human ity and 
sustain all Catholics on their journey of faith, she would have 
to be omnipotent, omniscient, and omnipresent. What super-
natural powers would it take on her part to hear millions of 
prayers simultaneously in hundreds of different languages and 
dialects, to keep them all in her memory, and to answer them 
all by her power! Furthermore, it is blasphemy of the worst kind 
to ask Mary to obtain the salvation that Christ alone has already 
provided through His death and resurrection and now offers 
freely by His grace to all who will believe in Him.

In Denver, at the close of the Sunday Mass for the August 
1993 World Youth Day, John Paul II consigned all youth and 
the entire world to Mary’s protection and guid ance. Here again 
was a prayer by the Pope to Mary asking her to do what she 
would have to be deity to accomplish:
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Mary of the New Advent, we implore your pro tection on 
the preparations that will now begin for the next meeting 
[World Youth Day]. Mary, full of grace, we entrust the next 
World Youth Day to you. Mary, assumed into heaven, we 
entrust the young people of the world . . . the whole world 
to you!6

Catholics only ask Mary to pray for them? If one asks prayer 
of a friend, one doesn’t say, “I implore your pro tection and 
entrust the whole world to you”! Yet such re quests that only 
God could fulfill are typical of Catholic petitions of Mary, who 
is exalted to omnipotence and credited with caring for all who 
trust in her.

Both the new Catechism of the Catholic Church (approved by 
the Vatican) and the Second Vatican Council (Vatican II) refer 
to Mary as “the Mother of God to whose protection the faithful 
fly in all their dangers and needs.”7 Why fly to her protection 
when God’s protection is available? And if this Catholic Mary 
can indeed protect all Catholics from all dangers and supply all 
their needs, then she must be at least as great as God. Moreover, 
she is apparently considered to be more sympathetic than God, 
because at least a thousand times as many prayers are offered to 
Mary as are offered to God and Christ combined.

Mary is the “Mother of God”? Yes, Jesus is God, and she 
is His mother. She is only His mother, however, through His 
incarnation. She is the mother of the body that Christ took 
when He came into the world. Obviously, however, she can’t be 
the mother of the eternal Son of God (Christ as God before He 
became man), for He existed an eternity before Mary was born. 
Yet prayers to Mary including for salvation, are based upon her 
imagined status as Queen Mother of heaven.

Salvation Through Mary?

The most authoritative book written on Catholicism’s 
“Virgin Mary” is by Cardinal and Saint Alphonsus de Liguori. 
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Titled The Glories of Mary, it is a virtual com pendium of what 
the great “saints” of the Roman Catholic Church have had to say 
about Mary down through the cen turies. The chapter headings 
are staggering, crediting Mary with attributes, abilities, titles, 
and functions that belong to Christ alone: Mary, Our Life, 
Our Sweetness; Mary, Our Hope; Mary, Our Help; Mary, Our 
Advocate; Mary, Our Guardian; Mary, Our Salvation.” Here 
is a sampling of Liguori’s quotes of what the leading Roman 
Catholic “saints” down through the centuries have said about 
Catholicism’s Mary, but that in fact are true only of Christ:

Sinners receive pardon by . . . Mary alone. He falls and is 
lost who has not recourse to Mary. Mary is called . . . the 
gate of Heaven because no one can enter that blessed king-
dom without passing through her. The way of salvation is 
open to none otherwise than through Mary . . . the salva-
tion of all depends on their being favored and protected by 
Mary. He who is protected by Mary will be saved; he who is 
not will be lost . . . our salvation depends on thee. . . . God 
will not save us without the inter cession of Mary. . . . who 
would receive any grace, were it not for thee, O Mother of 
God?8

It should be quite clear that Roman Catholics are taught 
to look to Mary not only for the supernatural pro tection and 
guidance and help that only God could provide but also for that 
very salvation that only God through Christ could provide and, 
in fact, has already provided. Here is a typical prayer, once again 
to Mary, taken from a popular booklet of Marian prayers, which 
is obtainable at any Catholic bookstore:

In thy hands I place my eternal salvation, and to thee 
do I entrust my soul. . . . For, if thou protect me, dear 
Mother, I fear nothing; not from my sins, because thou 
wilt obtain for me the pardon of them; nor from the dev-
ils, because thou art more power ful than all hell together; 
nor even from Jesus, my Judge himself, because by one 
prayer from thee, he will be appeased. But one thing  
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I fear; that, in the hour of temptation, I may neglect to call 
on thee, and thus perish miserably. Obtain for me, then, the 
pardon of my sins.9

The Rosary: Most Repeated Prayer to Mary

As one final example from the hundreds that could be 
given, consider the Rosary. This is the best-known and most 
recited Catholic prayer, repeated millions of times by the faith-
ful worldwide each day. It concludes with this final petition:

Hail, holy Queen, Mother of Mercy! our life, our 
sweetness, and our hope! To thee do we cry, poor ban-
ished children of Eve; to thee do we send up our sighs, 
mourning and weeping, in this valley of tears. Turn, 
then, most gracious Advocate, thine eyes of mercy 
toward us; and after this our exile show unto us the 
blessed fruit of thy womb, Jesus; O clement, O loving, 
O sweet Virgin Mary.

Quite clearly, Catholics do not merely ask Mary to pray 
for them. They pray to her. And why not, if she is all that the 
Rosary says she is: our life and our hope? The Bible, however, 
says that Christ is “our life” (Colossians 3:4) and “our hope”  
(1 Timothy 1:1)! Again, Paul declares that the “blessed hope” 
of the Christian is “the glorious appearing of the great God and 
our Savior, Jesus Christ” (Titus 2:13). Peter confirms that the 
Christian has been given a “living hope by the resurrection of 
Je sus Christ from the dead” (1 Peter 1:3). Never does the Bible 
suggest that Mary is also our life or hope! Christ is more than 
enough!

Do Mary’s “eyes of mercy” actually see everyone in the 
world? Isn’t that capability an attribute of God alone? Is she 
really the “Mother of Mercy”? Didn’t God’s mercy exist long 
before Mary was even born? We read of the “God of my mercy” 
(Psalm 59:17) and are encouraged to trust in the mercy of God 
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(Psalm 52:8; Luke 1:78; etc.), but we never read a word in the 
entire Bible about Mary’s mercy toward mankind. Those who 
know God’s mercy have no need of Mary’s.

Regardless of what any individual Catholic may be lieve, the 
teaching of the Roman Catholic Church and the practice of the 
vast majority of her members elevates Mary to a position where 
she is at least equal in power to God and is considered to be 
far more sympathetic than He. No won der, then, that Roman 
Catholics by the hundreds of millions perpetually offer prayers 
to Mary for every need and desire.

Who Has the “Keys” to “Bind and Loose” Today?

Question: Jesus said, “I will give unto you the keys of 
the kingdom of heaven, and whatsoever you shall bind 

on earth shall be bound in heaven.” That sounds as though 
we have the authority not just to ask God for something 
in prayer, but to command Him. Why can’t we make this 
work today?

Response: You have mixed two Scriptures. The promise 
“I will give unto thee the keys of the kingdom of 

heaven, and whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth shall be 
bound in heaven: and whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth 
shall be loosed in heaven” (Matthew 16:19) was given to 
Peter individually, the singular “thee” and “thou” making 
that clear. Shortly thereafter, the same promise of binding 
authority (minus the statement about the “keys of the 
kingdom of heaven”) was repeated word for word to all of 
the disciples: “Whatsoever ye shall bind on earth shall be 
bound in heaven, and whatsoever ye shall loose on earth 
shall be loosed in heaven” (Matthew 18:18). The plural, 
“Ye,” makes it clear that on this occa sion the promise was 
given to all the disciples.
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How do we understand the “keys of the kingdom of heaven” 
given to Peter individually? That Peter did not have a “key” or 
“keys” by which he alone could open the door into the kingdom 
for all who would enter is very clear. One enters the kingdom 
by believing the gospel and, as a re sult, being born again by the 
Holy Spirit (John 3:3–5). That gospel was preached by Christ 
(Luke 4:43), and He commis sioned all of His disciples to preach 
it as well (Luke 9:2), long before the “keys” were given to Peter. 
Christ said that Abra ham, Isaac, and Jacob would be in the king-
dom (Luke 13:28), but they certainly were not given entrance 
by Peter, having entered it centuries before he was born. Many 
entered the kingdom through the preaching of Philip (Acts 8:12) 
and Paul (Acts 14:22; 19:8; 20:25; 28:31) and, by implication, 
through the preaching of the other apostles when Peter was nei-
ther present nor referred to as holding any required “key.”

When the Keys Were Used

The only unique actions by Peter that could be as sociated 
with opening the kingdom to anyone were on the day of Pentecost 
and at the home of the Roman cen turion Cornelius. These were 
historic occasions on which Peter undoubtedly used the “keys 
of the kingdom”: one key to open the kingdom through the 
gospel to the Jews (Acts 2:14–41) and the other key to open 
the kingdom to the Gentiles (Acts 10:34–48). Although Paul 
was “the apostle to the Gentiles” (Romans 11:13), Peter was the 
first to preach the gospel and offer salvation to non-Jews. He 
reminded the church leaders of that fact when they gath ered in 
Jerusalem to discuss the status of Gentiles:

Men and brethren, ye know how that a good while ago God 
made choice among us, that the Gen tiles [the household 
of Cornelius] by my mouth should hear the word of the 
gospel, and believe. And God, which knoweth the hearts, 
bore them witness, giving them the Holy Ghost, even as he 
did unto us, and put no difference between us and them, 
purifying their hearts by faith. (Acts 15:7–9)
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Obviously, these are keys given to Peter by Christ—one for 
the Jews and the other for the Gentiles—and needed to be used 
only once. The door of the kingdom having been opened to 
all mankind, the “keys” had served their purpose. The Roman 
Catholic Church, however, teaches that the “keys” bestowed a 
unique and lasting authority upon Peter that then passed to 
his alleged successors, the popes. There is no support for this 
belief, either in Scrip ture or in history. Peter never again used 
“keys” during his lifetime. Obviously, having served their pur-
pose, they were no longer needed. Nor is there a word about 
Peter’s alleged successors or subsequent use of the “keys.” That 
the popes were not by any stretch of the imagination successors 
to Peter is very clear from both the Bible and history, a fact that 
we document thor oughly in A Woman Rides the Beast.

Successors of the Apostles Today?

Furthermore, it is clear that all Christians are the “suc-
cessors” to Peter and the other apostles. Jesus told His disciples, 
“Go ye into all the world, and preach the gospel” (Mark 16:15). 
He commanded them to teach those who believed the gos-
pel “to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you” 
(Matthew 28:19–20). That would obviously include teaching 
all new disciples to preach the gospel and make disciples, who 
in turn would be likewise taught. Those of us who are believers 
today have heard the gospel from others, who in turn heard 
it from others, and so forth all the way back to the original 
disciples of Christ. Thus, we (and all others who have believed 
the gospel from the day of Pentecost until now) are bound 
to obey every thing that Christ commanded the original 12 
disciples. That would include the command He gave His dis-
ciples regarding “binding and loosing” in His name and by His 
power. No exception is made for anything the apos tles were 
commanded to do.
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Roman Catholicism claims that the bishops are the suc-
cessors of the apostles and therefore they alone can “bind and 
loose.” Similarly, some Charismatics try to make some special 
power out of “binding and loosing” available only for certain 
“prophets” or those who have this special gift. Note, however, 
that the “binding and loosing” in Matthew 18:18 is linked with 
the promise “Where two or three are gathered together in my 
name, there am I in the midst of them” (Matthew 18:20). That 
applies to all Christians and so does every other promise and 
command given to the disciples.

As for “binding and loosing,” the context and the en tire 
tenor of Scripture make it clear that Jesus was not handing 
His disciples some unique power that they could wield as they 
please. He was telling them that as His representatives they were 
to act in His name alone. This is not different from His promise 
that “whatsoever ye shall ask the Father in my name, he will 
give it you” (John 16:23). Invoking God’s name in prayer is not 
a magic for mula whereby we receive automatic answers to our 
re quests. The same is true with “binding and loosing.” Whether 
binding demonic spirits in a certain situation or loosing some-
one from the power of sin in their lives, it must be in Christ’s 
name, as He would do it, to His glory, through His Word, and 
in the power of the Holy Spirit.





A man of thought and sense does not believe in the exis tence 
of the Devil. He feels certain that imps, goblins, demons and 
evil spirits exist only in the imagination of the ignorant and 
frightened. . . . Back of this belief there is no evidence, and 
there never has been.

Now take the Devil out of the New Testament, and you also 
take the veracity of Christ; with that veracity you take the 
divinity; with that divinity you take the atone ment, and 
when you take the atonement, the great fabric known as 
Christianity becomes a shapeless ruin.

—roBerT Green InGersoLL

We [devils] are really faced with a cruel dilemma. When the 
humans disbelieve in our existence we lose all the pleasing 
effects of direct terrorism and we make no magi cians. On the 
other hand, when they believe in us, we cannot make them 
materialists and skeptics. . . . I have great hopes that we 
shall learn in due time how to emo tionalise and mythologise 
their science to such an extent that what is, in effect, a belief 
in us (though not under that name) will creep in while the 
human mind remains closed to belief in the Enemy (God).

If once we can produce our perfect work—the Materialist 
Magician . . . veritably worshipping what he vaguely calls 
“Forces” while denying the existence of “spirits”—then the 
end of the war will be in sight.

—sCreWTAPe To WormWood  
the screwtApe Letters By C. s. LeWIs
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d8
What aBout 

evil, satan, and 
demons?

What Is the Source of Evil?

Question: Isaiah 45:7 seems to state that God creates 
evil. How can this be possible if God is totally good? 

And if He does create evil, why does He do so, and what 
form does it take?

Response: Let’s examine this verse: “I form the light 
and create darkness; I make peace and create evil. I 

the Lord do all these things.” How does God create dark
ness? Darkness is really nothing. It is not a “thing” that 
God created; it is simply the absence of light. No one would 
know he was in the dark if he had never seen light. Thus by 
creating light, God exposes the absence of it as darkness.
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In the same way, God’s perfection exposes all else as evil. Sin 
is defined as falling “short of the glory of God” (Romans 3:23). 
In His presence the angels cry continually, “Holy, holy, holy is 
the Lord” (Isaiah 6:3; cf. Revelation 4:8). God’s perfection is 
the blaze of light in contrast to which all else is darkness and 
evil. Indeed, we are told that God dwells “in the light which no 
man can approach unto”(l Timothy 6:16).

How then does the perfection of God reveal evil if no man 
can approach unto the light of holiness in which He dwells? 
Because He has written His law in the con sciences of all man-
kind (Romans 2:14–15) causing us to recognize evil in ourselves 
and in others.

Dualism and World Religions

In fact, the biblical explanation of evil is unique. The 
author of The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Bible points out that “the 
Jewish religion, unlike other theologies, considered the one and 
omnipotent God to be the author of both good and evil, the 
master of the world.”1 The very idea that one Supreme Being 
could be responsible for both good and evil contrasts sharply 
with the beliefs of the world’s religions during Old Testament 
times, which tended toward dualism.

Manly P. Hall, an expert on the occult and non-Chris tian 
religions, reminds us: “In all the ancient Mysteries, matter was 
regarded as the source of all evil and spirit the source of all 
good.”2 The mysteries emanated from two irreconcilable oppo-
sites: Absolute Spirit and Abso lute Substance. For the Gnostics, 
it was the “positive and negative” principles. In polytheistic 
mythology, of course, there were both good and evil gods who 
fought with one another. Isaiah’s statement that the one true 
God of the Hebrews is responsible for both good and evil stands 
apart from all the world’s religions and provides one more piece 
of evidence that the Bible came from a source of inspiration 
independent of the culture or reli gion surrounding its writers.
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What Makes Evil Possible?

In the Bible, evil is associated with the power of choice and 
could not exist apart from it. Only beings ca pable of choice can 
have moral responsibility; and this very power of choice makes 
evil not only possible but inevitable. It is a foregone conclu-
sion that creatures who, though made “in the image of God” 
(Genesis 1:26–27), are less than God (as any creation of God 
must be), will think thoughts and do deeds unworthy of God 
and thus are evil by very definition.

That being the case, why would God give mankind this 
exceedingly dangerous ability to choose? Why would God, 
who is only good, allow evil of any kind or even of the small-
est degree in His universe? The answer, of course, is obvious: 
God wanted to have a meaningful and loving relationship with 
mankind. Without the abil ity to choose to love or to hate, to say 
yes or to say no, it would be impossible for mankind to receive 
God’s love and to love Him in return, for real love must come 
from the heart. Nor could there be genuine praise and worship 
unless it were voluntary.

It would hardly be glorifying to God for robots, who cannot 
choose to say or do otherwise, to continually sing His praises. 
And for such beings to be programmed to say repeatedly “I 
love you” would be meaningless. The love and praise of God 
must come from beings who have the choice of not loving and 
praising but even of hating and denigrating Him, beings whose 
hearts have been captured by His love and who genuinely love 
Him in return. That is why, if Islam, through threats of ter-
rorism and death, could force the entire world to submit to 
Allah—or if Com munism through similar threats and force 
could take over the world today—it would not be a victory for 
either to talitarian system. Rather, such a world conquest would 
be the greatest defeat, for it would have failed to win the love 
and loyalty of its alleged “converts.”

Of course, though giving man the power of choice made 
love possible, it also opened the door to all manner of evil. It is 
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by our own personal choice that we think evil thoughts and do 
wicked deeds. God did not cause Lu cifer or any angels or any of 
us to do evil. That tragedy came about by our individual voli-
tion. We choose to sat isfy our own selfish desires rather than to 
glorify God, and thus we come short of His glory and demon-
strate ourselves to be sinners.

How wonderful, then, that in His love and wisdom God 
was able to pay the penalty for our sins and thus to forgive us 
and make it possible for us to be in His presence, loving and 
praising Him eternally! And surely His love has captured our 
hearts and created in us a love that is real and eternal. As 1 John 
4:19 says, “We love him because he first loved us.” That can 
only be said meaningfully by beings who are also capable of 
choosing not to love.

What About Satan?

Question: The Bible blames evil on a mythological 
figure it calls the devil, or Satan. There is absolutely 

no evidence that imps and gnomes and gremlins and devils 
even exist. Furthermore, we don’t need that hypothesis. 
Everything can be explained without it. Name one evil in 
our world that man is not capable of committing with out 
any help from the socalled devil or his demons!

Response: The Bible never mentions such imaginary 
creatures as imps, gnomes, fairies, gremlins, etc., nor 

do these products of superstition have anything whatsoever 
to do with Christianity. The perverse attempt on the part 
of critics to pretend that Christians believe in such enti
ties (Ingersoll’s quote at the beginning of the chapter, for 
example) betrays their proud prejudice. That they find it 
necessary to resort to ridicule and overstatement also re veals 
how weak the skeptics’ position really is. Let the critics at 
least be honest and stick to the facts.
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The Bible does not blame all evil on Satan or demons. In 
fact it actually says, “Every man is tempted when he is drawn 
away of his own lust and enticed” (James 1:14). Of course man 
is capable of all the evil being committed in the world; he is the 
one who is actually doing it. That does not prove, however, that 
there may not be an out side influence at work. A young man 
who robs a bank is clearly capable of doing so, but that doesn’t 
nullify the fact that his partner in crime initiated the idea and 
goaded him into joining him.

Eve was certainly capable of eating the forbidden fruit, and 
actually did so. That did not, however, negate the possibility 
that Satan, speaking through the serpent, put her up to it. Nor 
would the fact of Satan’s involvement excuse Eve. She was held 
accountable by God for her sin. Far from forcing mankind to 
sin, Satan plays rather the part of tempter, teasing man with evil 
desires to which he is not only susceptible but inclined.

It is not man’s duty to fight off Satan but to rest in the vic-
tory Christ has won and to trust in Him both for sal vation and 
for victory over sin and temptation. Although we acknowledge 
Satan’s existence, we resist the seductive impulse to become fas-
cinated with him or to imagine that we can directly engage him 
in battle. As C. S. Lewis said:

There are two equal and opposite errors into which our 
race can fall about the devils. One is to disbelieve in their 
existence. The other is to believe, and to feel an excessive 
and unhealthy interest in them. They themselves are equally 
pleased by both errors and hail a materialist or a magician 
with the same delight.3

The Collapse of Scientific Materialism

Question: I need no further argument against the ex
istence of Satan and demons than the fact that no one 

in the history of the world has ever seen such creatures. 
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They exist only in mythology. The Bible tries to get 
around this obvious problem by claiming that they are not 
physical and are thus invisible spirit beings. Wasn’t this old
fashioned superstition about “spirits” aban doned long ago 
by thinking people? Surely if Satan ex isted there ought to be 
some scientific proof. Where is it?

Response: Belief in “spirits” has not been abandoned. 
Instead, the scientific community is now endorsing 

it. Materialism is dead. No longer do the great thinkers 
imagine that this physical universe is all there is or that 
everything, including human consciousness, can be ex
plained in physical terms. In his book Quantum Questions: 
The Mystical Writings of the World’s Great Physicists, Ken 
Wilbur has compiled statements made by the greatest 
physicists of all time that show that they all believed in 
a spiritual dimension of existence. In full agreement, Sir 
John Eccles, Nobel prize winner for his research on the 
brain, writes:

If there are bona fide mental events—events that are not 
themselves physical or material—then the whole program 
of philosophical materialism collapses.

The universe is no longer composed of “matter and a 
void” but now must make (spaceless) room for (massless) 
entities [i.e. minds].4

Ideas are obviously not physical. Evil itself is not physical. It 
may involve physical acts, but it begins in the mind with non-
physical thoughts. Morals and ethics are nonphysical things. It 
would be folly to ask someone to describe the texture, color, or 
taste of truth or how much one would have to pay for a pound 
of justice or mercy. As Sir Arthur Eddington said, “‘Ought’ takes 
us outside chemistry and physics.”5

All purposeful acts begin with a thought that does not exist 
as a physical part of a bodily organ, the brain. Ideas are held 
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in the mind. The brain is physical, but the mind is not. Quite 
clearly, thoughts precede and cause neu ral activity in the brain. 
They do not result from anything happening in the physical 
brain, nor can thinking be explained on that basis. Thoughts 
about truth or justice, for example, could not originate through 
any physical stim ulus (and thus could not result from any evo-
lutionary process), because they are totally unrelated to any 
physi cal quality such as weight, texture, taste, or smell.

The human brain does not initiate thoughts, deci sions, or 
plans. If it did, we would be the prisoners of this bit of matter 
in our skulls. Moreover, if evolution were true and our brains 
the result of random, impersonal chance processes over billions 
of years, then our thoughts could only be the result of the same 
random processes and would thus be meaningless. The same 
would apply to the theory of evolution, which by its own affir-
mations could only be the result of chance motions of atoms in 
the brain. Expressing logic’s necessary rejection of materialism 
and evolution, C. S. Lewis wrote:

If minds are wholly dependent on brains and brains on 
biochemistry, and biochemistry (in the long run) on the 
meaningless flux of the atoms, I cannot understand how the 
thought of those minds should have any more significance 
than the sound of the wind in the trees.6

Spirit Beings?

Based upon years of brain research, world-famed neu-
rosurgeon Wilder Penfield declared, “The mind is inde pendent 
of the brain. The brain is a computer, but it is programmed by 
something that is outside itself, the mind.”7 The brain is a com-
puter of such complexity that human genius cannot duplicate 
it; and, like any computer, it requires someone to operate it. 
That is the function of the human spirit, which uses this “brain/
computer” to inter face with the physical dimension of life in 
which our bod ies function.
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Inasmuch as our own minds are nonphysical, how foolish 
to deny the possibility of the existence of other minds or even to 
insist that they must all be attached to physical bodies! Robert 
Jastrow, one of the world’s lead ing astronomers, and certainly 
highly regarded by his colleagues in that field, suggests that evo-
lution could have been in process on other planets 10 billion 
years longer than here on earth and may have produced beings 
as far beyond man on the evolutionary scale as man is be yond a 
worm. We are not promoting the false theory of evolution but 
simply observing that Jastrow sees nothing about this material-
ist theory that would deny the exis tence of spirit beings. In fact, 
Jastrow suggests:

Life that is a billion years beyond us may be far beyond the 
flesh-and-blood form that we would recognize. It may . . . 
[have] escaped its mortal flesh to become something that 
old-fashioned people would call spirits.

And how do we know it’s there? Maybe it can material-
ize and then dematerialize. I’m sure it has magical powers 
by our standards.8

That spirit beings, whatever their origin, do exist has been 
acknowledged by many other top scientists in addi tion to Jastrow, 
Eccles, and Eddington. Among them are not a few Nobel Prize 
winners: Nobelist Eugene Wigner, one of the greatest physicists 
of this century; Sir Karl Pop per, the most famous philosopher 
of science of our age; mathematician John von Neumann, who 
has been called “the smartest man who ever lived”; and many 
others. So the skeptics’ derisive accusation that only uneducated 
and superstitious people believe in spirits is nothing more than 
the bluster of wishful thinkers.

It would only be logical that nonphysical beings, if they did 
exist, could think and even communicate with our brains by the 
same means that our own spirits use. C. G. Jung, the famous 
Swiss psychiatrist, had a personal spirit guide, Philemon, which 
seemed to demonstrate the powers of materialization suggested 
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by Jastrow and with whom he had lengthy and very real conver-
sations. Jung wrote:

Philemon represented a force which was not myself. . . . 
It was he who taught me . . . the reality of the psyche . . .  
he seemed quite real. . . .  I went walking up and down the 
garden with him.9

Jung wanted desperately to believe that Philemon and other 
entities who literally appeared to him and conversed with him 
were nothing more than psychic extensions of his subconscious 
mind. Eventually, how ever, the mounting evidence forced Jung to 
conclude that they were independent beings. He confessed, “On 
the basis of my own experience . . . I have to admit that the spirit 
hypothesis yields better results in practice than any other.”10

The Case for Evil Spirits

In view of the evil of which our own minds are capa ble, it 
would be extremely naïve to imagine that all other minds in 
the universe must be benevolent. Some of Jung’s experiences 
were so terrifying that he became con vinced that at least some 
of these entities were exceed ingly evil. Jung discussed this topic 
at length with James Hyslop, Columbia University professor of 
logic and ethics. Hyslop expressed his own convictions:

If we believe in telepathy [which Hyslop con sidered fully 
demonstrable], we believe in a process which makes possi-
ble the invasion of a personality by someone at a distance.

It is not at all likely . . . that sane and intelli gent spirits 
are the only ones to exert [such] influ ence . . . there is no 
reason why others cannot do so as well.11

In view of the above conclusion based upon evidence that 
convinced Jung, Hyslop, and many other investi gators, there 
is no reason for rejecting the idea that a be ing of such evil 
genius as Satan could exist. Indeed, there is much experimental  
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verification of the existence of demons and of Satan, evidence 
that has been accepted by non-Christian psychiatrists and sci-
entists not because the Bible said so but on the basis of their 
own experience. Many examples could be given, but let us 
conclude with the experience of someone who in recent years 
has be come known as an expert on the subject of “evil,” psy-
chiatrist M. Scott Peck.

While Peck was Assistant Chief of Psychiatry under the 
Army Surgeon General, he served as chairman of a special com-
mittee of psychiatrists appointed by the Army Chief of Staff 
to study the “psychological causes of [the massacre in Vietnam 
at] My Lai, so as to prevent such atrocities in the future.” In 
the process, Peck became in volved in attempted exorcisms. He 
refers to two specific cases that convinced him of the reality of 
demonic pos session. He even declared with awe that he had 
“person ally met Satan face-to-face.”12 Peck writes:

When the demonic finally spoke clearly in one case, 
an expression appeared on the patient’s face that could 
be described only as Satanic. It was an in credibly con-
temptuous grin of utter hostile malevo lence. I have spent 
many hours before a mirror trying to imitate it without 
the slightest success.

When the demonic finally revealed itself in the exor-
cism of [another] patient, it was with a still more ghastly 
expression. The patient suddenly re sembled a writhing 
snake of great strength, vi ciously attempting to bite the 
team members.

More frightening than the writhing body, how ever, 
was the face. The eyes were hooded with lazy reptilian 
torpor—except when the reptile darted out in attack, 
at which moment the eyes would open wide with blaz-
ing hatred. Despite these frequent darting moments, 
what upset me the most was the extraordinary sense of a 
fifty-million-year-old heav iness I received from this ser-
pentine being.

Almost all the team members at both exorcisms 
were convinced they were at these times in the pres ence 
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of something absolutely alien and inhuman. The end of 
each exorcism proper was signaled by the departure of 
this Presence from the patient and the room.13

The conclusion arrived at by Peck and his team is not 
a matter of “scientific proof” but an intuitive conviction of 
conscience arrived at by careful observation. Nor could it be 
otherwise when one confronts the spirit realm. Ed dington 
points out that if a physicist should try to apply scientific 
methods to the study of thought by examining the brain, “all 
that he discovers is a collection of atoms and electrons and 
fields of force arranged in space and time, apparently similar 
to those found in inorganic objects . . . [and thus] might set 
down thought as an illusion.14

Human personality surely exists, yet it cannot be de fined 
or demonstrated scientifically. So it is with the manifestation of 
demonic power. Unfortunately, although increasing numbers of 
psychologists and psychiatrists are now acknowledging the real-
ity and horror of de monic possession, their attempt to discover a 
“scientific” explanation undermines their understanding of evil. 
If there is a psychological explanation for evil, then moral choice 
and personal responsibility are no longer in volved. Furthermore, 
if evil can be explained as psycho logically programmed behav-
ior, then what was the presence that Peck said he and his team 
could palpably “feel” and whose exit could be felt as well?

What About Satan As Serpent?

Question: I think one of the great evidences against 
the authenticity of the Bible is its treatment of the 

serpent. In the Bible, the serpent is the embodiment of 
evil, whereas ancient myths and religions give exactly 
the op posite view. The Bible equates the serpent with 
the devil, but the most ancient religions, some of which 
are even practiced to the present time, almost universally 
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identify the serpent as the Savior, or at least as benevolent 
and to be worshiped. How can the Bible be true and at the 
same time be so much out of touch with what is clearly the 
common intuition of humanity?

Response: This is a fascinating subject, and its implica
tions go beyond our ability to understand fully. There 

is no doubt that the Bible repeatedly identifies Satan both 
as the serpent and the dragon, not only in Genesis 3 but 
else where. For example, “And the great dragon was cast 
out, that old serpent called the Devil and Satan, which 
de ceiveth the whole world” (Revelation 12:9). In view of 
the usual human revulsion and fear of both dragons and 
ser pents, one would think that Satan would do everything 
possible to deny such a connection, yet the opposite seems 
to be the case, for some strange reason. How intriguing it 
is that both are so closely associated with nearly all pagan 
religions! The dragon is found on thousands of temples 
throughout Asia, while the serpent permeates and even 
dominates the religion of India.

In view of the natural human revulsion for these creatures, 
this association could hardly be of human ori gin and would 
require another explanation. The biblical indication that Satan 
is the “god of this world” and thus the originator of all false 
religions would seem to offer that explanation. Furthermore, 
archaeologists and ex plorers continue to uncover ancient repre-
sentations of a woman, a serpent, and a tree in close association, 
a con nection that undoubtedly reflects the Genesis story of the 
temptation in the garden. Even today, one finds an cient Hindu 
temples deep in the jungles in northern In dia bearing centu-
ries-old faded wall frescoes in which one can still make out the 
woman, serpent, and tree. When asked the meaning of these 
symbols, the villagers, who worship the serpent, explain that the 
serpent brought them salvation.
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Serpent Worship Everywhere

In the temples of ancient Egypt and Rome the body of 
the god Serapis was encircled by the coils of a great serpent. 
In Hinduism, one of the three chief gods, Shiva, has serpents 
entwined in his hair. Yoga is symbolized as a raft made of cobras, 
and its goal is to awaken the kun dalini power coiled at the base 
of the human spine in the form of a serpent. Numerous other 
examples could be given, from the plumed serpent Quetzalcoatl, 
the Savior-god of the Mayas, to the annual snake dance of the 
Hopi Indians. One of the greatest authorities on the occult 
(himself a practitioner of occultism) has written:

Serpent worship in some form permeated nearly all parts 
of the earth. The serpent mounds of the American Indian; 
the carved-stone snakes of Central and South America; 
the hooded cobras of India; Python, the great snake of the 
Greeks; the sacred serpents of the Druids; the Midgard 
snake of Scandinavia; the Nagas of Burma, Siam and Cam-
bodia . . . the mystic serpent of Orpheus; the snakes at the 
oracle of Delphi . . . the sacred serpents pre served in the 
Egyptian temples; the Uraeus coiled upon the foreheads 
of the Pharaohs and priests—all these bear witness to the 
universal veneration in which the snake was held. . . . 

The serpent is . . . the symbol and prototype of the 
Universal Savior, who redeems the world by giving cre-
ation the knowledge of itself. . . . It has long been viewed 
as the emblem of immortality. It is the symbol of reincar-
nation.15

In Greek mythology, a serpent was wrapped around the 
Orphic egg, the symbol of the cosmos. Likewise at Delphi, 
Greece (for centuries the location of the most sought-for and 
influential oracle of the ancient world, consulted by potentates 
from as far away as North Africa and Asia Minor), the three legs 
of the oracular tripod in the inner shrine of the temple were 
intertwined with ser pents. As one further example, consider the 
Greek and Roman god of medicine, Aesculapius, whose symbol 
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was a serpent-entwined staff, from which the symbol of modern 
medicine, the caduceus, was derived.

In the temples erected in his honor, Aesculapius was wor-
shiped with snakes because of an ancient myth that said that 
he had received a healing herb at the mouth of a serpent. Here 
again we have the Genesis story perverted: The serpent is not 
the deceiver and de stroyer but the Savior of mankind, replac-
ing Jesus Christ. At graduation ceremonies of medical schools 
around the world, where prayers to the God of the Bible or to 
Jesus Christ would not be allowed, graduates, upon receiving 
their M.D. degrees, still repeat loudly in unison the Hippocratic 
oath. It begins, “I swear by Apollo, by Aesculapius, by Hygeia 
and Panacea, and by all the gods and goddesses.”

Surely the Bible’s depiction of Satan as a serpent and dragon, 
the deceiver and destroyer of mankind, and then as the god 
of this world who originates pagan religions, fits the evidence. 
Furthermore, the very fact that the Bible stands alone against all 
ancient religions provides further evidence that all of them have 
a common source and that the inspiration behind the Bible 
is, exactly as it claims, in dependent of theirs. In fact, the two 
sources of inspira tion are obviously diametrically opposed.

Why Should Satan Exist?

Question: Why would God, knowing all the evil that 
would follow, create a being that would become Satan? 

What could be the purpose of Satan’s existence? The bib
lical devil, in fact, is presented as so powerful that he seems 
to be God’s equal. If not, why has it taken God so long to 
conquer him?

Response: No one reading much of the Bible could 
come to the conclusion that Satan is God’s equal. 

More over, the reason for his existence and why he has not 
al ready been locked away becomes clear as we understand 
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the issues involved. God’s desire is to capture the hearts of 
those whom He created in His image. He wants to have 
them in His presence for eternity, where He will fully 
demonstrate “the exceeding riches of his grace in his kind
ness toward us through Christ Jesus” (Ephesians 2:7).

For God to genuinely win man’s heart, there must be no 
coercion. Man must have complete freedom to reject God and 
to choose to worship another being or object. Satan presents 
man with the ultimate alternative to God, and he convinces bil-
lions of people to reject God and to give their allegiance to him. 
Such an alternative is essen tial in determining man’s true desire. 
To have in heaven those who really didn’t want to be there is 
hardly God’s intention and would be counterproductive to His 
eternal purpose.

Satan As the Competitive Suitor

We can illustrate the point like this. Suppose a king wants 
to marry the most beautiful woman in his realm. In order to 
be certain of winning her heart, he expels from his kingdom all 
men who might be his rivals for her affection. Obviously, that 
is not the way to be assured of her sincere love; she must have 
the freedom to choose someone else. Only when she has that 
freedom and, hav ing rejected all others, consents to marry the 
king, can he be assured that he has indeed captured her heart.

For the same reason, God has not locked Satan away but 
allows him to continue to entice mankind with his false prom-
ises. As the most powerful and brilliant being next to God, Satan 
provides the ultimate alternative. The battle between God and 
Satan for the soul of man is very real. It would hardly be any 
credit to the world’s heavy weight boxing champion to defeat a 
four-year-old in the ring; the opponent must be worthy. Satan 
is the strongest opponent, God’s ultimate competition in the 
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battle for the hearts and minds of mankind.
Yes, as far as raw power is concerned, God could immedi-

ately throw Satan into the “bottomless pit” (Rev elation 20:1–3) 
so that he could no longer deceive mankind. In fact, that will 
be the case during the millen nial reign of Christ upon earth, 
when it will be fully proved that man is an evil rebel in his 
own right without any influence from Satan. In the meantime, 
however, the battle for the souls of mankind is not to be fought 
with raw power, for the issues involved are not of that nature. It 
is a contest for the heart’s affection and loyalty; and to that end 
Satan must be allowed full freedom to tempt mankind with 
every ploy he can devise.

Satan is not only the “god of this world” (2 Corinthi ans 
4:4), but its kingdoms belong to him (Matthew 4:8–10). He is 
able to reward those who follow him with great riches and suc-
cess in this world. However, Satan is doomed, and those who 
give their allegiance to him will share in that doom eternally.

In the battle for man’s soul and destiny, God is com pletely 
open and honest, while Satan misrepresents and deceives. Thus 
the battle is presented in the Bible as be tween the truth of God 
and the lie of Satan. God wants those who choose to receive 
Christ as Savior and Lord to do so on the basis of the facts. If 
Satan has more to offer, if his way is best, then let mankind 
follow him.

Satan’s Fall

Question: I was always taught from Isaiah 14 that Sa tan 
was a fallen angel originally named Lucifer. Recently 

I’ve learned that this isn’t so, for the one being spoken of 
in Isaiah 14 is obviously “the king of Babylon” (verse 4). 
Then was Satan created by God as he is now, the most evil 
of creatures?
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Response: Satan was not created by God as he is now. 
God does not create evil beings. Satan was originally 

as the Bible describes him in Isaiah 14 and Ezekiel 28 and 
else where. He is a fallen cherub with great power and cun
ning. The cherubim seemed to be the angels closest to God, 
guarding even His very presence—and Satan was origi
nally the chief cherub. Psalm 99:1 says of God, “He sitteth 
between the cherubims.” (See also Genesis 3:24; Exodus 
25:20; 37:9; Ezekiel 10; Hebrews 9:5; etc.)

Yes, the king of Babylon is being addressed in Isaiah 14. 
However, what is said about him could not apply solely to him 
but ultimately only to Satan. For example, when did the king 
of Babylon have a position in heaven from which he fell? At 
times the Bible addresses Satan through ungodly earthly rulers 
to show that he is the real power behind them, just as he will be 
the power behind Antichrist, of whom it is said, “The dragon 
[Satan] gave him his power and his seat and great authority” 
(Revelation 13:2). In fact, all these despotic and evil rulers are 
types or symbols of Antichrist.

That Satan is being addressed through such kings is 
clearer in Ezekiel 28:2–19. Here the “prince of Tyrus” is being 
addressed: “Thou hast been in Eden the garden of God; every 
precious stone was thy covering. . . .  Thou art the anointed 
cherub [highest order of angel] . . . and I have set thee so. . . . 
Thou was perfect in thy ways from the day that thou was cre-
ated till iniquity was found in thee” (verses 13–15). Obviously, 
none of this was true of the literal “prince of Tyrus” but only of 
Satan, who in spired and directed him in his ungodly activity.

Note the similarities in Ezekiel 28 to what is said of “the 
king of Babylon” in Isaiah 14: “I am a God, I sit in the seat of 
God. . . .  Thou [hast] set thine heart as the heart of God,” etc. 
Clearly Satan is being addressed as the power behind both the 
king of Babylon and the prince of Tyrus. Isaiah 14 does indeed 
present Satan’s fall.
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Satan is “the god of this world” (2 Corinthians 4:4). Christ 
did not dispute his claim to ownership of the world system 
when, in the temptation in the wilderness, Satan offered to give 
the kingdoms of the world to Christ if He would bow down 
and worship him (Matthew 4:8–9). Isaiah 14 and Ezekiel 28 
carry the same message.

What About Satan in God’s Presence?

Question: Evil is supposedly not allowed in God’s 
presence because He is so holy. Yet Satan still appears 

before the throne of God, according to the book of Job. 
How can that be?

Response: Yes, Satan still appears before the throne of 
God (Job 1:6; 2:1) as the “accuser of our brethren” (Reve

lation 12:10). The day is yet future when “that old serpent 
called the Devil” will be cast out of heaven (Revelation 
12:9). Until then, he continues to accuse the believers “be
fore our God day and night” (Revelation 12:10).

Before his fall, Satan had been given a position of power and 
authority, and he will retain some residue of that until the battle 
for the soul and destiny of man has been fought to its finish. 
The challenge that Satan has presented to God can only be fully 
answered and Satan fully defeated by the redemption of mankind 
through the blood of Christ. Until that time, the relationship of 
God to evil is one of hatred and rejection, not of complete sepa-
ration. For example, we know that God is “of purer eyes than to 
behold evil, and cannot look upon iniquity” (Habakkuk 1:13); 
yet He sees everything that happens in the earth and must know 
all evil or He could not be the judge thereof.

Evil was conceived in the heart of Satan even though he dwelt 
in the very presence of God. The Bible speaks of the “mystery of 
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iniquity” (2 Thessalonians 2:7). That evil could originate in God’s 
presence and that it could begin on earth in the perfect environ-
mental par adise of the Garden of Eden is indeed a mystery. And 
this mystery only deepens when we consider that sin involves 
rebellion against the infinite, almighty Creator of all. That both 
Satan and man would be so blinded by self as to embrace the 
impossible dream of defeating God is mystery indeed.

Satan’s continuing appearances before God’s throne do not 
implicate God in evil any more than the fact that creatures 
whom God created (and whose every thought, word, and deed 
He knows) have turned to evil by the bil lions. The day is com-
ing, however, when God will create a new universe “wherein 
dwelleth righteousness” (2 Pe ter 3:13), and from that time 
on “there shall in no wise en ter into it anything that defileth” 
(Revelation 21:27).

What Was the First Sin?

Question: We are told in the Bible that sin entered into 
the world when Adam and Eve took of the forbidden 

fruit. Yet Eve wanted it and must have looked upon it with 
desire before she actually ate of it. Was it sin for her to do 
so, even to touch it and pick it? If so, there was sin before 
Adam sinned.

Response: You may be technically correct. However, the 
Bible looks upon the temptation, Eve’s desire and eating 

of the forbidden fruit, and Adam’s partaking of it as one act. 
In fact, Adam is blamed: “Wherefore, as by one man sin en
tered into the world, and death by sin. . .” (Romans 5:12).

It seems clear that Adam’s sin was even greater than Eve’s. She 
was deceived, but Adam was not (1 Timothy 2:14). Apparently 
Adam knew what he was doing and did it in order not to be 
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separated from his wife. He was de termined to share her fate, 
even though he knew that to do so he was rebelling against the 
God who had created him.

What About Spiritual Warfare?

Question: There is a new teaching in the church called 
“spiritual warfare” that is rapidly growing in popularity. 

It is even taught that by “binding” in the name of the Lord 
the “territorial spirit” controlling a city, Christians can take 
over that city for God. The reference in Daniel 10 to the 
prince of Persia withstanding the angel Gabriel seems to 
support this teaching. What is your response?

Response: Today’s teaching about “spiritual warfare” 
has no biblical basis, either by precept or example. Yes, 

“the prince of the kingdom of Persia” prevented the angel 
(presumably Gabriel) for three weeks from coming to Daniel 
(Daniel 10:12–13). Daniel, however, was seeking prophetic 
insight, not the “binding” of the “territorial spirit” over 
Persia. Nor did the angel instruct him to wage such “warfare.” 
In fact, nowhere in the entire Bible is the idea even suggested 
that certain demons have spe cial authority over certain cities 
or territories and that they must be “bound.”

The angel’s mission was to inform Daniel of last-days events 
affecting Israel (10:14)—information that would become part 
of Scripture and that the “prince of Persia” tried to keep from 
Daniel. There is no hint that “binding” this demon would have 
delivered Persia from satanic in fluence or that Gabriel’s victory 
over this demon (with the help of Michael the archangel) had 
any effect upon the spiritual climate in Persia or aided in the 
salvation of a single Persian.

Paul never tried to “bind territorial spirits” in bring ing the 
gospel to the world of his day, so why should we? And although 
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the apostles “turned the world upside down” (Acts 17:6), there 
is no hint that a single city was ever “taken for God,” as some 
preachers are falsely promising today. In Corinth, for example, 
where Paul spent 18 months, God gave him special protection 
and blessing because He had “much people in this city” (Acts 
18:9–10). The issue was not one of delivering Corinth but of 
calling a company of believers out of it. Nor did Paul’s suc cess 
change the destiny of Corinth, or of any other city or nation. 
Such teaching simply has no basis in the Bible but comes from 
the imagination and ambition of men.

Why Does God Harden Hearts?

Question: I have been greatly troubled by two state
ments in the Bible: 1) that God hardened Pharaoh’s 

heart (Exodus 4:21; 7:13–14; etc.; and 2) that God will 
give people a “strong delusion that they should believe a 
lie, that they all might be damned who believed not the 
truth” (2 Thessalonians 2:11–12). This seems so obvi ously 
unjust that it has shaken my faith! Furthermore, it seems 
to make God responsible for evil or at least a part ner in it. 
Can you help me?

Response: First of all, let’s get the facts straight. Be fore 
God ever hardened his heart, Pharaoh refused a simple 

request to let the people of God go “three days’ journey into 
the desert” to offer a sacrifice to their God (Exodus 5:1–9). 
This desire to worship was hardly un reasonable, coming 
from people who had been enslaved and prevented from 
offering the prescribed sacrifices to their God for centuries. 
They needed to remove them selves from Egypt because 
their sacrifice of animals to God would have been highly 
offensive to the Egyptians (Exodus 8:26). Yet Pharaoh’s 
response was not only to sternly deny this request but to 
viciously increase the rigors of the Israelite’s slavery.
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We must remember that God did not force Pharaoh to do 
anything that he had not already determined to do. God simply 
helped Pharaoh to persist in the path he had firmly chosen. 
God “hardened Pharaoh’s heart” not by changing his will but 
by strengthening him in his resolve not to let the people go. In 
dealing with this same ques tion, R. A. Torrey wrote:

The facts of the case are these: Pharaoh was a cruel and 
oppressive tyrant, subjecting the people of Israel to most 
awful bondage, suffering and death. God looked down 
upon His people, heard their cries, and in His mercy deter-
mined to deliver them (Exodus 2:25; 3:7–8). He sent Moses 
as His rep resentative to Pharaoh to demand the deliverance 
of His people, and Pharaoh in proud rebellion de fied Him 
and gave himself up to even more cruel oppression of the 
people. It was then and only then that God hardened his 
heart.

This . . . [is] God’s universal method of dealing with 
men . . . if man chooses error, to give him up to error  
(2 Thessalonians 2:9–12). This is stern deal ing, but it is just 
dealing.16

We can better understand what it meant to “harden Pharaoh’s 
heart” by considering why it was necessary. The plagues of God’s 
judgment upon the false gods of Egypt became so unpleasant in 
their consequences and so obviously supernatural in their cause 
that Pharaoh was terrified. His heart was not changed, but he 
no longer had the courage to persist in his desire to keep the 
people of God in bondage. However, God was not yet ready to 
terminate His judgments upon Egypt’s false gods. God there-
fore helped Pharaoh to continue in his refusal to let the people 
of Israel go until He had com pleted His exposure and punish-
ment of the false gods that served as a front for Satan in his 
deception of the Egyptian people.

It is also important to understand that the hardening of 
Pharaoh’s heart proceeded precisely because of each new request 
by Moses and Aaron to let the people go. Each time that he was 
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given the choice of submitting to God and refused, that very 
refusal was a hardening of his heart, by which Pharaoh contin-
ued to dig himself ever deeper into the pit of rebellion. Each 
act of rebellion and rejection of God hardens the heart that 
much more.

So it will be with all those who have refused to accept the 
truth that God has made known to them. How can it be unjust 
for God to help them believe the lie that they themselves have 
determined to believe? No, it is only just to do so; and that is 
the solemn lesson we learn here.

Is God Fair in His Demands for Obedience?

Question: The Bible says that we must obey God be
cause this is His universe. Doesn’t that make Him a 

tyrant? You say He gave man freedom to choose good or 
evil, but hasn’t He stacked the deck so that man is forced to 
go God’s way or be damned? Is that fair?

Response: The command that God gave to Adam and 
Eve simply forbade them to eat of a particular tree in 

the garden. There is no conceivable command that could 
have been easier to obey. There must have been thou
sands of trees of every variety in that lush garden of per
fection. The tree from which God told them not to eat was 
no doubt one of hundreds of trees bearing that same kind 
of fruit. The fruit of the tree did not have magical powers 
that imparted sin and death to Adam and Eve. It was their 
disobedience in eating of it in defiance of God’s pro hibition 
that constituted sin and brought death upon them and all 
of their descendants to this day.

We must agree, then, that there was nothing unrea sonable 
about God’s very first commandment to mankind. Nor can we 
find any way to excuse Adam and Eve for their disobedience. 
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The same is true of all sin and all sinners.
In the first sin of mankind we see the truth about all sin. 

The act itself may not seem so bad. Simply eating some fruit 
isn’t evil in itself. A couple committing forni cation may excuse 
themselves by saying they are only ex pressing their love to each 
other. The evil lies in defying God—who, as our Creator, not 
only has the right to estab lish laws governing our behavior but 
only does so for our good.

Furthermore, that defiance is both a rejection of God’s 
authority and a denial that He really loves us and that His way 
is best. It is man’s egotistical and self-cen tered assertion that 
he can be his own god—that he can decide his own fate. Such 
rebellion cannot be allowed in God’s universe any more than 
the referees on a football field or basketball court can allow the 
players to violate the rules of the game. In the case of Adam and 
Eve, we also see the horrible consequences of an individual’s sin 
upon future generations. That awesome fact should be enough 
to make us all shrink from sin.

Two Logical Alternatives

Let me illustrate the point. Though it occurred about 30 
years ago, I vividly remember two young men visiting me late 
one night. One of them was angry at God because he was being 
shipped out to Vietnam the following morning. His friend had 
brought him to me to see if I could answer some of his com-
plaints against God.

“I didn’t ask to be created,” the one going to Vietnam said 
bitterly, “but here I am without choosing to be here. And now 
God dangles me over the flames of hell and says, ‘Turn or burn. 
Do it my way or I’ll drop you in!’” Hostility seemed to be con-
suming him.

“Let’s look at it like this,” I suggested. “Suppose you have 
just come into existence somewhere in the universe, and you 
have the authority and power to create your own destiny. After 
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spending 3 or 4 billion years planning your ultimate Utopia, 
you put the finishing touches on your blueprint for life and sit 
back rather pleased with yourself. God immediately lays His 
blueprint for your life beside yours and you look it over care-
fully. Now tell me, which blueprint would be better?”

He looked at the floor, then the ceiling, then the fire in the 
fireplace, and finally at me with an unhappy ex pression. “I guess 
I’d have to be the greatest egotist in the world to say my plan 
would be better than God’s,” he admitted at last.

“Precisely,” I said. “God is infinitely wiser than you and 
truly loves you. Therefore, His plan would obviously be far bet-
ter than yours. That being the case, what’s this about ‘Turn or 
burn, do it my way or I’ll drop you in’? What you ought to say 
is, ‘God, thank You that though I’ve been such an egotistical 
fool as to imagine that my way is better than Yours, and though 
I have rebelled against You, You sent Your Son to pay the full 
penalty for my sin and now offer to me as a free gift of Your 
grace Your perfect blueprint of life in exchange for mine. Thank 
You, Lord!’”

I tried to persuade this troubled young man to re ceive 
Christ as his Savior and to trust himself to God’s love and grace 
and protection. There is no other way to have real peace in our 
hearts. Tragically, he was not willing to give up his complaints 
and to let God be God. I do not know what became of him or 
whether he ever returned safely from Vietnam. Years later, the 
other young man who had brought his friend made himself 
known to me at the end of a meeting where I was speak ing. He 
had become a pastor.

“God was dealing with me through what you said that 
night,” he told me. “As a result, I surrendered my life fully to 
Christ.”

The facts are clear: Evil and Satan are indeed real and exist 
in opposition to God. There is a genuine and fierce battle for 
our souls and destiny. Each of us has a solemn and eternal choice 
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to make, one that will determine the outcome for good or evil 
of that battle.

Nor can there be any doubt that the only intelligent choice 
we could possibly make would be to let God have His way fully 
in our lives. Nothing else makes sense. It is no “sacrifice” to 
obey God; it is a great privilege to become His child through 
faith in Christ and to begin in this life to enjoy the eternal bless-
ings He has prepared for those who love Him.





If this universe was created by an allwise, omniscient, 
omnipotent deity, then that deity knew what he was 
about when he created the universe and is therefore 
re sponsible for all that is and for all that will be; 
and there fore he is responsible for all the suffering in 
the universe. He made it. He is the author of it, and 
toward any such God I have only feelings of the utmost 
abhorrence. I hate him. I detest him. I scorn him.

Any God who makes one particle of suffering is worthy 
of our condemnation even as a man who willfully 
makes suffering is worthy of condemnation, for if God 
makes suffering he willfully makes it. God, by the very 
defini tion, is not the creature of circumstances. He is 
omnipo tent . . . and therefore when he makes suffering 
he does that which he was not obliged to do.

—sAmueL P. PuTnAm 
LeAdInG nInTeenTH-CenTury ATHeIsT1
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d9
What aBout 

suFFeRinG and hell?

Is Guilt Actual or Merely a Figment of the Mind?

Question: The pain and suffering caused by crime is 
bad enough. Christianity, however, has added to that 

pain and suffering by convincing mankind that it has re
belled against God and broken His laws. Consequently, 
the threat of eternal punishment haunts everyone who has 
come under Christianity’s influence. Wouldn’t the world be 
better off without these delusions to trouble it?

Response: It is not true that Christianity has created 
the feeling of moral guilt and coming judgment that 

haunts mankind. Man is an incurably religious creature, 
and the religious practices that are found in every race and 
culture around the world all involve a sense of guilt and the 
attempt to erase guilt through some kind of sac rifice. Such 
is the case worldwide. It can be traced back in every culture 
through thousands of years and thus can not be blamed 
upon Christianity at all.
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The same is true even of those brought up in a so-called 
“Christian country” such as the United States. While their 
sense of guilt may have been reinforced through contact with 
Christianity, that contact is certainly not the sole source. The 
universal guilt that haunts primitive man would also haunt 
Americans even if Christianity were un known here. Jacques 
Ellul calls the idea that Christianity is to be blamed for guilt a 
“trite notion” and points out:

Sacrifice, found in all religions, is propitiatory or else is a 
sacrifice for redemption or forgiveness. In any case, the sac-
rifice is substitutionary and pro ceeds from a deep sense of 
guilt.

As far as situations that create guilt are concerned, you 
can find nothing better than the tangles of prohi bitions 
among so-called primitive peoples.2

In fact, it is Christianity alone that can deliver man from 
the guilt that otherwise haunts him. Turning over a new leaf 
and vowing to live a morally upright life in the fu ture cannot 
deliver one from the guilt of past sins. True de liverance from 
guilt can come only through faith in Christ as the One who 
paid the full penalty for one’s sins and has effected a full pardon 
on a righteous basis. It is only then that we realize the magni-
tude of our guilt and can thus thank God all the more for our 
salvation. Ellul put it well:

We must also remember constantly that . . . bibli cally, and 
in truly Christian thought, sin is known and recognized 
for what it is only after the recognition, proclamation, and 
experience of forgiveness. Because I have been pardoned, 
I realize how much of a sinner I was. Sin is shown to be 
sin through grace, and not otherwise, just as the abruptly 
freed slave realizes, as he sees his chains, how great his 
misery was.3
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God Is Not a Sadist

Question: The Bible claims that God knows the fu ture. 
Surely, then, He knew that Adam and Eve would sin 

and that immeasurable evil and suffering would follow. The 
Bible’s God must have known every rape and mur der and 
war and every bit of pain and sorrow that would follow. 
Since He went ahead and created man anyway, how can He 
be anything but a monster or a sadist?

Response: The unreasonable and blasphemous idea that 
God is cruel can be dismissed immediately. For one 

thing, there is far too little evil and pain in the world to 
sus tain that theory. If God were the fiend that the skeptics 
make Him out to be, life would be infinitely worse than 
it is. There would be no pleasure at all mixed with the 
pain, but all of life would be a torment. Instead of joy and  
ec stasy, there would be only depression and misery; sex 
would not be exquisitely enjoyable but horribly painful, 
even while irresistible. Linton expressed it like this:

[If God were a sadist], He could give us in finitely more 
pain than we do suffer. He could force us to eat, as the 
drug addict is forced to the use of his drug, by the pain of 
abstention instead of by the pleasing urge of healthy hun-
ger. All physical func tions could be forced by pain instead 
of invited by pleasure.

If God were indifferent, why the variety of fruit flavors 
for the palate, the invariably harmonizing riot of colors in 
flower and sunset, the tang of salt air and power to vibrate 
in joy to these things? Why the subtle joys and utter sense of 
well-being that a believer in Christ often experiences which 
he can not even name or describe?

If God loves His creatures all is explained, except death, 
pain, and sorrow, and these things would indeed present, as 
they do present to all but believers, an insoluble problem. 
But the Bible’s ex planation is as clear as crystal: “Death came 
by sin,” and the glorious end is as succinctly put as the expla-
nation, “And God shall wipe all tears from their eyes.”4
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The universe was clearly not designed by a sadist. We must 
abandon that theory as a legitimate possible expla nation of 
evil and suffering. Nevertheless, the illogical and unreasonable 
complaint against God, blaming Him for evil and suffering, has 
been expressed repeatedly for centuries by atheists. Here is how 
Samuel Putnam phrased it in the last century:

In the place of that suffering he [God] could have made 
happiness. Of his will, and without compulsion, he made 
suffering. What is he, then, but an almighty fiend? His good 
acts cannot excuse his evil acts, any more than the good acts 
of a mur derer can condone his crime . . . God must be all 
good, or else not good at all.5

Putnam was seemingly an intelligent man. How then could 
the obvious folly of his argument escape him? Could he be 
blinded by prejudice? I dare say that Putnam (and if not he, 
then certainly many atheists who have raised the same objec-
tion) had children. Did he not know that the children that he 
and his wife brought into the world would suffer pain and even-
tual death? Did he not know that it was entirely possible that 
one or more of his children, like those of many parents, might 
even become criminals and do great harm to others? Of course 
he did. Common sense would tell him that

God Is Not the Author of Evil

Is Putnam, therefore, responsible for all the evil and suf-
fering that may have been inflicted upon his children and/or 
for that which they may have inflicted upon others? Of course 
not. Was there any way that Putnam and his wife could have 
been absolutely cer tain that all of their children would experi-
ence only pleasure and never pain, only joy and never sorrow? 
Certainly not. Could they be certain that all of the chil dren 
they brought into the world would turn out to be honest and 
good in all their deeds and never cause harm to others and never 
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be worthy of imprisonment or even execution for their crimes? 
Again the answer is clearly no.

Any honest person must conclude that neither Put nam nor 
any other parents who raise this objection against God could be 
certain of what kind of lives their children would live, whether 
good or evil, or of what suf fering they might endure or inflict 
upon others. They could, however, be absolutely certain that 
their children would suffer at least some sickness and pain and 
sorrow. Therefore, are not these critics and all other parents just 
as guilty as God of bringing suffering upon others? If God is a 
sadist for creating man, are not all parents equally sadists for 
bringing children into the world?

The difference, it is argued, is that God is in control of the 
world, and He could make it what He wants it to be. Is He? Can 
He? On the contrary, has not the world, as it is today, been cre-
ated not by God but by the willful thoughts, ambitions, lusts, 
and foul (and often brave and good) deeds of mankind down 
through history? It is a world as man has made it, not as God 
made and in tended it. If blame is to be attached to anyone, then 
the pain and sorrow and evil in today’s world must be charged 
to man. Sin and suffering are not God’s doing, but man’s!

Could God force everyone—even against their will—to be 
wise and good and happy, any more than earthly parents could 
force their children to behave precisely the way they determine? 
Obviously not, so long as man is allowed to retain the power 
of choice. And if he were robbed of that power, he would no 
longer be man but some lesser species of moral cripples no more 
responsible for their own ac tions than puppets on a string. Would 
Putnam or any other atheist want that? Surely not. Then let them 
cease from unjustly blaming God for the evil in this world!

God’s Parental Lament

The prophet Isaiah, inspired of the Holy Spirit, ex presses 
God’s grief over the actions of men, actions that are so contrary 
to His benevolent desire for them. Listen to God’s lament:
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Hear, O heavens, and give ear, O earth, for the Lord hath 
spoken. I have nourished and brought up children, and 
they have rebelled against me.

The ox knoweth his owner and the ass his mas ter’s crib, 
but Israel doth not know, my people doth not consider.

Ah sinful nation, a people laden with iniquity, a seed 
of evildoers, children that are corrupters; they have forsaken 
the Lord, they have provoked the Holy One of Israel unto 
anger, they are gone away backward. (Isaiah 1:2–4)

These are not the words and sentiments of a sadist who 
has willfully brought pain and sorrow upon the world. On the 
contrary, it is the lament of a God of love who desires the best 
for those whom He has created and grieves that they have cho-
sen to bring pain and death upon themselves by their own evil 
actions.

Surely any parent could identify with God’s expres sion 
of grief at the conduct of those whom He calls His children. 
Were there ever parents who did not have some regrets for the 
behavior, at least at some times and in some degree, of their 
children? And what could be the solution? Could the parents, 
having brought the child into the world, force him or her to 
obey? Could they compel the child to behave according to their 
dictates? Obviously not.

Yet even if parents could accomplish that task, it would 
not solve the problem that plagues mankind. The child must 
respond of his own free will or the “obedience” forced upon 
him would be meaningless. So it is with God. He has given us 
the power of choice so that we could love Him, and to deprive 
mankind of that right would destroy man as God has made 
him and as man wants to be. Evil is not God’s doing but man’s, 
through a self-centered and thus malignant use of the power of 
choice bestowed upon him.
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“To Be Or Not To Be; That Is the Question”

Question: A friend who used to claim to be a Chris
tian but who now calls himself an atheist presented a 

problem to me that I couldn’t solve. He is willing to con
cede (for sake of argument, though he doesn’t believe it) 
that sin comes by man’s wrong use of the power of choice 
given to him. Even then, however, he insists that we can’t 
exonerate God because, knowing the evil and suffering that 
would follow, God nevertheless chose to create man. Even 
worse, God created billions of beings that He not only knew 
would suffer on this earth but whom He knew He would 
consign to suffer eternally in the Lake of Fire! Can you help 
me answer him?

Response: The implication of your friend’s thesis (which 
is simply another variation on an overworked theme) 

is chilling: It favors the nonexistence of the human race 
as beings capable of choice. One cannot have real human 
beings without the possibility of evil. So the issue is the 
existence or nonexistence of the human race: “To be or 
not to be.” The only way to have forever eliminated evil 
and suffering on this earth would have been not to create 
man at all. Though that would eliminate all suffering and 
sorrow, think of the beauty and joy and love it would have 
eliminated as well.

Let’s assume, purely for illustrative purposes, this im possible 
scene: A million years ago, billions of not-yet-created humans 
in hypothetical precreation spirit form parade before the throne 
of God demanding not to be created. “We are all going to be in 
hell and the Lake of Fire!” they scream in protest. “Therefore, 
we demand the right not to be created! It would be sadism of 
the worst sort if you bring us into existence, knowing the tor-
ment we will suffer eternally!”
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God’s reply would have been something like this: “You inev-
itably must be the mothers and fathers, the aunts and uncles, 
the children and grandchildren and cousins of millions upon 
millions who will believe in Christ and therefore whose destiny 
is the eternal bliss and joy of heaven. If you do not come into 
existence, then neither can they. I will not allow your selfish 
desire for nonexistence to eliminate the existence and eternal 
delight of billions of souls who will be redeemed by the blood 
of My Son and will therefore spend eternity in My presence, 
where there is “fullness of joy” and “pleasures forevermore” 
(Psalm 16:11).

“Then you are consigning us to the torment of the Lake of 
Fire for all eternity!” they continue to protest. “Your en emies 
will therefore be able to say that You are not a good God of love 
but a fiend who creates men for hell.”

“On the contrary,” God would have replied, “the Lake of 
Fire was made ‘for the devil and his angels’ (Matthew 25:41) 
and if any of mankind ever enters that place of eter nal torment, 
it will be contrary to My will. My Son is going to die in pay-
ment of the penalty. My justice demands for any sin that any 
human being will ever commit. The pro vision for everyone to 
be in heaven, where I want all to be, will be fully made. If any-
one goes to hell instead, it will be due to his willful refusal of the 
salvation I have provided.”

“But we’ll suffer eternally!” the protesters insist.
“If so, that will be your doing, not mine,” God would have 

replied. “I will not rob billions of redeemed souls of eternal joy 
just to cater to your obstinate rebellion.”

Did God Create Man to Suffer?

Question: There is no way God can be exonerated from 
the accusation that He is a sadistic fiend. He says He 

doesn’t want anyone to suffer, yet we do suffer, both in this 
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life and are warned that our suffering will be even worse 
in eternity. In fact, the suffering that God has planned for 
eternity is horrible beyond words. How can you say that a 
God who creates man to burn in the fires of an everlasting 
hell is good?

Response: God did not create man for such a fate, and 
when man, by his own selfwill, rejects the salvation 

from that fate that God so graciously offers, it grieves God. 
The Bible clearly says that God is “not willing that any 
should perish” (2 Peter 3:9) but that He wants “all men to 
be saved” (1 Timothy 2:4).

The Bible tells us clearly that Christ paid the penalty for 
the sins of the whole world, even for the sins of those who reject 
Him: “Behold the Lamb of God, which taketh away the sin of 
the world” (John 1:29); and again, “He is the propitiation for 
our sins; and not for ours only, but also for the sins of the whole 
world” (1 John 2:2).

We may rest assured that no one will suffer in hell who 
could by any means have been won to Christ in this life. God 
leaves no stone unturned to rescue all who would respond to 
the convicting and wooing of the Holy Spirit. Paul makes that 
clear: “For whom he did foreknow [would respond to the gos-
pel] . . . them he also called [with the gospel]; and whom he 
called, them he also jus tified; and whom he justified, them he 
also glorified” (Romans 8:29–30). Let me try to illustrate.

Like a Fish Out of Water

A fish sees a man on the shore sitting on a chair with legs 
crossed, smoking a cigar and holding a fishing pole. The fish 
decides that it is missing out on real life and de termines to be 
like the man. It manages to jump out of the water, flip itself up 
on a chair, cross its fins, and light up a cigar. But before it can 
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manage to grasp a fishing pole, it runs out of oxygen and, its 
life expiring, falls from the chair and flops around in dirt and 
gravel, gills opening and clos ing rapidly in a vain attempt to 
pull oxygen from the air.

An atheist walking by exclaims in derision: “What kind of a 
God would create a fish to suffer like that?”

The obvious truth, of course, is that God never made the 
fish to suffer like that. He created fish to swim in exu berant free-
dom in rivers, lakes, and oceans. This horrible suffering, which 
is contrary to God’s will, came about because the fish rebelled 
against the purpose God had for it. Rebelling in his own way 
against God, man too is like a fish out of water.

God made man to swim in the ocean of His love and to 
enjoy the full life and freedom of expression of those who do 
God’s will. It would have been so beautiful, but man chose to 
rebel against God and to do his own thing. Human egos that 
have rebelled against God find them selves, as a consequence of 
their selfishness, in conflict with one another as well. What one 
self-willed person wants to do inevitably conflicts with what 
other self-willed persons want to do, bringing anger, jealously, 
ha tred, and all the evils which follow. But don’t blame God for 
this! He created all things in beauty and perfection. It is man 
who has perverted that perfection and is wreak ing destruction 
upon God’s creation.

Why Must the Damned Burn in Fire?

Question: I am distressed by the very thought of any
one suffering eternally. It is particularly troubling to 

my faith that just as God created man with the capacity 
for joy, He also gave him the horrible, and I should think 
un necessary, capacity to suffer not only in this life but in 
eternity. And the suffering that awaits the damned is of 
the most horrible kind: burning forever in what the Bible 
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describes as a “lake of fire.” How can you reconcile this with 
God’s goodness?

Response: Many people have suffered the excruciat
ing pain of being terribly burned in this life. By your 

rea soning, God is to blame for their suffering because He 
constituted the human body with nerves that could feel pain. 
Yet those nerves were designed to warn of disease or other 
destructive forces at work in the body, and thus to save life.

More than one leprous person in primitive societies has had 
part or all of a foot burned off by a campfire be fore noticing 
what was happening because he couldn’t feel the pain. Any doc-
tor will tell you that pain is a marvel that helps to preserve the 
body—and that pain and life are so inextricably linked as to be 
inseparable. Pain sends a vital message that we need to heed.

The “Burning” of Unquenchable “Thirst”

The “fire” of hell and the “burning” torment of the doomed 
and damned are consistently likened to thirst. When we look at 
it in that way we come to a better understanding: that the suf-
fering of hell exists not because of God’s desire to punish but 
because of His love. He loved man so much that He made him 
an eternal being capable of knowing Him and dwelling with 
Him forever. In His love, He so constituted man that fellowship 
with God is no mere option and thus of little enjoyment. No, 
it is vital to his very being and thus brings infinite pleasure and 
satisfaction.

If God made us to have fellowship with Him and to draw our 
life and purpose from His direction over us, then the moment 
we divorce any part of life from Him, whether it be knowledge 
or love, it becomes polluted and perverted, a caricature of what 
was intended. That fact is observable everywhere. Man may not 
experience the thirst for God in this life when he is surrounded 
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with like-minded friends and the pleasures of this world. He 
is like a man in the Sahara desert who, early in the morning, 
refuses to take the water offered to him; but in the heat of the 
day, he is dying for lack of the wa ter he earlier despised.

That the Bible likens separation from God’s life and fel-
lowship to a burning thirst provides a metaphor that helps us 
to understand in some measure what both heaven and hell will 
be like. Following that analogy, we realize that hell’s suffering 
will be so excruciatingly painful for the very same reason that 
heaven will be SO exquisitely joyful. That is the way with thirst 
un quenched—or satisfied.

It is easy to understand that the person dying of thirst burns 
with torment for the same reason that a drink of cold water 
quenching one’s thirst tastes and feels so good. Our insight 
becomes even clearer when we re member that thirst burns and 
torments, and quenching that thirst soothes and exhilarates, 
because water is abso lutely essential to life. In like manner, hell 
will feel so bad and heaven so good because the intimacy and 
fullness of God’s presence and love is as essential to our spiritual 
life as water is to our physical life.

Those in hell will burn with an unquenchable thirst for the 
love of God for which they were made and from which God 
never intended them to be separated. There is absolutely no 
quenching of this moral and spiritual thirst for those in hell 
because they have by their own choice cut themselves off from 
God for eternity.

What About “The Lake of Fire”?

Question: As I understand it, the Bible says there will 
be two resurrections: one of the saved and the other 

of the lost. The latter stand before God in their physical 
resur rected bodies and are cast into a place of torment called 
“the Lake of Fire” (Revelation 20:15). What is the point of 
eternally tormenting the lost?
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Response: The Bible describes the damned who stand 
before God at the Great White Throne judgment and 

are cast into the Lake of Fire in these terms: “I saw the dead, 
small and great, stand before God . . . and the dead were 
judged . . . according to their works” (Revelation 20:12). 
Although their appearance before God is said to be a “res
urrection of damnation” (John 5:29), it seems clear that they 
do not stand before God in physical bodies that have been 
reconstituted from their decayed and con sumed remains. 
The fact that they are twice referred to as “dead” would 
seem to indicate rather that they are dis embodied spirits.

In fact, the Bible tells us that the pain suffered by the damned 
has nothing to do with bodies and nerves. That Christ’s descrip-
tion of the rich man and beggar, the one in hell and the other 
in paradise, is no mere parable is evident from the fact that the 
beggar’s name is given us, so he must have been a real person. 
Note Christ’s words:

The rich man also died and was buried; and in hell he lifted 
up his eyes, being in torment . . . and cried . . . send Lazarus 
that he may dip the tip of his finger in water and cool my 
tongue, for I am tor mented in this flame. (Luke 16:22–24)

While the words “eyes” and “tongue” and “flame” are men-
tioned and the torment of thirst for water is im plied, these 
words clearly have another meaning than that which is attached 
to them in this life. The physical bodies of both the rich man 
and Lazarus were corrupting in the grave. Therefore the eyes, 
tongue, finger, and flame referred to could not be physical. If 
the “flame” that tor mented the rich man in hell was not physi-
cal, then we have reason to believe that the flame in the Lake of 
Fire is not physical either.

Furthermore, we are clearly told that the Lake of Fire 
was “prepared for the devil and his angels” (Matthew 25:41). 
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Physical fire has no effect upon spirit beings.
Whatever fire this is must be a special kind of fire for spir-

its, no doubt far more horrible than physical fire. In deed, if the 
damned are in physical bodies and the flames are physical, then 
it would necessitate a continual, in stant-by-instant reconstitu-
tion of their burning flesh in order for them to continue to be 
tormented.

That kind of physical torment hardly seems to be a proper 
punishment. It makes more sense, both logi cally and biblically, 
for the torment to arise from the burning thirst for God that 
separation from Him would create, together with the exqui-
site pain of re morse. The physical torment of incredibly hot 
fire burning continually reconstituted flesh would be so terrible 
that it would allow for no contemplation of past wrongs, for 
no remorse, for no regret for having rejected the salvation God 
offered. There would be no moral dimension to such torment; 
it would be simply physical and so overwhelming as to allow 
for no thought or regret. That hardly seems to fit the crime of 
rebellion and rejection.

Why Eternal Torment?

Question: If there really is such a place as hell or the 
Lake of Fire, why can’t those people ever be rescued 

from that fate? It seems so unjust that they should suffer 
eternally. Wouldn’t those in hell be the best candi dates for 
salvation? If all of this is true, surely they would know that 
truth and would want to repent and believe in Christ.

Response: On the contrary, hell is the one place where 
it would be impossible to repent and from which, 

there fore, there could be no escape. From the few biblical 
ref erences we have, it seems obvious that the Lake of Fire 
is a place of terrible torment. We are told, for example, 
that immediately after he died the rich man was “in tor
ments” (Luke 16:23) and that the devil “shall be tor mented 
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day and night for ever and ever” (Revelation 20:10). 
Concerning the humans who are consigned there it says 
that “the smoke of their torment ascendeth up for ever and 
ever” (Revelation 14:11).

Suffering such great torment (and spiritual torment would 
be even more excruciating than physical) would make repen-
tance impossible, as already noted. Those in the Lake of Fire 
would be so very desperate to escape that they could think of 
nothing else. Certainly they would be incapable of repenting for 
the right reasons. No doubt one of the worst torments haunting 
the damned is the re alization that there is no hope.

As for their fate being eternal, it could not be other wise. 
Death is not the cessation of existence but the con tinuation 
of the eternal being with which God lovingly endowed man—
but now in painful separation from God and all else in utter 
darkness and loneliness. As spiritual beings, the damned will 
continue to exist eternally in a conscious death, for endless exis-
tence is the very nature of man’s soul and spirit as Adam and Eve 
were originally made.

Is God Ignorant or Impotent?

Question: To me, the greatest proof that God does not 
exist is the suffering caused by evil in the world. The 

mil lions of Jews tortured and burned in Hitler’s ovens, as 
well as the millions of babies and children continually dying 
of starvation or disease, are only a drop in the bucket of 
pain and evil throughout history! If God could prevent the 
suffering of mankind and doesn’t, then He is the devil and 
not God. And if He cannot, then He is impotent and not 
worthy of being looked to as God. Is there any solution to 
this dilemma?
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Response: Once again, the answer to this objection is 
so obvious that one can only question the sincerity of 

the skeptics who continue to raise it, along with related 
ques tions. If man has freedom of choice, then evil is not 
God’s fault. Yet the critics continue to parade this illogical 
and unfair grievance against God. As one further example, 
consider the following from Ingersoll:

There is no recorded instance where the up lifted hand of 
murder has been paralyzed—no truthful account in all the 
literature of the world of the innocent child being shielded 
by God. Thou sands of crimes are being committed every 
day—men are at this moment lying in wait for their human 
prey—wives are whipped and crushed, driven to insan-
ity and death—little children beg ging for mercy, lifting 
imploring, tear-filled eyes to the brutal faces of fathers and 
mothers—sweet girls are deceived, lured and outraged, but 
God has no time to prevent these things—no time to defend 
the good and protect the pure. He is too busy number ing 
hairs and watching sparrows.

Such sarcasm flies in the face of logic and fairness and betrays 
the prejudice of the atheist, a prejudice so vindictive that it will 
not be moved by reason. Ingersoll wants God to stop the hand 
of the murderer but is not willing to allow God to stop his own 
hand from doing that which his puny mind thinks is legitimate 
but that may not be according to God’s will. He wants God to 
do what he wants Him to do, and so long as God refuses to be 
bound by Ingersoll’s limitations, he rejects Him.

In contrast to the impersonal Star Wars Force or Cos mic 
Energy Source or other impersonal Energy ruling the universe, 
which was the “God” of Einstein and others, the God of the 
Bible is personally concerned with mankind’s suffering. In con-
trast to the impersonal “law of karma,” which brings suffering 
and cares not, the God of the Bible cares so much that He came 
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to this earth as a man and suf fered the demands of His own 
justice in payment for every sin ever committed or that will 
ever be committed by any person, no matter how evil. If Christ 
himself, in order to re deem us, could not be delivered from the 
suffering of the Cross and was willing to “suffer for sins, [He] 
the just [One] for [us] the unjust, that he might bring us to 
God” (1 Peter 3:18), then one must think more deeply before 
con demning God for the suffering that plagues mankind.

Suffering, Choice, and Salvation

If the millions of martyrs were not delivered by God, mar-
tyrs who were the victims of unspeakably cruel deaths because 
of their faithfulness to God and to Christ and whom God surely 
loves, then there must be good reason for suffering. That fact is 
reinforced by Christ’s prayer in the Garden of Gethsemane that 
He be delivered from the Cross if it were possible. That He had 
to endure the Cross in spite of that prayer ought to be proof 
enough that there is no easy way for man to be delivered from 
sin and suffering. Indeed, it gives us confidence in God’s love. 
As Paul wrote, “He that spared not his own Son, but delivered 
him up for us all, how shall he not with him freely give us all 
things?” (Romans 8:32).

Moreover, suffering has a maturing and purifying effect 
upon those who are willing to accept it for that purpose. Marcus 
Aurelius noted, “Ill fortune well borne is good fortune” because 
of its salutary moral effect upon those who endure it. The reward 
for such suffer ing goes beyond even this life, into eternity. Jesus 
said, “Blessed are ye when men shall revile you and perse cute 
you, and shall say all manner of evil against you falsely for my 
sake. Rejoice and be exceeding glad, for great is your reward in 
heaven” (Matthew 5:11–12). Lin ton put it like this:

Just as a high and heroic character resulting from adversity 
and endured hardship is by the con sensus of all men ample 
compensation for all that must be endured to produce it,  
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so the enrichment of eternity by the existence of the glori-
fied beings who “through much tribulation enter into the 
kingdom of God” will a thousandfold compensate for the 
tra vail of man and God that was involved.6

Evil and the suffering that it brings upon us all are the con-
sequences of mankind’s exercise of the power of choice. Thus, 
evil and suffering could be eliminated by preventing free choice. 
For God to do so, however, as we have already noted, would 
destroy mankind totally. God has a better so lution—one that 
provides salvation while preserving free choice and thus the love 
that such choice alone makes possible.

And here we must honestly confront strict Calvin ism’s claim 
that Christ did not die for all, that He did not pay for the sins 
of all, and that man can choose only evil and is unable to repent 
and trust Christ without God extending irresistible grace to him. 
If that is the case, then even though evil may not be attributed 
to God, it is God who prevents His salvation from reach ing 
all. Those in hell are there, according to strict Calvinism, not 
because they rejected Christ, for that is all they could do. They 
are there because God did not love them enough to extend the 
irresistible grace that would cause them to choose Christ. I can 
agree with the atheist that such a God is not loving and good. 
Nor is this the God of the Bible, but the invention of man.

Salvation Is for Sinners—By Grace

Question: Let’s assume that evil is not God’s fault. I can 
buy that, as far as this earthly existence is concerned. 

What concerns me is that God’s punishment of evil seems 
itself evil. Instead of punishing evil in this life, when it 
might do some good (even the Bible admits that evil men 
prosper on earth), why does God choose to punish people 
in an eternal hell, when it is too late to res cue them for any 
good in this life?
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Response: You are correct in saying that once a person is 
in hell it is too late for repentance. One obvious reason 

is, as we have already noted, that the suffering is so great 
that hell’s inhabitants would be compelled to repent not out 
of genuine remorse but because the desire to escape that 
horrible place would be so overwhelming.

Your proposal, however, about limiting punishment to this 
life assumes that you know better how to win people to Christ 
than God does. The idea of punishing evildoers in this life as a 
means of correcting their behavior and thereby turning them to 
Christ is flawed for many reasons that we have already noted. 
The battle is for man’s heart, and therefore, man cannot be won 
by coercion. Love cannot be forced.

Nor is the issue to make man behave. That is the rea son for 
parental or civil punishment and correction, but behavior has 
nothing to do with salvation. In fact, one of the major delusions 
that keeps man from “repentance to ward God and faith toward 
our Lord Jesus Christ” (Acts 20:21) is his imagined good behav-
ior. The issue is initially not behavior but man’s relationship with 
God; and for that to be made right, man must see his sin and 
repent, not clothe himself in self-righteousness.

This very error is promoted and compounded by many 
Christians who, with good intent, expend their time and energy 
trying to make the world a better place in which to live. God’s 
design is not to clean up this world; it is, in fact, destined for 
destruction. God’s plan is to call His own out of this world to 
become citizens of heaven. And how is that to be done? Can this 
goal be achieved by punishment in this life? On the contrary, we 
are told that “the goodness of God leadeth thee to repen tance” 
(Romans 2:4) and that it is “the grace of God that bringeth sal-
vation” (Titus 2:11). Goodness and grace are appreciated and 
embraced by those who know that these gifts from God are their 
only hope to escape the just judgment for their sins.
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Unjustly Blaming God

Question: I think one needs no further proof that gods 
do not exist than the evil that has been done in their 

names. Some of the most devastating wars, the cruelest 
tortures, and the most hurtful prejudices have been in the 
name of religion. As for the Christian god, no doubt more 
innocent people have been tortured and killed in his name 
than in the name of any other god—and simply be cause they 
had a different religious belief from that of their torturers. 
How can you explain away this obvious evil in god’s name?

Response: This is an old and sincere argument. I 
appreciate the problem that it poses—a problem, 

however, that is based largely upon a misunderstanding, 
which is easily re moved by a little thought. It is not 
reasonable to blame Jesus Christ for whatever anyone who 
claims to be a Christian happens to do unless Jesus himself 
taught and practiced the same. It is equally irrational to 
blame God for everything those who claim to represent 
Him do in His name.

Though he did not believe in the God of the Bible but in 
some “spirit of the universe,” the great English poet and radical 
Percy Bysshe Shelley (1792–1822) pointed out more than 180 
years ago the inconsistency of evil done in the name of God:

Persecution for opinion is unjust. With what consistency, 
then, can the worshipers of a Deity whose benevolence they 
boast embitter the exis tence of their fellow being because 
his ideas of that Deity are different from those which they 
entertain?

Alas! there is no consistency in those persecutors who 
worship a benevolent Deity; those who worship a demon 
would alone act consonantly to their princi ples by impris-
oning and torturing in his name.7
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No one can argue with this reasoning, which is per fectly 
biblical. A true Christian is to love even his enemies and never to 
persecute, torture, or kill others. Tragically, the Roman Catholic 
Church (to whom Shelley obviously re ferred) and other reli-
gious groups have engaged in deadly crusades against those who 
would not agree with them.

Sadly, Roman Catholicism is the only “Christianity” that 
most people in the world have ever known. Few are aware that 
there have always been millions of true followers of Christ who 
were not part of the Roman Catholic Church, or that these 
Christians by the millions suffered at the hands of Rome. See 
our documentation in A Woman Rides the Beast.

One is reminded of the native who was given the choice of 
dying in the flames or converting to “Christianity” and going to 
heaven. He asked whether heaven was inhabited by people like 
those who were threatening him. When told that such persons 
were the only ones who could get  to heaven, he declared that 
he would rather die than go there!

Is the God of the Old Testament Unchristian?

Question: I read recently a reprint from an old book 
that gave a story that I think ought to shatter the 

“faith” of any Christian: “A mother was talking to her lit tle 
child of the murder of the Amalekites. She explained that 
in those days enemies were murdered, but revelation was 
progressive, and Jesus told us that we are to love our enemies 
and do good to them that despitefully use us. Said the little 
girl, ‘Now I understand: that day was be fore God became 
a Christian!’” It seems to me that the Bible presents two 
Gods: the vengeful, warring God of the Old Testament, and 
the compassionate, forgiving, and loving heavenly Father 
of the New, who was introduced by Christ. How can you 
reconcile the two “Gods”?
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Response: Again we have an old objection that is based 
upon a serious misunderstanding of the Bible. The God 

of the Old Testament is every bit as merciful as the God of 
the New Testament. Obviously, they are one and the same. 
The Old Testament prophets made it clear that God took no 
pleasure in meting out judgment upon sinners. The Psalms 
are filled with praise to God for His mercy, kind ness, grace, 
and love. In every one of the 26 verses of Psalm 136, it is said 
of God that “his mercy endureth for ever.” Consider these 
further few examples of many more that could be given:

I have trusted in thy mercy; my heart shall re joice in 
thy salvation. (Psalm 13:5)

Surely goodness and mercy shall follow me all the 
days of my life, and I will dwell in the house of the 
Lord forever. (Psalm 23:6)

All the paths of the Lord are mercy and truth 
unto such as keep his covenant and his testimonies. 
(Psalm 25:10)

I trust in the mercy of God forever and ever. 
(Psalm 52:8)

Thou, Lord, art good, and ready to forgive, and 
plenteous in mercy unto all them that call upon thee. . . .  
Thou, O Lord, art a God full of compassion and gra-
cious, longsuffering and plenteous in mercy and truth. 
(Psalm 86:5, 15)

The Lord is good; his mercy is everlasting, and his 
truth endureth to all generations. (Psalm 100:5)

The Lord is merciful and gracious, slow to anger, 
and plenteous in mercy. (Psalm 103:8)

It is instructive to go to Mount Sinai, where God re vealed 
Himself to His people Israel and intimately to Moses. It was 
there that God spoke the law to His people from the midst 
of fire and smoke on the top of the mount that quaked at His 
presence. It was a terrifying scene, where God also executed 
severe punishment at the base of the mount upon those who 
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turned to idolatry and immorality even while Moses was on 
Sinai speaking with Him.

Yet in the midst of this frightening revelation of His power 
and majesty and justice, God revealed Himself as merciful and 
longsuffering. Having asked God to reveal Himself to him, 
Moses journeyed back up onto the mount to meet Him. Here 
is how God revealed Himself to Moses on that occasion:

And the Lord descended in the cloud, and stood with him 
there and proclaimed the name of the Lord. And the Lord 
passed by before him and proclaimed, The Lord, The Lord 
God, merciful and gracious, longsuffering, and abundant in 
goodness and truth, keeping mercy for thousands, forgiv-
ing iniquity and transgression and sin, and that will by no 
means clear the guilty. (Exodus 34:5–7)

As for Christ presenting God as a loving Father, He could 
not make God’s love and mercy more clear than it had already 
been presented in the Old Testament. Fur thermore, almost half 
of the 54 times hell is mentioned in the entire Bible are con-
tained in the New Testament. In the gospels, Christ himself 
warned of hell 17 times and of coming judgment repeatedly.

What About the Destruction of Entire Nations?

Question: God told Israel to wipe out cities com pletely, 
to “save alive nothing that breatheth” (Deuteron omy 

20:16–17). What justification can there possibly be for such 
indiscriminate slaughter?!

Response: This is a difficult question—not so much as 
it pertains to the adults, but to children. Such was also 

the case with Sodom and Gomorrah (Genesis 13:13). When 
those cities were destroyed by fire (the evidence of which 
can still be seen in that part of Israel today), the babies and 
children were destroyed also.
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However, that God did not wish to destroy these people 
is clear from His statement to Abraham when promising him 
the land of Canaan: “The iniquity of the Amorites is not yet 
full” (Genesis 15:16). This tells us that God did not at that 
time consider the wickedness of these people great enough to 
warrant their extermination. With that understanding, perhaps 
we can trust God that when He did destroy them, including 
even their children, it was the only way to cleanse that horribly 
defiled land.

Let us not forget that God was longsuffering for more than 
400 years as the wickedness of these people grew ever greater. At 
last He had to destroy them for the good of the remainder of the 
human race. We may be certain that this was done reluctantly. 
God assures us:

As I live, saith the Lord God, I have no pleasure in the 
death of the wicked, but that the wicked turn from his way 
and live; turn ye, turn ye from your evil ways, for why will 
ye die, O house of Israel? (Ezekiel 33:11)

We also know that God was not arbitrary; He dealt with an 
even hand. The judgment upon these nations was to have been 
an example to Israel, but they did not heed it. Eventually, God 
had to execute similar judgment upon even His chosen people.

We may not fully understand the apparent harshness of this 
judgment, especially upon infants, who are not morally respon-
sible, but it is highly likely that these infants, because of the 
moral sinfulness of the society in which they were conceived, 
were all infected with deadly diseases. We may not know all the 
details, but we can leave to God what we cannot fully under-
stand, and with Abraham rest in this confidence: “Shall not the 
Judge of all the earth do right?” (Genesis 18:25).

We dare not question God’s right to visit judgment as He 
sees fit. Inasmuch as those who die before they are old enough 
to have knowingly rejected God are saved, we know that this 
mercy was extended to the Canaanite infants as well.



W h aT  a B o u T  s u f f e R I n G  a n D  h e l l ?

— 265 —

Happy in Destroying Babies?

Question: A verse in the Old Testament that I have 
never been able to reconcile with my belief in God and 

that therefore has troubled me for years is this: “Happy shall 
he be that taketh and dasheth thy little ones against the 
stones” (Psalm 137:9). God is telling Israel to be happy in 
destroying innocent babies? One preacher tried to say that 
these heathen were so thoroughly demonpos sessed that 
even the babies had to be killed. Surely God could deliver 
babies from demons rather than kill them!

Response: On the contrary, God is not telling Israel 
to smash the heads of infants against rocks. He is not 

speak ing to Israel at all. He is pronouncing judgment upon 
Babylon for its great sin in showing no mercy when it  
de stroyed Jerusalem and led the Jews captive. Here is what 
God says:

O daughter of Babylon, who art to be de stroyed, happy 
shall he be that rewardeth thee as thou has served us.

Happy shall he be that taketh and dasheth thy little 
ones against the stones. (Psalm 137:8–9)

This is a prophecy in which God is warning Babylon that 
she will be dealt with in the same manner in which she treated 
Israel—that she will be destroyed as viciously as she destroyed 
other nations. The day is coming when an enemy (other than 
Israel) will rejoice in its triumph over Babylon, an enemy that 
will be happy in the slaughter. It was not Israel that destroyed 
Babylon.
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Why Doesn’t God Simply Abolish Sickness and Death?

Question: Even apart from skepticism as to whether 
miracles occur, I have problems with the healings that 

Christ supposedly effected while upon earth. Some accounts 
seem so straightforward, while others raise questions. For 
example, the “healing” didn’t seem to work for one man 
and had to be done again (Mark 8:22–25). That hardly 
sounds as though Christ were God in the flesh. Further
more, if He could really heal, why didn’t He heal every one? 
Better still, if God really loves all mankind, why not do 
away with sickness and suffering completely?

Response: You refer to the man who, after Jesus 
touched his eyes and asked him what he saw, replied, 

“I see men as trees walking.” Jesus then touched him 
again, “and he saw every man clearly” (Mark 8:22–25). 
The ex pression “men as trees walking” seems to reveal 
the rea son for a second touch: The blind man’s sight was 
restored, but he didn’t understand what he saw. Having 
been blind from birth, he had never seen either a man or 
a tree and was therefore confused. At the second touch, 
Christ apparently healed his mind, so that he understood 
what he saw. Whatever the explanation, this incident could 
hardly cast doubt upon Christ’s power to heal, in light of 
the thousands of other cases where a touch or word was 
sufficient not only to heal but to raise the dead.

As for why Christ has not done away with sickness entirely, 
the answer is quite clear, both logically and bib lically. There are 
two basic reasons. First of all, sickness, suffering, and death are 
the result of sin. As long as mankind continues to live in sinful 
rebellion against God, sickness will prevail. Those whom Christ 
healed became ill again, and so it would be today.

Furthermore, if God acted so unwisely as to continu ally 
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heal sinners, He would have removed all incentive for them to 
repent. Indeed, He would seem to be rewarding their wicked-
ness. Would you have wanted God to keep Hitler alive, immune 
from judgment, so he could con tinue his evil? I think not. Then 
where are we to draw the line between those whom God would 
always heal and those whom He would not heal? There is no 
such line, for, as the Bible says and we all know, “All have sinned 
and come short of the glory of God” (Romans 3:23).

Moreover, those whom Christ raised from the dead, such as 
Lazarus, died again. God has decreed in His righteousness that 
“the wages of sin is death” (Romans 6:23), and as long as sin 
continues on this earth, people will continue to die. For God 
to prevent death would be to unrighteously remove the pen-
alty demanded by His justice. Moreover, it would perpetuate 
mankind’s exis tence in these corruptible bodies and in this evil 
world. God has something far better in mind: the resurrection 
of the body into immortality and eternal bliss in a new uni verse 
that He will create, where sin will never enter.

By their faith in Christ, only those who have become a new 
creation in Christ Jesus (2 Corinthians 5:17) will be allowed to 
dwell eternally in that new universe of bliss. God’s eter nal salva-
tion is offered and available to all. To receive it is a choice that 
each person must make.



The Lord himself shall descend from heaven with a shout 
and the dead in Christ shall rise first; then we which 
are alive and remain shall be caught up together with 
them . . . to meet the Lord in the air; and so shall we 
ever be with the Lord.

—1 THessALonIAns 4:16–17

Then shall that Wicked [Antichrist] be revealed, whom the 
Lord shall . . . destroy with the brightness of his coming.

—2 THessALonIAns 2:8

I saw heaven opened, and behold a white horse; and he that 
sat upon him was called Faithful and True. . . . And I 
saw the beast [Antichrist], and the kings of the earth 
and their armies, gathered together to make war against 
him that sat on the horse. . . . And the beast was taken, 
and with him the false prophet . . . [and] both were cast 
alive into a lake of fire burning with brimstone.

—reveLATIon 19:11, 19–20
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d10
a “RaptuRe”  

and a “seCond 
CominG”?

Doesn’t the Church Face Antichrist?

Question: How could it be more clear that the church 
must face the Antichrist? Paul said, “That day shall 

not come except there come a falling away first [apostasy], 
and that man of sin be revealed [Antichrist]” (2 Thessalo
nians 2:3). I would be interested in how you could argue 
this point.

Response: Paul specifically states that the apostasy comes 
first, but he does not say that the appearance of An tichrist 

comes first. He is actually telling us that the An tichrist will 
be revealed after that day arrives—in fact, in that day. Let 
me illustrate with a simple example: “Sun day will not come 
except Saturday comes first, and we have a big dinner.” Now 
you know what prevents the din ner from being held, and it 
will not be held until that hin drance is removed.
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It is specified that Saturday will come first but not that the 
dinner comes first. One might be confused over whether the big 
dinner will be on Saturday or Sunday, because that is not made 
completely clear. However, when one learns what the hindrance 
to the dinner is and that it cannot be removed until midnight 
Saturday, then one knows that the dinner will be on Sunday.

Paul goes on to state unequivocally that someone is hin-
dering the revealing of the Antichrist and that he can not be 
revealed until “he who now letteth [hinders] . . . be taken out of 
the way” (2 Thessalonians 2:7). This one who hinders is eternal 
because He has been preventing An tichrist’s takeover for the 
past 2,000 years. Only God is eternal, and only God is powerful 
enough to prevent Sa tan from installing his man as world ruler. 
The Holy Spirit, however, cannot be “taken out of the way,” 
be cause He is omnipresent. Then what did Paul mean?

The Unique and Hindering Presence

There is an indwelling presence of the Holy Spirit that has 
been upon earth since Pentecost. Old Testa ment saints had the 
Holy Spirit with them and as an anointing upon them. That 
presence, however, could be taken away. The Holy Spirit did 
not indwell believers prior to Pentecost as an abiding presence 
that would never leave them. This indwelling is unique to the 
church, a fact that is clear from many Scriptures. This new 
presence, unknown before Pentecost, can only be removed by 
removing the church—those in whom the Holy Spirit dwells.

David prayed, “Take not thy Holy Spirit from me” (Psalm 
51:11), a prayer that would be meaningless to day and would 
reflect inexcusable unbelief. Christ said to His disciples, refer-
ring to the Holy Spirit, “He dwelleth with you, and shall be in 
you” (John 14:17). John tells us that when Christ was still here 
upon earth, “the Holy Ghost was not yet given, because . . .  
Jesus was not yet glorified” (John 7:39). After Jesus was glori-
fied, He sent the Holy Spirit “from the father” (John 15:26) to 
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be with His church in a new way that had been unknown up 
to that time.

It is this unique presence of the Holy Spirit in the church 
that will be removed at the Rapture, allowing the Antichrist to 
be revealed and to have free rein to rule the world. Of course, 
the Holy Spirit, being omnipresent, will remain here to con-
vict sinners of the truth of the gospel and to win multitudes to 
Christ during the Tribu lation period. These are the Tribulation 
saints, who will be martyred for their faith.

An Unbiblical “Escape Theory”?

Question: To imagine that the church will be taken to 
heaven before the Antichrist appears and takes power 

and the prophesied sevenyear tribulation period begins  
is a delusion, in my opinion. Christ said we would suffer 
for His sake. The PreTrib Rapture teaching seems to 
offer an unbiblical escape from that suffering. Why should 
a certain segment of the church be allowed to escape its  
al lotted suffering?

Response: Where does it say that the tribulation un der  
Antichrist is allotted to that fraction of the church 

that happens to be alive when Antichrist takes power? And 
why should a certain segment of the church be re quired 
to endure suffering at the hands of the Antichrist that no 
other Christians experienced?

Of course, it could be so. Depending upon their time and 
place in history, different segments of the church have suf-
fered trials and persecutions varying in both kind and intensity. 
Believers here in the United States, for example, have never 
(at least until now) been called upon to endure the horrors 
faced by those who for cen turies were tortured and killed in 
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the Inquisitions. Nor did those who were burned at the stake 
endure the years of imprisonment and slow death by hard labor 
and star vation, which befell millions under Stalin, Hitler, or 
Mao. But what does the Bible say concerning the church and 
Antichrist?

There are several clear statements in Scripture that tell us 
plainly that the church will not be on earth when Antichrist 
takes power. First of all, the early church was undoubtedly 
living in expectancy of Christ’s imminent appearing: “from 
whence [heaven] we look for the Saviour” (Philippians 3:20); 
“ye turned to God . . . to wait for his Son from heaven”  
(1 Thessalonians 1:9–10); “Look ing for . . . the glorious appear-
ing of . . . our Saviour Jesus Christ” (Titus 2:13); “unto them 
that look for him shall he appear” (Hebrews 9:28), etc. If the 
Antichrist had to come first, it would make no sense to be wait-
ing and looking for Christ.

This expectancy of His imminent return was first taught 
by Christ himself, who also associated any thought of a delay in 
His coming with evil:

Let your loins be girded about, and your lights burning, 
and ye yourselves like unto men that wait for their lord . . .  
that when he cometh and knocketh, they may open unto 
him immediately. . . . Be ye therefore ready also, for the 
Son of man cometh at an hour when ye think not. (Luke 
12:35–36, 40)

But and if that evil servant shall say in his heart, My 
lord delayeth his coming. (Matthew 24:48)

If Christ were not going to rapture His saints to heaven 
before the Tribulation period, then He couldn’t be expected 
until the end thereof. In that case, there would be no hope of 
Christ’s coming or appearing until after Antichrist had liqui-
dated the church and the seven-year Tribulation period had run 
its course and Jerusalem was surrounded by the armies of the 
world and Christ had to intervene to stop the slaughter. Only 
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then could Christ return. Therefore, no one would be watching 
and waiting for His appearing even now, much less in the first 
cen tury. Such expectant language would not be used in the New 
Testament at all. It would make no sense.

It is also clear that the church is already in heaven be fore 
Christ’s second coming at Armageddon. In Revela tion 19:7–8 
we read, “The marriage of the Lamb is come, and his wife hath 
made herself ready. And to her was granted that she should 
be arrayed in fine linen, clean and white. . . .” This marriage 
between Christ and the church is taking place in heaven while 
the Antichrist is in charge on the earth beneath. Surely the church 
can’t be in two places at once: being killed by Antichrist on 
earth and simultaneously present at her marriage to the Lamb 
in heaven.

The “Saints” Come from Heaven to Execute Judgment

At the end of Revelation 19, the Second Coming of Christ 
in power and glory to destroy Antichrist (as in 2 Thessalonians 
2:8) is described, and we are told that “the armies which were in 
heaven followed him . . . clothed in fine linen, white and clean” 
(verse 14). This is the clothing of Christ’s bride, the church. 
So it must be she who accompanies Him, in keeping with the 
promise that once we are caught up “to meet the Lord in the air 
so shall we ever be with the Lord” (1 Thessalonians 4:17). That 
conclusion is confirmed by Paul’s declara tion that “the saints 
shall judge the world” (1 Corinthi ans 6:2) and David’s state-
ment that the saints will “execute vengeance upon the heathen, 
and punish ments upon the people” (Psalm 149:7).

We have confirmation in other Scriptures of the saints com-
ing with Christ from heaven to execute judgment. For example, 
“Enoch also, the seventh from Adam, prophe sied of these, say-
ing, Behold, the Lord cometh with ten thousands of his saints, 
to execute judgment upon all [the ungodly]” (Jude 14–15). 
The expression “ten thousands” simply means an innumerable 
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multitude. In Daniel, too, we are told that “the saints of the 
most High shall take the kingdom” from Antichrist, who made 
war with the saints, “and judgment was given to the saints” 
(7:18, 22).

So we know that those clothed in fine linen, white and clean, 
and who accompany Christ, are “saints.” Here we have further 
evidence that the “armies from heaven” must be the church. 
Those in the church are consistently addressed as “saints” 
throughout the New Testament:

“. . . thy saints at Jerusalem” (Acts 9:13); “the saints which 
dwelt at Lydda” (Acts 9:32); “to all that be in Rome, beloved 
of God, called saints” (Romans 1:7); “the church of God . . . 
at Corinth . . . sanctified in Christ Jesus, called to be saints” 
(1 Corinthians 1:2); “the saints which are at Ephesus” 
(Ephesians 1:1), etc.

Those who truly know God are called saints in the Old 
Testament as well: “the saints that are in the earth” (Psalm 16:3); 
“Gather my saints together unto me, those that have made a 
covenant with me by sacrifice” (Psalm 50:5); “Precious in the 
sight of the Lord is the death of his saints” (Psalm 116:15); 
“O God, the hea then . . . have laid Jerusalem on heaps. The 
dead bod ies of thy servants have they given to be meat unto the 
fowls of the heaven, the flesh of thy saints unto the beasts of the 
earth” (Psalm 79:1–2). Thus we are per suaded that they too will 
be in the army that accom panies Christ from heaven.

Indeed, Zechariah tells us that when Christ returns to earth 
to rescue Israel in the midst of Armageddon, “His feet shall 
stand in that day upon the mount of Olives,” and He will bring 
“all the saints” from heaven with Him (14:4–5). Of course, the 
souls and spirits of the saints who have died were instantly taken 
to heaven at the time of their deaths to await the resurrection of 
their bodies. Surely, the armies of heaven are not disembod ied 
spirits but whole persons in immortal bodies of glory, indicating 
that the resurrection must have taken place prior to this event.
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The Rapture, therefore, must have already occurred—for 
two reasons: First of all, Paul assures us that the Rapture takes 
place simultaneously with the resurrection. Sec ondly, for all saints 
to accompany Christ when He comes from heaven to execute 
judgment, the living saints must have been caught up to heaven 
in trans formed bodies also. So here we have further evidence that 
the Rapture is a separate event prior to the Second Coming and 
another strong indication of the Pre-Trib Rapture of the church.

Who Are the “Saints” Whom Antichrist Kills?

Question: Revelation 13:7 says that Antichrist is given 
authority (and it could only come from God) “to 

make war with the saints and to overcome them. . . . ”  
Doesn’t this prove that the church faces Antichrist and 
goes through the Tribulation? If not, who are the saints 
whom Antichrist kills?

Response: Christ promised that the “gates of hell shall 
not prevail against” the church (Matthew 16:18). 

Surely hell would have prevailed, if the Antichrist, who 
is backed and empowered by Satan (Revelation 13:2, 4), 
could “make war with the saints and overcome them.” 
Furthermore, this fact would mean that a PostTrib Rapture 
would be practically a nonevent because there would be 
almost no Christians left alive to rapture. Yet one is given 
the impression that multitudes are “alive and remain” to be 
“caught up together” with the dead who have been raised (1 
Thessalonians 4:17).

Here, then, is another reason for concluding that dur ing 
the Tribulation the church is already in heaven in resurrected 
and/or glorified bodies like Christ’s own body. The gospel, how-
ever, is still being preached on Earth by the two witnesses in 
the streets of Jerusalem for 3 1/2 years (Revelation 11:3) (seen 
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no doubt on world wide news broadcasts every evening) and by 
the 144,000 Jewish evangelists (Revelation 7:3–4) as well as by 
many others. Souls are being saved through the preaching of 
the gospel.

Those who have heard the gospel and rejected it prior to 
the Rapture have no chance to be saved. Instead, they are given 
a “strong delusion, that they should believe a lie, that they all 
might be damned who believed not the truth” (2 Thessalonians 
2:11–12). Multitudes, however, who never heard and rejected 
the gospel are being saved and are paying for their faith with 
their lives. The An tichrist kills all who do not bow down and 
worship him as God: “He had power to . . . cause that as many 
as would not worship the image of the beast should be killed” 
(Revelation 13:15).

What About a Resurrection and Rapture  
for Tribulation Saints?

Question: What about the Tribulation saints? How do 
they get to heaven? Do they have their own Rapture?

Response: If not all then nearly all Tribulation saints 
are killed by the Antichrist and his henchmen. We see 

in heaven “under the altar the souls of them that were slain 
for the word of God, and for the testimony which they held; 
and they cried with a loud voice, saying, How long, O Lord, 
holy and true, dost thou not judge and avenge our blood?” 
(Revelation 6:9–10).

The martyrs’ disembodied spirits are told they must wait 
“until their fellowservants also and their brethren, that should 
be killed as they were, should be fulfilled” (verse 11). Clearly, 
Antichrist will continue to kill those who refuse to worship him 
right up to the very end of Armageddon. Equally clear is the fact 
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that none of them will be resurrected individually as they are 
martyred, but all together at the end of the Tribulation period.

Therefore, the Tribulation martyrs who “were be headed for 
the witness of Jesus, and for the word of God, and which had 
not worshiped the beast, neither his im age, neither had received 
his mark upon their foreheads, or in their hands” are resurrected 
as a group. They will reign with Christ the moment Antichrist 
is defeated and Christ takes the throne of David to begin His 
earthly rule from Jerusalem (Revelation 20:4).

Isn’t the Resurrection on “The Last Day”?

Question: When speaking of the resurrection of those 
who believe on Him, Christ said that He would “raise 

[them] up at the last day” John (6:40, 44, 54). Doesn’t 
Reve lation 20:4–5 teach that the “first resurrection” takes 
place after the Battle of Armageddon, and couldn’t this 
be what Christ meant by “the last day”? Certainly a Pre
Trib res urrection couldn’t be on “the last day”! In view of 
such Scriptures, how can one reconcile a resurrection (and 
its accompanying Rapture) at the beginning of the Great 
Tribulation?

Response: Nor could a PostTrib Rapture be on “the last 
day” if that expression refers to a 24hour period, for 

an entire millennium of subsequent days follow. Beware of 
teaching that is built on one isolated verse. What do “first 
resur rection” and “last day” actually mean? The answer can 
only be found in the context of all Scripture. In John 5:28–
29 Jesus spoke of two resurrections: “The hour is coming in 
which all that are in the graves shall hear his voice and shall 
come forth: they that have done good unto the resurrection 
of life, and they that have done evil unto the resurrection 
of damnation.” That this does not all occur in the same 
“hour” is clear, for the resurrection of the wicked doesn’t 
take place until the end of the Millennium.
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Yes, it says of the resurrection after Armageddon of those 
martyred by Antichrist, “This is the first resurrection” (Revelation 
20:5). Obviously, however, this can’t be the entire “first resur-
rection,” or Wesley, Spurgeon, and even Paul (who, though 
martyred, was not slain by Antichrist) will never be resurrected, 
because the only resurrection that re mains is of the wicked in 
verses 12–15. As we shall see below, those resurrected at that 
time are judged and sent to the Lake of Fire. Then what about 
Abraham, Moses, Daniel, and the millions of other saints—
both from Old Testament and New Testament times—who 
lived and died before Antichrist came on the scene? One can 
only conclude that the statement “This is the first resurrection” 
must mean that this event is part of and concludes the resurrection 
that occurred at the Rapture. Consequently, these martyrs are 
also part of the church.

That the Rapture and the resurrection, as described in 
1 Co rinthians 15:50–52 and 1 Thessalonians 4:13–17, take 
place previous to the resurrection of the Tribulation martyrs is 
clear from the fact that in Revelation 19:7 we have the church 
in heaven as Christ’s bride at the “marriage of the Lamb” (not 
the marriage supper, verse 9, which takes place later on earth, 
when Christ introduces His bride to those who enter the 
Millennium). Christ’s bride, com posed of the saints of all ages 
to that time (as we have seen), has already been resurrected, is 
in heaven with Christ, and accompanies Him at Armageddon, 
as Zechariah 14:5 and Jude 14 declare.

The “Second” Resurrection Is To Damnation

Inasmuch as those martyred during the Tribulation are res-
urrected after Antichrist is “taken . . . [and] cast alive into [the] 
lake of fire” (Revelation 19:20) and Christ is reigning on earth, 
they will not be raptured to heaven but gathered by angels 
(along with the living remnant of Jews not already in Israel) into 
His pres ence on earth: “Immediately after the Tribulation . . . 
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shall appear the sign of the Son of man in heaven . . . they shall 
see the Son of man coming in the clouds of heaven with power 
and great glory. And he shall send his angels . . . and they shall 
gather together [to Jerusalem] his elect from the four winds” 
(Matthew 24:29–31).

The only resurrection after Revelation 20:4–5 takes place 
1,000 years later and must be what Christ called “the resur-
rection of damnation.” Those who are raised then are still 
described as “dead in trespasses and in sins” (Ephesians 2:1; 
cf. Colossians 2:13): “I saw the dead, small and great, stand 
before God; and the books were opened . . . and the dead were 
judged out of those things which were written in the books” 
(Revelation 20:12). This is the Great White Throne judgment 
of the lost. As for Chris tians, they have already appeared before 
the judgment seat of Christ (Romans 14:10; 2 Corinthians 
5:10) imme diately after the Rapture.

If the resurrection of believers who lived and died prior to 
the Tribulation took place seven years previously, why is the 
resurrection in Revelation 20 of those slain by Antichrist called 
“the first resurrection”? Clearly, it is thereby intended to indi-
cate that these martyrs are part of the church, which has already 
been resurrected. It specifically says that they “reign with him 
[Christ] a thousand years” (Revelation 20:6), and so do the 
saints of all ages: “Have thou authority over ten cities” (Luke 
19:17); “I appoint unto you a kingdom” (Luke 22:29); “we 
shall also reign with him” (2 Timothy 2:12).

What Does “Last Day” Mean?

What about Christ raising all believers “at the last day”? This 
“last day” cannot be the 24-hour period dur ing which these mar-
tyrs are raised, for at least 1,000 years of days follow during the 
Millennium. That ex pression refers to what is elsewhere called 
the “last days” or “latter day”—expressions found throughout 
the Bible to designate the “end times.” For example, Job tes tifies, 
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“My redeemer . . . shall stand at the latter day upon the earth 
. . . whom I shall see for myself, and mine eyes shall behold” 
(Job 19:25, 27). Job makes it clear that he will be resurrected: 
“Though after my skin worms destroy this body, yet in my flesh 
shall I see God” (verse 26).

Surely Job, who will have been in the grave several thousand 
years before Antichrist comes, cannot be one of those martyred 
by Antichrist and who will be resur rected after Armageddon. 
Yet he anticipates his resur rection in “the latter day.” That term 
includes a period of years at the end of this present state of 
affairs leading to Christ’s second coming and undoubtedly 
includes the Pre-Trib resurrection and Rapture of the saints as 
well as the Millennium.

In fact, the “last day” is a reference to what is called “the 
day of the Lord [God]” (Isaiah 2:12; Jeremiah 46:10; Ezekiel 
30:3; Joel 1:15, etc.) or the day of Christ (1 Corinthians 
1:8; Philippians 1:10; 2 Thessalonians 2:2). It comes “as a 
thief in the night,” when men are saying “peace and safety” 
(1 Thessalonians 5:2–3) and, instead of expecting Christ to 
return or God’s judgment to fall, boasting that “all things con-
tinue as they were from the beginning” (2 Peter 3:4). It must 
also last until the end of the Millennium and the destruction 
of the old universe and the creation of the new, for Peter says: 
“The day of the Lord will come as a thief in the night, in the 
which the heavens shall pass away . . . the day of God, wherein 
the heavens . . . shall be dissolved . . . we . . . look for new 
heavens and a new earth” (2 Peter 3:10–13). Thus both the 
Pre-Trib resurrection at the Rapture and the post-Armageddon 
“first resurrection” of those martyred by Antichrist occur dur-
ing what is called “the last day.”
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What About Muhammad’s Ascension to Heaven?

Question: Christians claim that Christ ascended to 
heaven from the Mount of Olives and will return to that 

location in a “second coming.” The Muslims similarly claim 
that Muhammad ascended to heaven from Jerusalem. How 
can Christians be so sure that Christ as cended to heaven 
from Jerusalem (and will return there) and deny that the 
same thing could have happened to Muhammad? There are 
more than a billion Muslims who believe in Muhammad’s 
ascension. Isn’t that enough?

Response: Whether a proposition is true or false de pends 
upon the evidence, not upon how many people, out of 

loyalty to a particular religion, confess it as an ar ticle of their 
faith. And when faith, instead of being based upon evidence, 
is imposed under fear of death, as is the case with the religion 
of Islam, then the belief itself is all the more suspect.

From its very beginning, Islam was spread by the sword. The 
choice was conversion to Islam or death. Obvi ously, any “faith” 
that one must adopt in order to escape execution is not genu-
ine. Tragically, Islam continues to maintain itself under similar 
threats. Such vicious bar barism is more difficult to enforce in 
today’s world, with the media and various human rights agencies 
on the watch. Yet it still occurs under Islamic regimes in vari-
ous places such as Nigeria and the Sudan, where thousands of 
“infidels” (i.e. non-Muslims) have been slaughtered by Muslims 
in recent years. Here is what the Qur’an prescribes and what a 
devout Muslim is bound to obey whenever possible:

Slay the idolaters [those who do not worship Al lah] wherever 
ye find them, and take them (captive), and besiege them, 
and prepare for them each am bush. But if they repent and 
establish worship [i.e. convert to Islam] and pay the poor-
due [tax], then leave their way free. Lo! Allah is Forgiving, 
Merciful [to those who convert to Islam]. (Surah 9:5)
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Consistent with forcing conversion under threat of death, 
the Qur’an also requires that Islam be maintained in the same 
manner: “If they turn back (to enmity) [from Islam] then take 
them and kill them wherever ye find them . . . ” (Surah 4:89). In 
obedience to the Qur’an, it is the death penalty in Saudi Arabia 
today for a Muslim to con vert to any other religion. That very 
fear of death as the consequence of leaving Islam invalidates the 
testimony of all Muslims. One might swear to anything under 
such a threat.

Even in countries that profess some freedom of re ligion and 
conscience, such as Turkey or Egypt, and where death is not 
the civil penalty for conversion, a con vert to Christianity may 
still be threatened with execu tion by family or friends. And that 
threat is sometimes carried out even today.

No Evidence for Muhammad’s Alleged Ascension

There is neither Qur’anic nor historic basis for the be lief 
that Muhammad journeyed to heaven from the rock over which 
the Dome of the Rock was built. Islam claims no eyewitnesses 
to this alleged event, nor is it supported at all in the Qur’an. 
There is only one verse in the Qur’an upon which this article of 
faith rests, but that verse is far from clear:

Glorified be He Who carried His servant by night from 
the Inviolable Place of Worship to the Far Distant Place 
[al-Aqsa] of Worship the neigh borhood whereof We have 
blessed, that We might show him of Our tokens! Lo! He, 
and only He, is the Hearer, the Seer. (Surah 17:1)

There is nothing about a magical horse nor about as cent 
into heaven. The “Inviolable Place of Worship” is ob viously 
Mecca, but Jerusalem cannot possibly be the “Far Distant Place 
of Worship,” as is now claimed. It was never a place of worship 
for Muslims nor considered to be of any religious significance 
until the idea was invented very re cently in order to justify the 
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desired takeover of Jerusalem by the Arabs. In fact, Jerusalem is 
not once mentioned in the entire Qur’an. How then can a city 
that is not mentioned at all in the Qur’an and that was never 
recommended for worship by Muhammad nor used even once 
as a place of worship in his day be identified as the “Far Distant 
Place of Worship” to which Muhammad allegedly journeyed? 
Obviously it cannot. To maintain that fiction does violence to 
the Qur’an, to Islam, and to history.

Furthermore, Surah 17:1 is conspicuous by its ab sence 
among the verses from the Qur’an inscribed in Ara bic inside 
this majestic Dome. That fact is proof enough that the idea of 
Jerusalem being al-Aqsa had not even been imagined when the 
Dome of the Rock was built in AD 691. Why, then, should we 
believe a story that has no factual basis? There were no witnesses 
to this alleged event. It is not supported by the Qur’an nor is it 
consistent with history. In fact, Muhammad’s alleged ascension 
into heaven from Jerusalem is not essential to Islam at all; that 
religion stands without it.

The Evidence for Christ’s Ascension

In vivid contrast, there were at least eleven eyewit nesses to 
the ascension of Christ into heaven, and probably many more 
(Acts 1:9–11). Christ foretold His ascension (John 6:62; 20:17). 
Furthermore, that event and what the an gels declared at the 
time agreed with the Old Testament prophecies concerning the 
Messiah returning to the Mount of Olives with all His saints to 
execute judgment on this earth and to establish His kingdom 
(Zechariah 14:4–5; Jude 14). Moreover, Christ’s ascension in a 
resurrected, glorified body into heaven is an integral and essen-
tial part of the Bible, and without it Christianity crumbles.

True Christianity is neither imposed nor maintained by 
force; there is no coercion to become or to remain a Chris tian. 
What one believes as a Christian is based upon the evidence, not 
the least of which is the consistent historical account presented 
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in the Bible. There is much reason for believing that Christ did 
indeed ascend into heaven from the Mount of Olives exactly as 
the eyewitnesses declare, and that He will return to that point 
at His second coming.

There is, however, no reason for believing that Muhammad 
ascended to heaven from the rock on Temple Mount. There are, 
in fact, many reasons for disputing this al legation. Muhammad 
never promised to return, nor could he—for his decayed remains 
are in the grave at Medina, which is visited by devout Muslims 
to this day. Christ’s grave, however, is empty because He rose 
on the third day.

Are the Rapture and Second Coming  
Two Separate Events?

Question: You distinguish between the Rapture and the 
Second Coming as though they are two separate events. 

How can there still remain two comings of Christ? Where 
does it specifically say so in the New Testament?

Response: Where does it specifically say in the Old 
Testament that there would be two comings of the 

Mes siah? In fact it doesn’t. Yet every premillennial Christian 
(whether espousing pre, mid, or posttrib views) ad mits 
that Christ came once and will come again, as He promised: 
“I will come again” (John 14:3). How then could His 
disciples or the rabbis or John the Baptist have known that 
there were to be two comings of the Messiah? That they did 
not know is clear.

The failure to realize there would be two comings was the 
cause of great misunderstanding. Had the rabbis understood 
John the Baptist’s testimony that Christ had come as “the Lamb 
of God, which taketh away the sin of the world” (John 1:29) 
and that He must be crucified, as the prophets had foretold, 
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they would not have mocked Christ when He was on the Cross. 
Nor would the fact of His crucifixion have caused the disciples 
to lose their faith. What hopeless disillusionment is reflected 
in these words: “We trusted [but now know we were mistaken] 
that it had been he which should have redeemed Israel . . . [but] 
today is the third day since these things were done [i.e. He was 
crucified]” (Luke 24:21). The disciples were so certain that 
Christ had come to establish His kingdom on David’s throne 
that His crucifixion devastated them.

Two Comings of the Messiah Clearly Implied

Though the Old Testament didn’t state it in so many words, 
that the Messiah would come twice was clearly implied. One 
could not include in one time frame or in one event all that 
the prophets said about the coming of the Messiah. Isaiah 53 
expresses a seeming contradiction that could be reconciled in 
no other way than by two comings. We read: “He made his 
grave with the wicked . . . he shall prolong his days. . . . I will 
divide him a por tion with the great, and he shall divide the 
spoil with the strong, because he hath poured out his soul unto 
death” (verses 9–12). One cannot die and prolong one’s days at 
the same time. Nor can one share in the spoils of victory if slain 
in achieving that victory—unless there is a resur rection and a 
second coming to earth.

Isaiah declared that there would be “no end” to the Messiah’s 
“government and peace” and that He would rule “upon the 
throne of David . . . even for ever” (9:7). On the other hand, 
Isaiah plainly stated that the Messiah would be “cut off out of the 
land of the living” (53:8). Surely one could not simultaneously 
be killed and yet reign forever. There had to be two comings. Yet 
that fact was never stated explicitly but only implied.
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So It Is in the New Testament

One event and one time frame cannot contain all that the 
New Testament says about the return of Christ. Ap parent con-
tradictions abound, which can be reconciled in no other way 
than by recognizing that the return of Christ involves two sepa-
rate events, one called the Rapture and the other the Second 
Coming. For example, Christ declared that when the time for 
His coming had arrived, everyone would know it because every 
sign would have been fulfilled: “When ye shall see all these 
things [signs], know that it [my coming] is near, even at the 
doors” (Matthew 24:33). Yet a few moments later He said just 
the opposite: “For in such an hour as ye think not, the Son of 
man cometh” (verse 44). The conditions upon earth cannot be 
such that everyone would know He is about to return to earth, 
yet at the same time the conditions be such that no one would 
even suspect He is about to return. Such contrary conditions 
cannot occur simultaneously. They indicate two separate events 
at two different times.

One obvious reason why no one could be taken by surprise 
at the time of the Second Coming is that it occurs in the midst 
of the greatest war in history, when the armies of the Antichrist 
have surrounded and are about to destroy Jerusalem and Israel. 
No one could miss that sign! Yet Christ said that His coming 
would be at a time of peace and prosperity, of ease and business 
as usual:

As it was in the days of Noe, so shall it be also in the days 
of the Son of man. They did eat, they drank, they married 
wives, they were given in marriage, until the day that Noe 
entered into the ark.

Likewise also as it was in the days of Lot: they did 
eat, they drank, they bought, they sold, they planted, they 
builded. . . . (Luke 17:26–28)

At the time of the Second Coming at the end of the Great 
Tribulation, the earth is in great distress. Already in Revelation 
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6:8 one-fourth of Earth’s population has been killed, and 
incredible disasters have taken place in both earth and sky, 
including earthquakes so great that “every mountain and island 
were moved out of their places” (verse 14). There have been 
unprecedented famines and plagues and an international bank-
ing collapse such as the world has never experienced—and now 
the most de structive war in history threatens to wipe mankind 
from the globe so that “except those days should be shortened, 
there should no flesh be saved [alive]” (Matthew 24:22).

Contradictions That Demand Two Events,  
Two Time Frames

The conditions just described at the time of Ar mageddon 
are precisely the opposite of the peace and prosperity that pre-
vailed in the days of Noah and Lot, as Jesus describes them. Nor 
can the parable of the ten virgins who “all slumbered and slept  
. . . while the bridegroom tarried” (Matthew 25:5) be recon-
ciled with conditions at Armageddon. Such complacency could 
occur only during a time of ease and comfort and plenty.

Christ will come at a time of war, yet at a time of peace. 
He will come at a time when the world has al ready suffered 
unprecedented devastation and is on the brink of total destruc-
tion, yet He will come at a time of ease and business as usual 
and great prosperity. He will come at a time when everyone will 
know that His com ing is at the door, yet at a time when only 
those who are in touch with Him would even suspect such an 
event. Surely the seeming contradictions are so great that they 
demand two events.

At the Rapture, Christ comes for His bride, the church, to 
take her to heaven to stand before Him at the “judgment seat 
of Christ” (Romans 14:10; 2 Corinthians 5:10), there to be 
cleansed and clothed in white robes and to be married to Him 
for eternity. At the Second Coming, Christ comes with His 
church for Israel, to rescue the latter at Armaged don and to set 
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up His kingdom on David’s throne. These two purposes do not 
fit together into one event and one time frame. Consequently, by 
the same implications that should have alerted Old Testament 
saints to the fact of two comings, so the New Testament implies 
two different “comings” of Christ yet ahead.

Why Armageddon?

Question: I have been taught (and it seems to be bib
lical) that we Christians will return with Christ at  

Ar mageddon and destroy those who are attacking Israel.  
As a Christian, to kill anyone is repugnant to me. Why is 
this slaughter necessary?

Response: Such destruction is not God’s desire. He 
assures us, “I have no pleasure in the death of the 

wicked, but that the wicked turn from his way and live” 
(Ezekiel 33:11). Sadly, at that time there will be no way to 
stop the destruction of Israel—and, indeed, of all flesh upon 
earth—except to destroy the armies that are attacking her.

For thousands of years, God has patiently endured the 
rebellion of mankind. At various times throughout history, 
however, God has had to destroy wicked people and even 
whole cities because their sin had become too great to tolerate 
any longer. That will be the case at Ar mageddon, when God 
will be forced by His own righ teousness to bring judgment 
upon intransigent rebels.

As for Christians personally confronting and doing battle 
with anyone at Armageddon, that will not be necessary. When 
Christ comes back to destroy Antichrist, there will be no battle, 
no struggle. With one word from Christ those armies will be 
destroyed. We Christians will simply rest in the victory that 
Christ will have accom plished in an instant:
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To you who are troubled, rest with us, when the Lord Jesus 
shall be revealed from heaven with his mighty angels, in  
flaming fire taking vengeance on them that know not God, 
and that obey not the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ, who 
shall be pun ished with everlasting destruction from the 
pres ence of the Lord, and from the glory of his power, when 
he shall come to be glorified in his saints, and to be admired 
in all them that believe. (2 Thessa lonians 1:7–10)

Last Days’ Revival—Or Apostasy?

Question: As we heard during the last decade of the 
1900s, many continue to proclaim the new millennium 

as being a time of unprecedented revival. Is this biblical?

Response: The Bible, of course, has nothing specific 
to say about the last decade of any century. However, 

if these are indeed the last days, then we can expect the 
very oppo site of revival. The Bible spells it out for us: 
false prophets, apostasy, and unprecedented deception 
through lying “signs and wonders” so convincing that “if it 
were possible, they shall deceive the very elect” (Matthew 
24:24), plus a “great delusion” (2 Thessalonians 2:11–12) 
from God to help the world believe the very satanic lie it 
wants to believe. Re grettably, many Christian leaders are 
promoting an opti mism that actually contradicts Scripture 
and furthers the very delusion which the Bible foretells.

Consider, for example, “Washington for Jesus ’88.” The 
Chairman of the Washington D.C. host committee declared 
that the march of tens of thousands of Christians in the na tion’s 
capital “put Satan on notice that his day is over.”1 If so, one can 
only wonder why, in the following twenty years, there has been 
no evidence of Satan’s demise. Instead, evil only increases, as 
the Bible declared: “In the last days . . . evil men and seduc-
ers shall wax worse and worse, deceiv ing and being deceived”  
(2 Timothy 3:1, 13).
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Promoting a Dangerous Delusion

One must wonder also what Christ meant when He raised 
the question “When the Son of man cometh, shall he find [the] 
faith on the earth?” (Luke 18:8). It hardly sounds as though He 
was referring to a great revival in the last days! From His own 
warnings about religious de ception, it seems clear that Christ 
was referring to the pro fusion of a false “Christianity” that, like 
the weeds in His parable of the sower, will have overgrown and 
choked out true faith. We are lacking the very warnings about 
deception that we most urgently need.

The last thing the church needs are the false promises about 
the defeat of Satan. Satan’s kingdom is growing throughout the 
earth, and he will yet rule the world through Antichrist. His day 
will not be over un til Christ returns to destroy him and his evil 
kingdom and locks him in the bottomless pit (2 Thessalonians 
2:8; Revelation 20:1–3). To suggest that a Christian march or 
our efforts in any other way will end Satan’s day is to deny the 
clear teaching of the Bible and to promote dangerous delusion.

One cannot fault the enthusiastic zeal, but at the same time 
one wonders whether the year 2000 hadn’t become almost a 
magical symbol that furthered the deception. Why should so 
much suddenly be accomplished in the last few years of that 
decade that was never achieved be fore? Even more troubling is 
the silence concerning the Rapture. Was that hope forgotten 
by those who pro moted the various marches for Jesus and the 
climactic cel ebration that took place in the year 2000?

Instead of the hope of being taken to heaven to be with 
our Lord, there has been much talk about “change” in the third 
millennium—by professing Christians (and pagans) intent on 
“restoring” the earth. In all of these efforts directed at “recon-
ciliation,” there seems to be no question that the church will be 
here indefinitely, and that it is up to us to save the world from 
the very judg ment which God intends to bring upon her.
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Is the Rapture in the Olivet Discourse?

Question: I was always taught that the Rapture is not 
found in the Olivet Discourse. Christ’s words “two 

shall be grinding at the mill; one shall be taken, the other 
left, etc.” can refer only to Christ at His Second Coming 
taking the wicked from the earth and leaving the Tribulation 
saints. Yet you teach this occurs at the Rapture before the 
Tribulation. Can you explain that for me?

Response: There are several reasons why Christ can not be 
referring to the wicked being taken away to judg ment 

but to the saints being taken to heaven. The wicked are 
judged at the Second Coming, which occurs in the midst of 
Armageddon in Revelation 19. As already noted, even before 
Armageddon the earth is in utter devasta tion. Already in 
Revelation 6, onefourth of the world’s population has been 
killed. There have been famine, pestilence, and earthquakes 
that move mountains and is lands out of their places so that 
the earth has been practi cally destroyed. And by the time of 
Armageddon, Christ must intervene (through His second 
coming) to stop the destruction, or no flesh would survive 
(Matthew 24:22).

Yet Christ says that when “one shall be taken and the other 
left,” the conditions on the earth will be as in the days of Noah, 
with people “eating and drinking, marry ing and giving in mar-
riage” (Matthew 24:38), and as in the days of Lot, when “they 
did eat, they drank, they bought, they sold, they planted, they 
builded” (Luke 17:28). That description doesn’t fit the midst 
of Ar mageddon, when Christ comes with His bride to execute 
judgment upon Antichrist and his followers. It can refer only 
to a time before the Great Tribulation, and that is when the 
Rapture must occur.
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Must the Church Be Purified to Be Raptured?

Question: There seems to be a growing teaching that 
only those Christians who are living holy, victorious 

lives at the time of the Rapture will be taken by Christ to 
heaven. The rest will have to face the Antichrist and be 
purified by martyrdom. Could that be what Christ meant 
by the parable of the ten virgins—the five “wise” are rap
tured and the five “foolish” are left to face Antichrist?

Response: I agree with urging Christians to live holy lives 
of submission to Christ and to His Word and to the 

leading of the Holy Spirit. A failure to live fully for Christ, 
however, was not the problem with the five foolish virgins. 
They were not saved. There was no oil (symbolic of the Holy 
Spirit) in their lamps and thus in their hearts and lives.

I also agree that we need more emphasis upon holi ness and 
separation from the world. However, the Bible does not teach 
that genuine Christians who are not fully living for Christ at the 
time of the Rapture will be left be hind. If so, then what about 
Christians who died before the Rapture and who, at the time of 
their death, were not living fully for Christ? They can’t be “left 
behind.” Their souls and spirits, no longer having a living body 
to in habit, must go somewhere.

If those souls don’t go to heaven upon the death of the body, 
then where do they go? We would have to pro pose some kind of 
evangelical purgatory! That is not bib lical. We are assured that 
all Christians, on the basis of their saving faith in Christ, go to 
heaven upon death. To be “absent from the body” is to be “pres-
ent with the Lord” (2 Corinthians 5:8). Heaven is not attained 
by good works but by faith in Christ.

Why then would not all Christians be raptured? Moreover, if 
those left behind at the Rapture are purified by facing Antichrist, 
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how will those who have previously died be purified? In fact, we 
will all be purified in heaven the same way: “We must all appear 
before the judgment seat of Christ” (2 Corinthians 5:10).

It is the souls and spirits of those who died trusting in Him 
whom Christ brings with Him (1 Thessalonians 4:14) to rejoin 
their bodies at the resurrection. Notice that “the dead in Christ 
shall rise first; then we which are alive and remain shall be caught 
up together with them . . . to meet the Lord in the air” (verses 
16–17). Surely, “the dead in Christ” must mean all who died 
with faith in Christ. Therefore, “we who are alive and remain” 
must also mean all of the living whose trust is in Christ. It would 
seem an affront to God’s justice to teach that Christians alive at 
the time of the Rapture must be living better lives than many 
who have already died, in order to join them in heaven.

What About “Soul Sleep”?

Question: Isn’t it true that when the body dies, the 
soul goes to sleep, only to awaken at the resurrection 

of the body? Isn’t this what is meant by the expressions 
“them which are asleep” and “which sleep in Jesus” (1 
Thessalonians 4:13–15)?

Response: On the contrary, from what the Bible says, 
the fact that the souls that have been separated from 

their bodies by death are conscious is quite clear. We have, 
for example, the rich man who after his death carries on 
a conversation with Abraham, who is also dead. (Luke 
16:19–31). We also have the “souls of them that were slain 
for the word of God” crying with loud voices to God for 
revenge upon those who killed them (Revelation 6:9–11). 
Paul is “caught up to the third heaven,” where he “heard 
unspeakable words” (2 Co rinthians 12:2, 4), and he says he 
doesn’t know whether he was “in the body” or “out of the 
body” (2 Corinthi ans 12:2–3).
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The word “asleep” or “sleepeth” is used in the Bible as a syn-
onym for death (Matthew 9:24; John 11:11; 1 Corinthians 15:6) 
and refers to the body, not to the soul and spirit. In heaven the 
redeemed are in con scious bliss in God’s presence, awaiting the 
resurrec tion of their entombed bodies, which “sleep in Jesus” (1 
Thessalonians 4:14). It is the conscious souls and spirits of “the 
dead in Christ” that God will “bring with him” when he comes 
to earth to resurrect their bodies (1 Thessalonians 4:14). Paul’s 
desire was to “de part [from this life] and to be with Christ, 
which is far better” (Philippians 1:23), though he was willing, 
for the sake of those who needed his ministry, to continue “in 
the flesh,” serving them and Christ here on earth (verse 24).

Paul would not have wanted to leave this life of ser vice to 
Christ and the church simply to fall into a soul sleep. Neither 
would he have called being with Christ “far better” had it meant 
to slip into an unconscious state of “soul sleep,” as some errone-
ously teach.

Must the Church Be United Before the Rapture?

Question: Many are teaching that the church must be 
united and purified before Christ can return. Is that 

bib lical?

Response: It is neither biblical nor logical that the small 
fraction of the church that is alive on earth at the time 

of the Rapture must have attained to a status un known by 
Christians who have already died in order to join them at 
that heavenly marriage to our Lord. Yes, the bride is made 
ready and robed in white linen (Revelation 19:7–8), but the 
bride is the entire church. If this purifica tion is a prerequisite 
for being taken to heaven, then what about those who died 
before the Rapture? Clearly they must be “made ready” after 
they get to heaven. Then why wouldn’t this also apply to 
those Christians who are raptured? Why wouldn’t they be 
“made ready” in the same manner?



a  “ R a p T u R e ”  a n D  a  “ s e c o n D  c o m I n G ” ?

— 295 —

Surely this final cleansing can only take place at the judg-
ment seat of Christ (2 Corinthians 5:10), when we give account 
to our Lord and our works are tried in fire (1 Corinthians 3:11–
15). It is then that we are rewarded or suffer loss of reward, 
though not of salvation. There is no biblical basis for a “last-
days revival” that will make Christians worthy to be raptured 
to heaven. We are wor thy of heaven through Christ’s finished 
work and on that basis alone.

Moreover, the Bible speaks of the last-days church as apos-
tate (2 Thessalonians 2:3). Christ even questions whether He 
will find the faith on the earth when He re turns (Luke 18:8). 
Even the wise fall asleep while the bridegroom tarries (Matthew 
25:5). This is hardly the “last-days revived church” we are being 
told about! Let us therefore watch and be ready for our Lord’s 
return at any moment.

Didn’t Christ Predict Fulfillment of All  
Within His Generation?

Question: According to Matthew 24:34, Christ de clared, 
“This generation shall not pass till all these things 

[which he had prophesied] be fulfilled.” No one can deny 
that the “gospel of the kingdom” was not preached “unto 
all nations” (verse 14), that “all the tribes of the earth” did 
not see Christ “coming in the clouds of heaven with power 
and great glory” (verse 30), or that angels did not “gather 
together his elect from the four winds” (verse 31) before the 
generation to whom Christ spoke had passed away. That 
this is an obviously false prophecy can’t be denied. What do 
you make of it?

Response: The Greek word genea, translated “genera
tion,” is open to more than one interpretation. There 

have been two major theories among Christians concerning 
what Jesus meant by “this generation.” Those known 
as “preter ists” believe, like the critics, that He meant the 
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generation to whom He was speaking. Unlike the skeptics, 
however, those believers insist that everything Christ 
prophesied, including even the entire book of Revelation 
through the middle of chapter 20, came true within 
that generation, with the destruction of Jerusalem and 
the scattering of the Jews. By this theory Nero was the 
Antichrist.

Obviously, however, the generation alive at the time was 
not in danger of destroying all flesh from the earth with the use 
of bows and arrows and spears (Matthew 24:22), as our genera-
tion can now do with its modern weapons. And we now know, 
in retrospect, that much of what Christ foretold (as already 
noted) did not occur in AD 70. Therefore, the generation alive 
in Christ’s day could not possibly have been the generation to 
which He referred.

Two Equally Untenable Theories

The more popular theory (until recently) is held by those 
Christians known as “futurists.” They believe that “this gen-
eration” referred to the generation that would be alive at the 
time when Israel would be brought back into her land in the 
“last days,” as the prophets so clearly foretold. This belief was 
strengthened by the ob vious fact that many of the prophecies 
throughout the Bible could not be fulfilled until Israel was 
indeed back in her land.

For that reason, there was great expectancy that the Pre-Trib 
Rapture would occur in 1981, a date calculated by adding 40 
years (estimated length of a generation) to 1948, when Israel 
was restored, then subtracting seven years for the Tribulation. 
When 1981 came and passed without the Rapture occurring, 
many Christians were disillusioned and felt obliged to opt for a 
Post-Trib Rapture. Some even abandoned belief in the Rapture 
ever taking place.
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That neither of these first two interpretations is ten able is 
quite clear on moral grounds. It would not have been just, if 
the judgment of all of Israel’s past sins were to “come upon 
this generation” (Matthew 23:36) or for the “blood of all the 
prophets, which was shed from the foundation of the world,” 
to be “required of this gener ation” (Luke 11 :50–51) that was 
alive in Christ’s day. Nor would it be any more just for such 
judgment to come upon the generation alive when Israel was 
restored to her land. Surely, then, Christ must have been using 
“generation” to refer to all wicked and unbelieving and evil 
people throughout all time.

The Only Explanation of What Christ Meant

Indeed, here is the only way to understand what Christ meant 
by “this generation.” He specified on many occasions the genera-
tion to which He referred as a “gen eration of vipers” (Matthew 
3:7), an “evil and adulterous generation” (12:39), a “wicked gen-
eration” (12:45), a “wicked and adulterous generation” (16:4), 
a “faithless and perverse generation” (17:17; Luke 9:41), an 
“adulter ous and sinful generation” (Mark 8:38), a “faithless gen-
eration” (9:19), and an “evil generation” (Luke 11:29).

These are not pleasant terms and obviously describe sin-
ful mankind in all its generations. We can only con clude, 
therefore, that Christ is indicating (contrary to the expecta-
tion of a last-days great revival or of a Christian takeover of 
the world) that the human race as a whole (ex cept for the few 
who believe) will remain in unbelief and rebellion against God 
until the very end.

There is another variation of this interpretation that agrees 
with Scripture. Inasmuch as Christ was speaking to Israel, we 
can also conclude that His words had a special application to 
the Jews. He was saying that, although some Jews would believe 
in Him and thus be part of the church, Israel as a whole would 
remain in unbelief and re bellion until all was fulfilled. Thus 
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Zechariah prophesied that Israel as a whole would remain a 
“faithless genera tion” (Mark 9:19) and not believe until Christ 
appeared in the midst of Armageddon to rescue them:

I will pour out upon the house of David, and upon the 
inhabitants of Jerusalem, the spirit of grace and of sup-
plications; and they shall look upon me whom they have 
pierced, and they shall mourn for him, as one mourneth for 
his only son.

In that day there shall be a fountain opened to the 
house of David and to the inhabitants of Jerusalem for sin 
and for uncleanness. . . . 

And I will bring the third part [of Israel] through the 
fire, and will refine them as silver is re fined, and will try 
them as gold is tried; they shall call on my name, and I will 
hear them; I will say, It is my people, and they shall say, The 
Lord is my God. (Zechariah 12:10; 13:1, 9)

Must We Establish the Kingdom for Christ to Reign?

Question: I’ve been coming into contact more fre
quently with Christians who seem to love the Lord and 

believe that we have to take over the world and set up the 
kingdom before Christ can return. They are convinced that 
Christ will return to earth to rule here—not to take us to 
heaven—and that He cannot do so until we have set up the 
kingdom for Him. They say that those who believe in the 
Rapture will be so shocked to face the Antichrist, when they 
didn’t expect to, that they will be deceived and think he is 
Christ. Doesn’t this make good sense?

Response: The real Lord Jesus Christ, as the Bible says, 
will raise the dead and catch us up to meet Him in the 

air (1 Thessalonians 4:13–18). Consequently, those whose 
“Christ” meets them on earth and has arrived to rule over 
the kingdom they have established in his name have been 
serving Antichrist. It is that simple when one accepts what 
the Bible teaches about the Rapture.
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As for being deceived into believing that Antichrist is 
Christ, the belief in the Rapture, once again, protects us from 
that. Though Antichrist will be able to do great signs and won-
ders by the power of Satan (2 Thessalonians 2:9–10), there is 
one thing he cannot do: He cannot simul taneously raise the 
dead and catch up the living believers to heaven. Those who are 
watching for the Christ who raptures us to heaven cannot be 
deceived by a counterfeit who can only rule on earth.



The religion of Jesus Christ aims at nothing less than 
the utter overthrow of all other systems of religion of 
the world, denouncing them as inadequate to the wants 
of man, false in their foundations and dangerous in 
their tendency. . . . These are no ordinary claims; and it 
seems hardly possible for a rational being to . . . treat 
them with mere indifference or contempt.

—Professor sImon GreenLeAf1

Jesus said unto her, I am the resurrection and the life; 
he that believeth in me, though he were dead, yet shall 
he live; and whosoever liveth and believeth in me shall 
never die.

—JoHn 11:25–26 

Jesus saith unto him, l am the way, the truth, and the 
life; no man cometh unto the Father but by me.

—JoHn 14:6
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d11
the Gospel  
that saves

Do All Roads Go to the Same Place?

Question: I find it very naïve and objectionable that 
Christians claim that Christianity is the only true 

religion. Aren’t we all taking different roads to get to the 
same place?

Response: Like most people, you apparently consider 
the popular notion that “we’re all taking different 

roads to get to the same place” to be commendably broad
minded. On the contrary, it is extremely dogmatic and nar
rowminded—more so than anything Christianity teaches. 
Yes, it allows everyone to take the road of his choice, but it 
insists that no matter which road is taken, we must all end 
up at the same place. I reject such dogmatism and reserve 
the right to choose my own eternal destiny.
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Christianity teaches that there are two destinations and that 
each person has the freedom to choose one of the two: heaven 
or hell. That Jesus Christ is the only way to heaven can be eas-
ily proved. Nor can that fact justify any complaint, since Christ 
offers Himself freely by grace as the Savior of all who will believe 
in Him. What folly to insist upon taking your own way to heaven, 
a place where you have never been and that you don’t even know 
how to reach! Obviously, God alone is entitled to decide whom 
He will allow to enter there and upon what terms.

We all know that we have violated God’s laws and that keep-
ing the law perfectly in the future (even if that were possible) 
cannot make up for having broken it in the past. None of the 
world’s religions (Christianity is not a religion but a relation-
ship with God through Christ) of fers a righteous basis for God 
to forgive sins and to wel come the sinner into His presence. 
Neither Buddha, Confucius, Zoroaster, Muhammad, nor any 
other founder of a religion ever claimed to pay the penalty for 
the sins of the world. They couldn’t even pay for their own sins 
and are thus still in their graves.

Only Christ (who is God and man in one Person) was able 
to pay the infinite penalty that His own justice de manded. His 
resurrection and ascension to heaven proved that fact. On that 
basis alone can sinners be for given. The choice is yours—either 
to believe this good news that the penalty has been paid and to 
receive the Lord Jesus Christ as your Savior, or to reject Him. 
Which will it be? If the latter, remember that you can never 
blame God for your fate. You have chosen it yourself.

Narrow-Minded and Dogmatic?

Question: There are thousands of religions in the world, 
each one answering the needs of a particular cul ture 

or individual. To insist that only one (as Christians do) is 
right and all others wrong is, in my opinion, so nar row 
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minded and dogmatic as to be unbelievable. Reli gious 
exclusivism does violence to man’s right to freely choose his 
belief system. What kind of God would reject a sincerely 
held religious belief?

Response: I’m afraid you presuppose a god of your 
own making and a theology to fit your god. Suppose 

I said that mathematics is narrowminded and dogmatic 
and that we ought to be more broadminded about the 
sums of numbers and allow any answer on a math test as 
long as the student is sincere. Such a suggestion would be 
preposterous. Why? Because “narrowminded and dog
matic” is an accusation that is absolutely senseless to make 
against mathematics.

The very nature of reality demands that there be un change-
able absolutes. Without definite and predictable physical laws, 
this universe could not function. Is it not reasonable that spiri-
tual reality should be just as defi nitely defined?

Suppose you go to the examining physician for his diag-
nosis, and he replies: “I wouldn’t be so narrow-minded and 
dogmatic as to come up with a definite diag nosis. What would 
you like? Open-heart surgery has been very popular lately, or 
I could transplant a kidney. I think everyone is entitled to the 
operation of his choice.” Would you trust yourself to such a 
physician? Of course not! Then how can you trust yourself to 
the equally fool ish idea that anything goes with God, that He 
has no defi nite diagnosis of sin and no definite remedy?

Imagine this announcement coming from the cockpit of a 
passenger jet: “I’m not narrow-minded and dog matic. I’ll just 
punch some buttons and see where it takes us. All directions 
lead to the same destination.” Would you want to fly with that 
fool? Wouldn’t you prefer a nar row-minded, dogmatic, funda-
mentalist pilot who knows where he is going and follows the 
rules to get there?
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Your theory about religion would bring utter chaos and 
destruction if it were put into practice in ordinary life. Then 
why should it be acceptable when it comes to that which is most 
important in life—one’s eternal destiny? Is God less concerned 
about order in heaven than He is about order here on earth? 
Less concerned about things of the eternal spirit than of the 
temporal body? Hardly.

Everyone knows that to fly an airplane or practice medi-
cine or even bake a cake one must follow specific procedures. 
One can’t even play a game without rules. Then why attempt 
to avoid the rules that God has set in the realm of the spirit? 
Why not accept the good news of the gospel? That good news 
is explained in these verses, which are usually the first ones that 
every Sunday school child learns by heart:

For God so loved the world, that he gave his only begotten 
Son, that whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but 
have everlasting life.

For God sent not his Son into the world to con demn 
the world; but that the world through him might be saved.

He that believeth on him is not condemned: but he 
that believeth not is condemned already, because he hath 
not believed in the name of the only begot ten Son of God. 
(John 3:16–18)

Sincerity won’t get astronauts to the moon, nor will it pre-
vent arsenic from killing the person who ingested it by mis take. 
Yoga won’t pay a traffic ticket. Nor will church attendance or 
charitable deeds pay for past sins. It makes no sense to set out 
from Los Angeles to New York without a map. What folly it 
would be to refuse to follow a map because maps are so restric-
tive, and to insist that any road in any di rection will do! How 
much greater is the folly of insisting that any road sincerely fol-
lowed will take one to heaven!



T h e  G o s p e l  T h aT  s aV e s

— 305 —

What About Those Who Never Heard of Christ?

Question: The best argument I know of to discredit 
Jesus is His statement “I am the way . . . no man comes 

to the Father but by me.” There are billions of people alive 
now and who have lived in the past who never even heard of 
Christ and Christianity. And they’re all damned?

Response: There are also hundreds of millions, if not 
billions, who have heard the gospel of Christ and have 

re jected it. How do we know that those who haven’t heard 
would believe if they did hear? God knows who would and 
who would not believe, and we may be certain that He will 
somehow get the gospel to everyone who would embrace it.

Jesus said, “Abraham rejoiced to see my day, and he saw 
it and was glad” (John 8:56). Yet Abraham grew up in pagan-
ism, out of which God called him. If God could do that for 
Abraham, He can do it for anyone.

Romans 1:18–32 states that every person knows from the 
universe around him that a God of infinite power is man’s 
Creator, and yet the vast majority of people have rejected that 
revelation and indulged in idol worship and gross immorality 
and “are without excuse.” Romans 2:14–15 adds that every per-
son knows in his conscience that he has violated God’s laws and 
is under God’s judg ment. All those who, under conviction of 
conscience by the Holy Spirit, cry out to God in repentance for 
His sal vation will, in one way or another, be given the gospel.

Was a Virgin Birth Essential?

Question: The virgin birth of Jesus is presented as one 
of the cornerstones of Christianity for both Catholics 

and Christians. I don’t see why this is essential. My pas tor 
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says the Bible doesn’t even teach it. The Hebrew word alma, 
translated virgin in most Christian Bibles, really means 
“young woman.” Is he right?

Response: Yes, it is true that alma means “young woman.” 
It is never used in the Old Testament, however, except 

to signify a young woman who is a virgin. In Israel, a young 
unmarried woman had to be a virgin. If not, she was stoned. 
Alma never refers to a married woman.

Only the rankest critic would argue that alma in Isa iah 7:14 
(“Therefore the Lord himself shall give you a sign: Behold, a 
virgin shall conceive and bear a son”) could mean anything but 
virgin. It would hardly be a sign for a nonvirgin to conceive 
and bear a son. Further more, the quotation of this verse in the 
New Testament (Matthew 1:23) uses a Greek word that, with-
out ques tion, means “virgin.”

If Jesus Christ was not born of a virgin, then He was an 
ordinary man who would have had to die for his own sins and 
could not have died for the sins of the world. To be our Savior 
and pay the infinite penalty demanded by God’s justice, Jesus 
had to be God come to earth as a man. Being God, the body He 
took (“a body hast thou prepared me”—Hebrews 10:5) when 
He became a man could not have been created through normal 
sexual in tercourse but only by the creative power of God within 
the womb of a virgin. If Jesus was not virgin born, there is no 
salvation, and Christianity is a hoax.

What Does It Mean to Be Saved?

Question: I’m not clear on the term “saved.” It’s cer
tainly not in vogue in many seminaries and churches. 

However, I find it in the Bible, especially in the New Tes
tament. Just what does it mean?
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Response: In the physical realm, one would have no 
trouble understanding what it means to be saved, 

whether from drowning or from bankruptcy or from some 
other disaster by the act of someone who effected the 
rescue and would rightly be called one’s savior. To suggest 
that such salvation could ever become oldfash ioned and 
meaningless would be ludicrous. It would be criminal to 
persuade a drowning man or someone who needed to be 
rescued from a burning building to reject the emergency 
help offered because “being saved is no longer in vogue.” 
How much greater the crime to per suade anyone that there 
is no need for eternal salvation!

One either needs to be saved or he doesn’t need to be saved. 
That necessity is not a matter of fancy but of fact. Christ said 
that He came to earth “that the world through him might be 
saved” (John 3:17), thus indicating that every one needs to be 
saved. Confirming this, Peter declared of Christ: “Neither is 
there salvation in any other, for there is none other name under 
heaven given among men whereby we must be saved” (Acts 
4:12). Paul put it like this:

This is a faithful saying, and worthy of all ac ceptation, that 
Christ Jesus came into the world to save sinners, of whom I 
am chief. (1 Timothy 1:15)

Our own consciences confirm what the Bible de clares: 
Sinners (which we all are) need salvation from the judgment 
that God has decreed against sin. Old-fash ioned idea? Out of 
vogue? Hardly! And those who make this claim deny the very 
basic elements of God’s exis tence, our moral accountability to 
Him and breach of His laws, and our obvious necessity to accept 
the salvation He lovingly offers us as a free gift of His grace.
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What Must I Do to Be Saved?

Question: I’m confused about how one gets saved. As a 
Catholic, my favorite catechism stated: “What is necessary 

to be saved? You have to be baptized, belong to the Church 
estab lished by Jesus Christ, obey the Ten Commandments, 
receive the Sacraments, pray, do good works and die with 
Sanctifying Grace in your soul.”2 That seemed to impose a 
hopeless bur den. If I missed Mass and died with that mortal 
sin upon me before I could get to confession, I would be lost 
forever. Since leaving Catholicism I’ve only become more 
confused by the contradictory teachings among Protestant 
denominational churches. Some say baptism is essential 
for salvation, others that it isn’t. Some say that holiness or 
speaking in tongues are necessary, others say no. How can 
I know the truth?

Response: Your very question “What must I do to be 
saved?” was asked of the apostle Paul. His concise 

an swer is the truth you seek: “Believe on the Lord Jesus 
Christ, and thou shalt be saved” (Acts 16:30–31).

Note that Paul said nothing about baptism, church mem-
bership, penance, Mass, Mary or other saints, good works, or 
anything else. Salvation comes through faith in Christ and noth-
ing else. To suggest that more is needed is to deny the Bible’s 
clear teaching that Christ is the only Savior of sinners. Never 
does the Bible suggest (and com mon sense also rejects the idea) 
that Christ can only par tially save us, and it is up to us or some 
other pseudo-Savior to make up for what Christ couldn’t do. If 
Christ was not able to complete our salvation, then it would do 
no good to look elsewhere for supplemental help.

Of course, to believe on Christ, one must know who He 
is, how He accomplished our salvation, and why we need to 
be saved. God’s infinite justice requires an infinite penalty for 
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our violation of His holy law. As finite beings, we could never 
pay that infinite penalty but would be separated from God for 
eternity. God, being infinite, could in one sense pay the penalty 
His justice demands, but that wouldn’t be right because He isn’t 
one of us.

Consequently, because of His great love, God became a man 
through the virgin birth. He never ceased to be God (an impos-
sibility) and will never cease to be man. In love, He took our 
sins upon Himself and paid the infinite penalty we deserved. On 
that basis, He offers complete pardon and eter nal life in heaven 
for all who will repent of their sin against God and receive the 
forgiveness that God offers in Christ.

The following true account, as I remember Billy Graham 
telling it, illustrates the point very well. When driving through 
a small town in the southeastern United States, he was pulled 
over by a motorcycle officer who gave him a speeding ticket and 
brought him immedi ately before the local judge to pay the fine. 
It happened that the judge was a barber, and Billy had to wait 
until he finished with a customer.

Having taken off his barber’s apron and put on his black 
robe, the judge pulled a gavel out of the court’s drawer and 
called the court to order. “What is the charge?” he asked the 
officer.

“Your honor,” the officer replied, “this man was do ing 35 in 
a 25-mile zone.”

“How does the defendant plead?” asked the judge, turning 
to Billy.

“Your honor,” said Billy, “I wasn’t looking at the speedom-
eter, so I’ll have to take his word for it.”

“That will be $10,” said the judge, pounding with his gavel. 
“One dollar for every mile over the limit.” (This was obviously 
long, long ago!)

Billy took out his wallet, opened it, and began to count 
out some bills when the judge interrupted him. “Haven’t I seen 
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you somewhere?” he asked. Then looking closer, and before his 
famous defendant could respond, he ex claimed, “Of course! 
You’re Billy Graham! What an honor! I’ve seen you on TV. . . .”

A friendly conversation followed. In fact, it became so 
friendly that Billy put his wallet back into his pocket.

The conversation seemed to come to an end, and Billy 
turned to leave.

“That will be $10!” said the judge firmly, pounding with 
his gavel. “I may just be a barber most of the time, but I try to 
run an honest court. The ticket has been writ ten out and has 
to be paid.”

Again Billy pulled out his wallet and started search ing for 
the proper amount, but the judge was quicker. Reaching into 
the barbershop drawer, he pulled out a $10 bill and put it in the 
court’s drawer. Then he wrote out a receipt and gave it to Billy 
Graham, now a free man.

That’s exactly what Christ did for us. The “ticket has been 
written out” in heaven on all of us: “For all have sinned and 
come short of the glory of God” (Romans 3:23) and it must be 
paid because God runs an honest court. Billy Graham could eas-
ily have paid the $10 in his case, but we cannot pay the infinite 
penalty assessed against each of us. So God himself, becoming a 
man to die in our place, paid the penalty and gives us the paid-
in-full receipt the moment we receive the Lord Jesus Christ as 
our Savior.

Is the True Gospel in the Stars?

Question: I recently read two books, Witness of the 
Stars by E. W. Bullinger and The Gospel in the Stars 

by Joseph A. Seiss. They were interesting, but something 
about them troubled me. Is it true that the gospel is really 
in the stars and that ancient man, even before the flood, had 
this witness and knew what it meant?
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Response: No. Although the Bible frequently states that 
the heavens are given for “signs,” it never implies that 

these “signs” present the gospel. The Bible says, “The heav
ens declare the glory of God” (Psalm 19:1) and that every 
person, no matter what his language, understands that 
message (Psalm 19:3). Indeed, all of creation reveals God’s 
glory and power, which are “clearly seen, being understood 
by the things that are made” (Romans 1:20). Never are we 
told, however, that the heavens or any other part of creation 
declare the gospel. That is presented only by God’s Word.

Those who promote this view admit that the gospel can’t be 
seen in the stars without considerable imagina tive interpreta-
tion. Seiss confesses that “the starry worlds do not and cannot 
declare or show forth Christ as Re deemer. . . .”3  But without 
Christ as Redeemer there is no gospel! D. James Kennedy, who 
promotes Seiss’s thesis, admits in his sermon The Gospel in the 
Stars: “You can look at the stars in Virgo until you are green in 
the face and they would never look like a woman!” But Paul says 
that what the heavens declare is “clearly seen” by anyone who 
looks at them. Obviously, Paul is talking about something other 
than what these men promote.

No Picture Can Present the Gospel

If God had intended the stars to present the gospel, He would 
have had to arrange them in such a way that they would clearly 
form the images He wanted man to see in them. Obviously, 
He didn’t do so. Furthermore, there is no way that mere visual 
images, no matter how clearly the stars had been positioned, 
could present the gospel. The clearest image the stars offer is 
the Southern Cross. Yet who would know by merely looking at 
such a configuration in the sky that Christ would in the future 
die, or had already died, upon a cross for our sins, and that He 
was the perfect, sinless Son of God, who was pay ing the penalty 
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demanded by His own infinite justice? No visual image could 
explain those facts!

In fact, the “images” imaginatively associated with certain 
constellations are open to almost limitless inter pretations, and 
thus do not carry within themselves any safeguard of their 
alleged message—a message that Seiss acknowledges has been 
badly corrupted into astrol ogy and occultism. A major purpose 
of Seiss’s work, then, is to tell us what these alleged “signs” really 
meant in ages past. He claims to have recovered this true mean-
ing through much research—a meaning that, again, he admits 
has not been ordinarily assigned to them for many centuries. So 
these marvelous signs have actually failed to accomplish their 
purpose because it is in fact im possible for them to do so in and 
of themselves.

Without the Bible, and with only the stars themselves to 
observe, we could not possibly understand the gospel. That 
obvious fact undermines this entire thesis. The word “gospel” 
is used 101 times in 95 verses in the Bible (all New Testament), 
and it is never associated with the stars or the witness of creation. 
The gospel is always preached by people and must be perfectly 
clear and un derstood for it to be of any effect. The alleged “gos-
pel in the stars” fails to meet these criteria. Moreover, Matthew 
24:14, Mark 13:10, etc., indicate that the gospel must yet be 
preached to all nations. Thus it clearly had not been preached in 
the stars—certainly not in “all its length and breadth,” as Seiss 
enthusiastically declares.

The Bible states that the gospel began to be preached with 
the advent of Christ (Mark 1:1; Philippians 4:15; 2 Timothy 
1:10) and indicates that it had previously been a mystery until 
then “kept secret since the world began” (Ro mans 16:25). This 
is hardly consistent with the theory that the gospel had been 
proclaimed in the stars for thousands of years before Christ. 
Yet Seiss ardently declares that “all the great doctrines of the 
Christian faith were known, be lieved, cherished, and recorded 
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[in the stars] from the ear liest generations of our race, proving 
that God has spoken to man, and verily given him a revelation 
of truths and hopes precisely as written in our Scriptures, and 
so fondly cherished by all Christian believers.”4 The Bible never 
once even hints at such a presentation.

Beware The Huckster’s Gospel!

Question: Something troubles me about some evan
gelistic crusades and church services I have attended. 

It seems to me that the appeal to “come to Christ” is linked 
to deliverance from sickness, from financial problems, from 
unhappiness, etc. At other times, even when the true gospel 
has been preached, it has seemed that the ap peal has been 
based more on emotion than on truth. Isn’t something 
wrong, or am I just too picky?

Response: Your concern is wellfounded. Our gener
ation is obsessed with numbers and a false view of suc

cess that reflects the values of this world rather than of the 
world to come. It is assumed that anyone can be per suaded 
to buy any product if the advertising hype and sales pitch 
are right. Large corporations spend billions on research and 
advertising in order to peddle their prod ucts to the widest 
possible market. Unfortunately, that mentality has entered 
the church as well.

For many evangelists and churches, Jesus Christ has become 
a “product” to be packaged and marketed, using the same tech-
niques that have proved successful in the world. There is indeed 
much that we could call deceptive in today’s evangelical sales 
pitch. Christ is preached as a panacea rather than the only rem-
edy for sin and deliver ance from judgment. Instead of truth, 
we are being of fered music and entertainment to get us “in the 
mood,” and the gospel is often watered down to make it as 
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palat able as possible. As Joyce Main Hanks of the University of 
Costa Rica declares in the preface of her translation of Jacques 
Ellul’s The Humiliation of the Word:

Public officials are “electable” in the United States today 
only if they project an attractive televi sion image. Reaction 
to presidential “debates,” for example, depends almost 
entirely on image, not substance, truth or coherent ratio-
nal argument.

Similarly, the Church indulges our desire to “feel 
good” instead of responding to our need to be spiritu-
ally challenged and fed through solid exposi ton of the 
Scriptures. The electronic Church in par ticular panders to 
our appetite for entertainment rather than authentic dis-
cipleship and maturity.5

When Christ was approached by those who offered to follow 
Him, He didn’t say to His disciples: “Sign him up quick, Peter! 
Get him in the choir, John! Make him a deacon, James! Hurry 
before he changes his mind!” In stead, Christ said something 
like this: “So you want to follow me? Let me tell you where I’m 
going. I’m heading for a hill outside of Jerusalem called Calvary. 
There they will nail me to a cross. So if you are really going to 
follow me, you might as well pick up your cross right now!” Yes, 
Jesus said, “If any man will come after me, let him deny himself 
and take up his cross and follow me” (Matthew 16:24).

Christ must be presented not as an inspiring leader who 
will help us to feel better about ourselves, or who will heal our 
bodies or prosper our marriage or business, but as the Sav ior 
of those who know they deserve God’s eternal judg ment and 
cannot save themselves. We must call sinners to repentance and 
to believe the gospel because it is true. All who refuse the truth 
will be given a strong delusion to believe Satan’s lie “that they all 
might be damned who be lieved not the truth, but had pleasure 
in unrighteousness” (2 Thessalonians 2:12). There is a solemnity 
about the gospel that must be recovered if we are to see genuine 
sal vation in the place of the plethora of false professions.
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Who Is Really Saved?

Question: If a Roman Catholic believes wholeheart edly 
in the Lord Jesus Christ and is committed to serving 

Him as his Lord, and if he believes that the only way his 
sins can be forgiven is through Christ’s death as atone ment 
for those sins, and the believer’s repentance, isn’t he saved? 
Suppose a person has salvation by faith alone; does he lose 
that salvation by believing in infant baptism? Does he lose 
his salvation by believing that communion is really the body 
and blood of Christ, as the Lord said it was? Does he lose his 
salvation if he believes in purgatory?

Response: Anyone who believes the gospel, which is 
“the power of God unto salvation to everyone that 

be lieveth” (Romans 1:16), is saved, whether he be called 
Catholic, Baptist, Methodist, or whatever. If, however, 
a Roman Catholic “believes wholeheartedly in the Lord 
Jesus Christ,” as you suggest, then he would find himself 
in irreconcilable conflict with the doctrines and practices of 
his Church. It is logically impossible for a Roman Catholic 
to truly believe the gospel that saves and to be lieve the 
tenets of Catholicism at the same time, because they are 
diametrically opposed.

For example, how can a person believe that Christ’s sacri-
fice on the Cross for our sins is an accomplished fact of history 
and that He is now at the Father’s right hand in heaven in a 
resurrected, glorified body and at the same time believe that He 
exists bodily on Catholic altars as a wafer, perpetually suffering 
the agonies of the Cross (as Vatican II says) “in the sacrifice of 
the Mass”?6

Quite clearly, both of these contradictory beliefs can not 
be maintained at one time. How do we know which one is 
truly believed by Catholics who profess both? To remain in 
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the Roman Catholic Church and to continue to participate 
in the “sacrifice of the Mass” would surely in dicate faith in the 
Roman Catholic Church and its dogma rather than in the true 
biblical gospel.

Catholicism’s Gospel

How can anyone believe that Christ, through His sac rifice 
on the Cross, “obtained eternal redemption for us” (Hebrews 
9:12) and at the same time believe that “the work of our redemp-
tion” is still in the process of being accomplished through the 
Eucharist (as Vatican II says)?7 How can a person believe that 
Christ’s redemptive work on the Cross is “finished,” as He him-
self said (John 19:30), and at the same time believe that the 
Mass is a perpetuation of Christ’s sacrifice? No thinking person 
could believe both at once.

Vatican II states that in the Mass “Christ perpetuates in an 
unbloody manner the sacrifice offered on the Cross. . . .”8 How 
can one “perpetuate” an event that was completed in the past? 
It is logically impossible.

One may remember or memorialize a past event, but one 
cannot perpetuate it in the present. How can anyone be lieve 
that through Christ’s death and resurrection, more than 1,900 
years ago, the debt of our sin has been paid in full and at the 
same time engage in the Mass, which pur ports to be additional 
payments on that debt?

The Code of Canon Law declares that “the work of re demption 
is continually accomplished in the mystery of the Eucharistic 
Sacrifice. . . .”9 Vatican II says that the Mass is “a sacrifice in 
which the sacrifice of the Cross is perpetuated” and in which 
“our Lord is immolated . . . offering himself to the Father for 
the world’s salvation through the ministry of priests.”10 Here is 
a brief summary of official Catholic teach ing about the Mass 
from a Catholic dictionary:
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The Mass is a truly propitiatory sacrifice, which means 
that by this oblation “the Lord is appeased, He grants grace 
and the gift of repentance, and He pardons wrongdoings 
and sins, even grave ones. For it is one and the same vic-
tim. He who now makes the offering through the ministry 
of priests and he who then offered himself on the Cross.” 
(Denzinger 1743)11

The Bible, however, clearly teaches that Christ’s sac rifice is 
not continually being offered in the present but was completed 
once for all time on the Cross:

Once . . . hath he appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice 
of himself . . . Christ was once offered to bear the sins of 
many (Hebrews 9:26, 28); this man [Christ], after he had 
offered one sacrifice for sins forever, sat down on the right 
hand of God . . . for by one offering he hath perfected forever 
them that are sanctified . . . there is no more offering for sin. 
(Hebrews 10:12–18)

A Choice to Make

Christ said, “Come unto me and I will give you rest. I give 
my sheep eternal life and they will never perish.”

One cannot believe in Christ while looking to a church, 
Catholic or other, for salvation. The many prayers to Mary to 
“obtain for us forgiveness of sin and eternal life” are in themselves 
proof that the Catholic has not trusted Christ for his salvation. If 
I offered to pay in full a debt you owed, would not your contin-
ual petitioning of someone else to pay it be sufficient evidence 
that you nei ther believed nor accepted my offer?

One cannot believe in Christ alone and at the same time 
believe in Christ plus baptism and the sacraments and good 
graces of the Roman Catholic Church. Paul wrote:

Though we or an angel from heaven preach any other gos-
pel unto you than that which we have preached unto you, 
let him be accursed [anathema].
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As we said before, so say I now again [for empha sis], If 
any man preach any other gospel unto you . . . let him be 
accursed [anathema]. (Galatians 1:8–9)

Paul was referring to and cursing those known as Ju daizers 
because they taught that in addition to faith in Christ’s fin-
ished work one also had to keep the Jewish law. That small 
addition destroyed the gospel. Yet the Catholic Church has had 
1,500 years to add far more to the gospel than the Judaizers 
ever imagined. That false gospel cannot save—and merits Paul’s 
anathema.

Yes, Catholics believe the basics of the gospel: that Christ is 
God, who came to this earth through the virgin birth, lived a 
perfect, sinless life, died on the Cross for our sins, rose from the 
grave the third day, and is coming again. But that is not all that 
Catholics must believe. To the true gospel, Roman Catholicism 
has added the Mass (as a propitiatory sacrifice by which sins are 
pardoned), pur gatory, indulgences, intercession of Mary, and 
the neces sity of baptism and belonging to the Church and par-
ticipating in the “sacraments of the New Law,” which Trent and 
Vatican II say are essential for salvation.

One must believe in one or the other of the conflict ing gos-
pels: the biblical gospel or the Roman Catholic gospel. One 
cannot sincerely believe two contradictory propositions at the 
same time. Anyone who trusts in Christ alone is saved. Sadly, 
it is at the same time possi ble to give lip service to the false 
teachings of one’s church, or not to fully understand its false 
teachings. God alone can judge such hearts.

Has God Predestined Some to Heaven  
And Some to Hell?

Question: I have a friend who turned his back on 
God after his third year in a conservative evangelical 

seminary. He was taught that God has already decided who 
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will be saved and who will spend eternity in hell, who will 
have good things happen to him in life, and who will have 
bad. Can you help me to help him?

Response: There is no doubt that God is sovereign and 
could have predestined some to heaven and some to 

hell. Or He could send us all to hell because that is what we 
deserve. The question is not God’s sovereignty, how ever, but 
His love. That God wants all mankind to be saved and to be 
in heaven is clear:

For God so loved the world . . . that the world through him 
might be saved (John 3:16–17). The fa ther sent the Son to 
be the Saviour of the world. (1 John 4:14)

The Lord is . . . not willing that any should per ish, but 
that all should come to repentance (2 Peter 3:9). Who will 
have all men to be saved, and to come unto the knowledge 
of the truth. (1 Timothy 2:4)

Who gave himself a ransom for all (1 Timothy 2:6). 
And he is the propitiation for our sins, and not for ours 
only, but also for the sins of the whole world.(1 John 2:2)

No one will be in hell because God wanted him there or 
didn’t do all He could to persuade him to believe the gospel He 
has so fully and freely provided for all. Those who perish do so 
because they reject the salvation that God offers with such lov-
ing persuasion. To suggest that God doesn’t desire all mankind 
to be saved is a libel upon His character and a contradiction of 
the Bible! How could it be that the God who tells us to love 
our enemies doesn’t love all of His? It is inconceivable that God 
would willingly send anyone He truly loves to hell. That many 
people nev ertheless go there can only be because they rejected 
the sal vation God provided and lovingly offered by His grace.
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Foreknowledge Determines Predestination

If we are to believe that God has predestined certain ones to 
go to hell, then we must also believe that He pre destined that 
Adam and Eve should sin and thus predes tined all of the evil that 
followed. That is preposterous. The strict Calvinist says that we 
are so utterly depraved that we cannot choose to receive Christ. 
But that argument cannot apply to Adam and Eve because they 
were created in innocence. If they, like us today, could choose 
only evil, then God’s warnings to them not to eat of the forbid-
den fruit (and His appeals to us to come to Christ) are a farce.

The rebellion in the Garden of Eden by creatures who were 
until then innocent and living in a perfect environ ment could 
only have been the result of their will acting against God’s will. 
And if it was not a genuine choice, then sin could hardly have 
entered the world by that act, since they must have already been 
sinners.

Yes, God foreknew that Adam and Eve would rebel, and 
He knew all of the evil that would follow. Therefore, He made 
a provision for all sin and all sinners to be for given through 
Christ even before He created the world (Revelation 13:8). But 
He did not predestine the evil that began in Eden and pervades 
this world! If He did, then all of the rape, murder, hatred, jeal-
ousy, etc., that has oc curred in history and continues to this day 
is because God predestined it. Again, that is totally inconsistent 
with God’s character as revealed in His Word.

Romans 8:29–30 declares, “Whom he did foreknow, he also 
did predestinate . . . called . . . justified . . . glori fied.” Clearly, 
God made certain to get the gospel to all whom He knew would 
believe it. Thus, foreknowledge is the key to predestination.

Strict Calvinists object that to make a choice is a “work,” 
and salvation is “not of works.” However, that a man chooses to 
accept the pardon that God offers in Christ does not constitute 
any work on his part. If a drowning man, helpless to save him-
self, accepted an offer of rescue, would he thereby have done 
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anything to save himself? Could he say that he had been saved 
by his own works? Could he be proud (as some suggest of those 
who receive Christ by an act of their will) that his rescue from 
drowning was because he was “smart enough, lov ing enough, 
wise enough, righteous enough, or anything else enough . . .”? 
Of course not!

Salvation is all of God and all by grace. Those who ac cept it 
have done nothing to earn it. In fact, to be saved, a sinner must 
confess his total unworthiness and inability to merit or earn sal-
vation. He must simply receive it as a free gift of God’s grace.

A gift embodies two essential elements: 1) the giving of it, 
and 2) the receiving of it. One cannot give a gift to anyone 
unless that person is willing to receive it. God does not force 
Himself and His grace upon anyone. We must knowingly and 
willingly receive the gift of salva tion. That is why the gospel is 
preached and must be be lieved for a person to be saved.

Is Satan Our Co-Redeemer?

Question: I’m not a follower of the socalled “faith 
teachers,” as far as their “healthandwealth gospel” 

goes. However, it seems to me that they make a lot of sense 
when they teach that Christ had to sink into hell to be 
tortured by Satan. How else could He pay the full penalty 
for our sins?

Response: The penalty for sin is decreed by God’s 
perfect law and exacted by His infinite justice. Satan is 

not the enforcer of God’s righteousness. He does not ex act 
the penalty from Christ. We are told that God “laid on him 
[Christ] the iniquity of us all” and that “it pleased the Lord 
[Yahweh] to bruise him . . . [to] make his soul an offering 
for sin” (Isaiah 53:6, 10). There is not a word about Satan 
having any part in this process of redemption.
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In contrast to what the Bible so clearly states, here is what one 
of the leaders in the Positive Confession move ment teaches:

He allowed the devil to drag Him into the depths of hell as 
if He were the most wicked sinner who ever lived. . . . Every 
demon in hell came down on Him to annihilate Him. . . . 
They tortured Him be yond anything that anybody has ever 
conceived.

In a thunder of spiritual force, the voice of God spoke 
to the death-whipped, broken, punished spirit of Jesus . . .  
[in] the pit of destruction and charged the spirit of Jesus 
with resurrection power! Suddenly His twisted, death-
wracked spirit began to fill out and come back to life. . . . 
He was literally being reborn before the devil’s very eyes. 
He began to flex His spiritual muscles. . . . Jesus Christ 
dragged Satan up and down the halls of hell . . . Jesus . . .  
was raised up a born-again man. . . . The day I realized 
that a born-again man had defeated Satan, hell, and death, 
I got so excited!12

It is both fanciful nonsense and heresy to teach that our 
redemption comes through Satan torturing Jesus in hell. That 
would make Satan our co-redeemer. If he didn’t torture Jesus 
enough, we wouldn’t be saved—and if he did, should we thank 
him? How do we know he tortured Christ enough to save us?

Satan isn’t the proprietor of hell. He hasn’t even been there 
yet. Nor will Satan torture the damned, but he himself will be 
tormented with “everlasting fire, prepared for the devil and his 
angels” (Matthew 25:41) when death and hell have been “cast 
into the Lake of Fire” (Revelation 20:14).

Before He died, Jesus cried in triumph, “It is fin ished!” 
(John 19:30), indicating that our redemption had been accom-
plished on the Cross. Christ told the thief on the cross who 
believed in Him, “Today shalt thou be with me in paradise” 
(Luke 23:43), not in hell! He said, “Father, into thy hands I 
commend my spirit” (Luke 23:46). He didn’t end up, instead, 
in the hands of Satan!



T h e  G o s p e l  T h aT  s aV e s

— 323 —

Are We Saved by Baptism?

Question: Mark 16:16 says, “He that believeth and is 
baptized shall be saved.” In his Pentecost sermon, Peter 

urged his listeners to be baptized to wash away their sins. I 
am confused. Is baptism essential for salvation or is it not?

Response: There is not one verse in all the Bible that says 
that failure to be baptized damns the soul, but scores of 

verses declare that those who do not believe the gospel are 
lost. Nor is baptism any part of the gospel. As Paul said, 
“Christ sent me not to baptize but to preach the gospel” (1 
Corinthians 1:17; cf. 15:1–4). In Paul’s clear dec laration of 
“the gospel . . . by which . . . ye are saved” (1 Corinthians 
15:1–4), there is no mention of baptism.

It is upon believing the gospel that one is to be baptized 
(“What doth hinder me to be baptized? . . . If thou believest 
with all thine heart, thou mayest”—Acts 8:36–37). Christ, af ter 
His resurrection, sent His disciples forth to preach the gospel 
worldwide. Of their converts He said, “baptizing them in the 
name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost” 
(Matthew 28:19). That all who believe (and they alone) are to 
be baptized could not be clearer.

Baptism symbolizes the believer’s identification with Christ 
in His death, burial, and resurrection: “We are buried with him 
by baptism into death, that like as Christ was raised up from 
the dead . . . we also should walk in newness of life” (Romans 
6:4). Therefore, baptism in the early church was by immersion: 
“They went down both into the water . . . when they were come 
up out of the wa ter” (Acts 8:38–39; etc.). Death could only be 
symbolized in this type of baptism.
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Corrupt Innovations

Unfortunately, various innovations (sprinkling in stead of 
immersion) and even heresies were gradually in troduced regard-
ing baptism: that one must be baptized to be saved—indeed, 
that baptism itself saves the soul, even when administered to 
infants. Catholics even prac tice an intrauterine baptism of the 
fetus when there is doubt that it will be born alive.13 Such her-
esies became known as the doctrine of baptismal regeneration. 
Most Protestants holding similar beliefs today are not aware 
that they originated in the Roman Catholic Church in the 
Middle Ages.

The Council of Trent (1545–63) stated that although 
Christ “merited for us justification by His most holy passion  
. . . the instrumental cause [of justification/regeneration] is 
the sacrament of baptism. . . . If anyone says that baptism 
is . . . not necessary for salvation, let him be anathema.”14 
Vatican II (1962–5) reconfirms all of Trent15 and reiterates 
the necessity of baptism for salvation,16 as does the uni versal 
Catechism of the Catholic Church released by the Vat ican in 
1993: “Baptism is necessary for salvation . . . the Church does 
not know of any [other] means . . . that as sures entry into 
eternal beatitude. . . .”17

Trent anathematizes all who deny that “the merit of Jesus 
Christ is applied . . . to infants by the sacrament of baptism”  
or who deny that by baptism “the guilt of orig inal sin is remit-
ted. . . . ”18 Today’s Code of Canon Law (Canon 849) declares 
that those baptized are thereby “freed from their sins, are 
reborn as children of God and incorporated in the Church.” 
Canon 204 states: “The Christian faithful are those who . . . 
have been incorpo rated in Christ through baptism” and are 
thereby mem bers of the one, true Catholic Church.19
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What About Infant Baptism?

For centuries before the Reformation, baptismal re generation 
was rejected by non-Catholic believers, who taught from 
Scripture that baptism was only for those who had believed the 
gospel. Infant baptism was rejected, because infants have nei-
ther understood the gospel nor believed in Christ. Those who 
practiced infant baptism justified it by citing alleged biblical 
precedent where en tire families were baptized, presuming that 
there were in fants among them.

That this was not the case can easily be proved. Con sider 
Cornelius’ household: They heard the gospel, be lieved it, and 
were baptized. That no infants were involved is clear, for they 
had all gathered “to hear all things that are commanded thee of 
God” (Acts 10:33), things that an infant could not understand. 
“The Holy Ghost fell on all them which heard [and, obviously, 
un derstood and believed] the word” (verse 44); and they spoke 
with tongues (verse 46).

That they had “received the Holy Ghost” (verse 47) proved 
that they were saved. Therefore, Peter baptized them (verse 48). 
Here is proof both that one is saved without bap tism and that 
only those already saved are to be baptized.

Neither can infant baptism be supported from the case of the 
Philippian jailer, who “was baptized, he and all his [household]” 
(Acts 16:33). Again, there were obvi ously no infants present 
because Paul and Silas preached the gospel “to all that were in 
his house” (verse 32), and “all his house” believed (verse 34) and 
were then bap tized. The gospel is not preached to infants, not 
even by those who baptize them.

Errors Inherited from Roman Catholicism

The early Reformers such as Martin Luther were one time 
Catholics who, unfortunately, retained certain Catholic dog-
mas, among them baptismal regeneration and infant baptism. 
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These errors are held by some Protes tant denominations even 
today. The issue is a serious one: If baptism is essential for salva-
tion, then to reject that gospel is to be damned; but if salvation 
is through faith in Christ alone, then to add baptism as a con-
dition for salvation is to reject the true gospel and thus to be 
eternally lost.

The Bible declares that it is wrong to teach salvation by 
faith in Christ plus anything else, such as keeping the Jewish 
law (Acts 15:24). Paul cursed (anathematized) those who taught 
this false gospel that damns the soul (Galatians 1:8–9). A gospel 
of salvation through Christ plus baptism is equally false.

Paul couldn’t remember whom among the Corinthian 
believers he had baptized, and he was thankful that it had been 
very few (1 Corinthians 1:14–16)—a strange attitude, if bap-
tism were essential to salvation! Without baptizing them, Paul 
declared that he was their father in the faith:

“In Christ Jesus I have begotten you through the gospel” (1 
Corinthians 4:15). So they were saved through Paul’s preaching 
and without being baptized.

Baptismal Regeneration Proof Texts

Then what about Mark 16:16: “He that believeth and 
is baptized shall be saved”? All who believe the gospel are 
saved, so of course all who believe and are baptized are saved. 
That does not, however, say that baptism saves or that it is 
essential for salvation. Scores of verses declare that salvation 
comes by believing the gospel, with no mention of baptism: 
“It pleased God by the fool ishness of preaching to save them 
that believe” (1 Corinthi ans 1:21). See also John 3:16, 18, 36; 
5:24; Acts 10:43; 13:38; 16:31; Romans 1:16; 3:28; 4:24; 5:1; 
1 Corinthians 15:1–4; Ephesians 2:8, etc. Not one verse says 
that baptism saves.

Surely the Bible would make it clear that believing in Christ 
without being baptized cannot save, if that were the case, yet not 
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one verse says so! Instead, we have exam ples of those who believed 
and were saved without being baptized, such as the thief on the 
Cross and the Old Tes tament saints (Enoch, Abraham, Joseph, 
Daniel, et al.), to whom Christian baptism was unknown.

Yes, Peter said, “The like figure whereunto even bap tism 
doth also now save us . . . by the resurrection of Jesus Christ” 
(1 Peter 3:21). That statement is similar to Paul’s declaration 
that we are buried with Christ in bap tism and thereby dead to 
sin—yet we aren’t literally dead to sin. Peter is no more say-
ing that the physical act of bap tism literally saves us than Paul 
is saying that it literally makes us dead to sin. Water baptism 
has no such power. It is a “figure” or symbolization of a spiri-
tual baptism into Christ effected by the Holy Spirit and that 
is settled for ever in heaven and lived out by faith while we are 
here upon earth.

Significantly, Christ never baptized anyone (John 4:2)—very 
odd if baptism saves. The Savior of the world must have deliber-
ately avoided baptizing to make it clear that baptism has no part 
in salvation. Yes, Christ said we must be “born [again] of water 
and of the Spirit” to be saved (John 3:5), but it is unwarranted 
to assume that this is a literal “water” and means baptism.

Water and the Word

Jesus was speaking to Nicodemus, a rabbi, to whom “water” 
would not mean baptism (unknown in Jewish law) but the cer-
emonial cleansing of a leper or someone who had been defiled 
(Exodus 30; 40; Leviticus 13; 15, etc.). And that is what Christ 
meant. His death would make it possible to “sanctify and cleanse 
[His church] with the washing of water by the word [of the gos-
pel] (Ephesians 5:25). Christ said, “Now ye are clean through the 
word which I have spoken” (John 15:3).

Like Christ, Paul put water and the Spirit together, re ferring 
to the “washing of regeneration” and linking it with the “renew-
ing of the Holy Ghost” (Titus 3:5). We are born again by the 
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Holy Spirit and by the Word, or gospel, of God, which is some-
times called “water” because of its cleansing power. As Peter said, 
we are “born again . . . by the word of God” (1 Peter 1:23).

It was obviously this figure of Old Testament ceremo nial 
cleansing that Peter invoked for his Jewish audi ence in his 
Pentecost sermon: “Repent, and be baptized every one of you 
in the name of Jesus Christ for the re mission of sins” (Acts 
2:38). It is clear from the many other Scriptures we have given 
that Peter wasn’t saying that baptism saves but that it offered a 
ceremonial cleansing uniquely applicable to his Jewish hearers. 
To be baptized was to be identified before the fanatical Jews 
of Jerusalem with this hated Jesus Christ. Baptism cost fam ily 
and friends and endangered one’s life, as it still does in Israel 
and Muslim countries. Those who are afraid to take this public 
stand in such cultures are even today not considered to be true 
believers. Thus, for a Jew to be pub licly baptized at that time 
and in that culture was, in a sense, to “wash away [his] sins” 
(Acts 22:16), as Ananias told Saul.

The “gospel of Christ” is “the power of God unto sal vation” 
to everyone who believes it (Romans 1:16). That gospel, as Paul 
preached it, required faith in Christ’s blood poured out in death 
for one’s sins on the Cross. It said nothing about baptism. To 
preach baptismal regen eration is to preach a false gospel, and 
Paul cursed those who did so. The difference between these 
two gospels has eternal consequences.

Then baptism doesn’t matter? Indeed, it does. It is an act 
of obedience to Christ, who gave this ordinance to the church. 
And it is a powerful public testimony to one’s faith in Christ 
and one’s desire to allow Christ’s resur rection life to be made 
manifest in him.





Sustain us, O Virgin Mary, on our journey of faith and obtain 
for us the grace of eternal salvation.

—PoPe JoHn PAuL II  
 “THe HoLy fATHer’s PrAyer for THe mArIAn yeAr”1

Church teaching is that I don’t know, at any given mo ment, 
what my eternal future will be. I can hope, pray, do my very 
best—but I still don’t know. Pope John Paul II doesn’t know 
absolutely that he will go to heaven, nor does Mother Teresa 
of Calcutta.

—neW york’s JoHn CArdInAL o’Connor 
the new york times2

I have said to Jesus that if I don’t go to heaven for any thing 
else, I will be going to heaven for all the traveling with all the 
publicity, because it has purified me and sac rificed me and 
made me really ready to go to heaven.

—moTHer TeresA of CALCuTTA 
WAsHInGTon d.C.’s nATIonAL PrAyer BreAkfAsT,  

feBruAry 3, 1994

These things have I written unto you that believe on the name 
of the Son of God, that ye may know that ye have eternal life.

—1 JoHn 5:13
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How Do We Combat Doubts About Our Salvation?

Question: I’m a bornagain Christian who received 
Christ as my Savior more than 20 years ago. At that 

time, I literally felt Christ come into my heart and change 
my life. Yet there are times when I have to fight doubts 
because I just don’t feel right with the Lord. I know all the 
gospel verses and believe them, but it seems to me there 
must be something I’m missing. Can you help me?

Response: There could be many reasons for not feel ing 
right. A child who is secretly doing something of which 

his parents would not approve doesn’t feel right about it. It 
doesn’t mean he is no longer their child, but he knows that 
if they knew what he was doing they would be upset with 
him. Of course, God knows all about us.

Are you living a carnal life, consuming that brief span of time 
allotted to you on this earth in pursuing the world’s vain ambi-
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tions and pleasures, forgetting that time is very short and that 
eternity is forever? In your heart you know whether disobedi-
ence and neglect are the problem. Beyond those considerations, 
one’s faith can wane with the neglect of God’s Word and prayer 
and failure to fellowship regularly with other believers.

Our confidence in God and in our relationship with Him 
begins with His Word, feeding upon it and resting in its prom-
ises. You could even be doing that and yet have doubts, because 
you don’t have a solid enough ba sis for trusting God’s Word. 
One of the best ways to re store your confidence in the Word 
is through a study of prophecy. The fulfillment of prophecy 
provides tangible, empirical evidence that proves beyond any 
doubt that the Bible is inspired of God and that we can count 
upon all that it says.

The assurance of faith depends upon the truth of the gospel, 
and nothing makes that so sure as the fulfillment of prophecies 
concerning the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus. You need 
to be thoroughly grounded in God’s Word in this regard and 
then tell this good news and share the infallible proofs with 
others. The best way to strengthen your faith is to tell others 
why you believe and to be earnestly involved in seeking to win 
others to Christ.

Prophecy was the primary tool used by the early Christians 
in preaching the gospel. We need to do the same today. Paul 
would go into the synagogue, read from the Old Testament 
prophecies that promised the Messiah, then show that they had 
all been fulfilled in the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus of 
Nazareth. The Jews had no choice, if they were to be honest, 
but to be lieve that Jesus was their Messiah. Here is how Luke, 
who accompanied Paul on his travels, recorded a typical inci-
dent in one of the many towns they visited:

They came to Thessalonica, where was a syn agogue of the 
Jews; and Paul, as his manner was, went in unto them, and 
three sabbath days rea soned with them out of the scriptures, 
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opening and alleging that Christ must needs have suf fered 
and risen again from the dead, and that this Jesus, whom I 
preach unto you, is Christ. (Acts 17:1–3)

Isn’t There an Inward Assurance of the Holy Spirit?

Question: Is the certainty of the Christian faith con
fined to the fulfillment of prophecy as demonstrated 

in verifiable facts of history, archaeology, and science, or is 
there a spiritual confirmation as well? What about spiri tual 
experiences? Isn’t there an inward assurance of the Holy 
Spirit?

Response: “Faith cometh by hearing . . . the Word of 
God” (Romans 10:17). On the one hand, the Word of 

God stands on its own and needs no outside confirmation, 
for it is “quick [living] and powerful, and sharper than any 
twoedged sword . . . a discerner of the thoughts and in tents 
of the heart” (Hebrews 4:12). On the other hand, God has 
given us outside confirmation so that the Word of God proves 
itself to us in two ways: by the convicting and convincing 
power of the Holy Spirit, who inspires and speaks to our 
hearts through His Word, and by the confirmation available 
to us from outside verification through archaeology, history, 
and science. When all are in full agreement, we have an 
unshakable basis for com plete assurance.

Of course, outside confirmation is not essential, for even 
without it the Holy Spirit speaks powerfully to hearts willing 
to hear: “The Spirit itself beareth witness with our spirit, that 
we are the children of God” (Romans 8:16). Subjective con-
victions, however, can be mislead ing. Consider the multitudes 
who have been led astray by what they thought was the “leading 
of the Holy Spirit,” and it turned out to be wishful thinking or 
some other delusion.
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There is no deficiency on the part of the Holy Spirit but 
rather on our part. It is therefore helpful to have some inde-
pendent confirmation. Human frailty leaves us subject to the 
deceitfulness of our own hearts: “The heart is deceitful above 
all things, and desperately wicked: who can know it? I the Lord 
search the heart” (Jeremiah 17:9–10). We need to be on guard 
and pray as did David:

Search me, O God, and know my heart; try me, and know 
my thoughts, and see if there be any wicked way in me, and 
lead me in the way ever lasting. (Psalm 139:23–24)

Furthermore, if we had only what we thought was the 
inward confidence of the Holy Spirit, but the archae ological 
and historical evidence contradicted what the Bible said, we 
could be left in confusion. Remember, of course, that human 
efforts to gather data through ar chaeological and historical and 
scientific research are subject to error. We do not cast aside our 
confidence in God’s Word when the critics claim to have contra-
dictory evidence. They have been proven wrong every time they 
disputed what the Bible says. It is helpful, however, to know the 
evidence that backs up the Bible. For that rea son we have con-
centrated mainly on such affirmation in this volume.

A Knowing That Is Beyond Comprehension

There is, nevertheless, a knowing that goes beyond the intel-
lect and the capacity for human understanding. Paul prayed for 
the Ephesian believers that they might “know the love of Christ, 
which passeth knowledge, that ye might be filled with all the full-
ness of God” (Eph esians 3:19). There is a fullness of the Holy 
Spirit that is available to believers and removes every possible 
doubt, empowering the believer to pass on the mes sage of God 
in convincing assurance without any out side support.

The greatest experiences of life are all beyond our fi nite 
comprehension. Love cannot be explained or ana lyzed, nor 
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can beauty or goodness or joy. One could have a Ph.D. in all 
the subjects that this world’s uni versities offer and not be able 
to explain why a sunset is beautiful. Yet the simplest child can 
exult in the joy and exquisite beauty of God’s creation.

So it is with knowing God. The psalmist likened his de sire 
to know God to the thirst for water of a deer pursued by a 
hunter (Psalm 42:1). Paul cried out, “That I may know him, 
and the power of his resurrection, and the fel lowship of his suf-
ferings, being made conformable unto his death” (Philippians 
3:10). This should be the passion of our hearts. Could anything 
else be more desirable?

Such knowledge of God and assurance of one’s salvation 
goes beyond intellectual understanding and therefore cannot 
be shaken by intellectual arguments, no matter how seemingly 
convincing. Jesus said, “This is life eternal, that they might 
know thee, the only true God, and Jesus Christ, whom thou 
has sent” (John 17:3). God has told us that we will find Him 
(i.e. have that intimate knowledge of Him that goes be yond the 
intellect and can only be experienced in the heart by the Holy 
Spirit) when we seek for Him with our whole heart (Jeremiah 
29:13). He has promised to reward with the intimate knowledge 
of Himself those who “diligently seek him” (Hebrews 11:6). 
Spend time with Him in prayer and in His Word, and your 
know ing Him and love for Him will grow, and your assur ance of 
His love and guidance will increase accordingly.

What About Purgatory?

Question: I’ve recently heard some rather persuasive 
arguments by Catholics for purgatory. First Corinthians 

3:12–15 teaches a purification by fire of believers after 
death. Hebrews 12:14 declares that without “holiness . . . no 
man shall see the Lord.” Doesn’t that say we must be made 
absolutely pure to enter heaven? The same stan dard seems 
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to be required by the statement “Blessed are the pure in 
heart, for they shall see God” (Matthew 5:8). My assurance 
of salvation has been shaken. What about such scriptures?

Response: Purgatory is an invention of the Roman 
Catholic Church and reflects the fact that it offers no 

as surance of salvation. If it did, that Church would be out of 
business. In fact, the Catholic who dares to believe Christ’s 
unequivocal promise of eternal life as a free gift of His grace 
with nothing left to be done on our part is anathematized. 
Trent decreed (and Vatican II reproposes):

If anyone says that after the reception of the grace of jus-
tification the guilt is so remitted and the debt of eternal 
punishment so blotted out to every repentant sinner, that 
no debt of temporal punish ment remains to be discharged 
either in this world or in purgatory before the gates of 
heaven can be opened, let him be anathema.3

In contrast, let us consider the teaching of the Bible together 
with simple common sense. Quite obviously, even if such a place 
as purgatory existed, no literal fire could purify the soul and 
spirit. Fire is not the means of moral purification. Furthermore, 
it is the believer’s works (which he has built upon the founda-
tion of his faith in Christ), not the believer himself, that will be 
tested by fire:

Now if any man build upon this foundation gold, silver, 
precious stones, wood, hay, stubble, every man’s work shall 
be . . . revealed by fire; and the fire shall try every man’s work 
of what sort it is. (1 Corinthians 3:12–13)

Nor is Paul speaking of literal fire any more than he is of 
literal wood and gold. He is obviously speaking metaphori-
cally, calling some works wood, hay, and stub ble (which fire 
consumes) and others gold, silver, and precious stones (which 
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fire purifies). There is nothing here (or elsewhere in Scripture) 
to support Catholicism’s claim that flames in an imagined pur-
gatory purge the in dividual and thereby expiate his sins. Paul 
is dealing en tirely with the quality of works one has done for 
Christ and what reward will therefore be received, if any.

A Question of Rewards

In Revelation 22:12, Christ says, “Behold, I come quickly, 
and my reward is with me, to give every man ac cording as his 
work shall be.” Entrance into heaven is not the question, but 
the reward that the Christian will re ceive in heaven for works 
done on earth, the crowns we will cast at the feet of our Lord 
who redeemed us (Reve lation 4:10). Paul explains, “For we 
must all appear [in heaven] before the judgment seat of Christ, 
that everyone may receive the things done [i.e. works] in his 
body, ac cording to that he hath done [worked], whether it be 
good or bad” (2 Corinthians 5:10).

It is possible to grow cold in one’s love for Christ and to 
live for self instead of for Him and in His service for others. 
Such carnality causes the loss, not of salva tion, but of a crown 
or crowns previously won: “Hold that fast which thou hast, 
that no man take thy crown” (Revelation 3:11). Salvation is 
by grace alone. The re ward received, however, is based upon 
works, which will be tested and their quality revealed at the 
judgment seat of Christ.

Paul likens the Christian life to running a race for a 
prize: “They [athletes] do it to obtain a corruptible crown, 
but we an incorruptible [crown]” (1 Corinthians 9:25). Paul 
called his converts his crown of rejoicing (Philippians 4:1; 1 
Thessalonians 2:19). There are other crowns to be earned as 
well: “Henceforth there is laid up for me a crown of righteous-
ness” (2 Timothy 4:8); “Ye shall receive a crown of glory” (1 
Peter 5:4); “Be thou faithful unto death and I will give thee a 
crown of life” (Revelation 2:10).
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Purification Alone by Christ’s Shed Blood

As for verses such as Matthew 5:8 and Hebrews 12:14, 
Scripture is clear in stating that we cannot by our own efforts 
attain to a personal holiness or purity that qualifies us for God’s 
presence. We are purged of sin, not by our own suffering here 
or in an invented purgatory but through faith in Christ and His 
blood that was shed for our redemption: “when he [Christ] had 
by himself purged our sins” (Hebrews 1:3).

How did He purge us for heaven? By paying the penalty 
for sin with the shedding of His blood and forgiving us by His 
grace. There is no other way of purging the believer.

John reminds us that “the blood of Jesus Christ his Son 
cleanseth [purges] us from all sin” (1 John 1:7). Of the re deemed 
during the Great Tribulation period, we are told that they had 
“washed [purged] their robes and made them white in the blood 
of the Lamb [Christ]” (Revelation 7:14). There is no reference 
here or elsewhere in the Bible to a purging that had occurred 
in some place called purgatory or by any other means than the 
shed blood of Christ.

Without the Shedding of Blood Is No Remission

That no purification of sin could take place in purgatory, 
even if there were such a place, is clear. There is no blood shed 
in purgatory and thus no purging of sin there. God declares 
unequivocally: “Without shedding of blood is no re mission 
[purging of sin]” (Hebrews 9:22). Moreover, the blood shed 
must be that of a perfectly pure and sinless sac rifice, making it 
impossible for a sinner to cleanse himself by suffering for his 
own sins in purgatory or anywhere else.

We are assured that Christ was the “Lamb of God” (John 
1:29, 36) “without blemish and without spot” (1 Peter 1:19; see 
also Exodus 12:5; Ezekiel 46:13; etc.). It was by the shedding 
of His blood alone that we could be purged of our sin. Peter 
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declared, “For Christ also hath once suffered for sins, [He] the 
just for [us] the unjust, that he might bring us to God [not to 
purgatory]” (1 Peter 3:18).

The false doctrine of purgatory keeps Catholics in bondage, 
dependent upon their Church and her rituals instead of upon 
Christ for salvation. As a consequence, the Catholic has no 
assurance of ever reaching heaven because the Roman Catholic 
Church can never declare how many Masses must be said for 
the dead in order to release them from purgatory. If the death of 
Christ was not sufficient, then who can say that even an infinite 
number of representations thereof in the Mass will ever bring 
anyone to heaven?

In fact, there is a fatal deficiency in the Mass. It is called 
“an unbloody” perpetuation of Christ’s sacrifice on the Cross. 
That fact alone robs it of any efficacy. Deny ing the sufficiency 
of Christ’s sacrifice of 1,900 years ago as a completed past event, 
the popular Baltimore Cate chism puts it, “In the Mass Christ 
continues to offer Him self to the Father as He did on the Cross”4 

but in an “unbloody manner under the appearance of bread and 
wine.”5 Vatican II declares:

The Eucharist is above all else a sacrifice. It is the sacrifice 
[by which] man and the world are re stored to God . . . [and] 
being a true sacrifice, brings about this restoration to God.6 
Our Lord [in it] is im molated . . . [and] Christ perpetuates 
in an un bloody manner the sacrifice offered on the Cross.7

Calvary was a very bloody scene. How there could be an 
unbloody repetition or continuation thereof is not explained. 
Furthermore, as already noted, the Bible dis tinctly says that 
“without shedding of blood there is no remission [of sins]” 
(Hebrews 9:22). Yet the “unbloody” Mass is Catholicism’s means 
of providing to its members remission of sins—a remission that 
Christ already ac complished on the Cross and therefore is not 
needed by those who have come to and trust in Him for salva-
tion. The Bible says:
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And he took the cup . . . saying . . . this is my blood of the 
new testament, which is shed [on the Cross] for many for 
the remission [purging] of sins. (Matthew 26:28)

To him [Christ] give all the prophets witness, that . . . 
whosoever believeth in him shall receive [as a gift of God’s 
grace] remission [purging] of sins. (Acts 10:43)

Quite clearly, the “unbloody” Mass is of no value in cleans-
ing sin. Nor is the Mass needed. Christ’s sacrifice on the Cross, 
which was completed at that time, paid the full penalty for our 
sins. Before giving up His Spirit to His Father, Christ cried in 
triumph from the Cross, “It is finished” (John 19:30)! We are 
also told that Christ, hav ing made purification, or purgation, 
for our sins, as cended to heaven, where He now is “seated at the 
right hand of God” (Romans 8:34; Ephesians 1:20; Hebrews 
1:13; 12:2) and “dieth no more” (Romans 6:9). Purifica tion of 
our sins has been accomplished by Christ once and for all.

A Key Contradiction

Contradicting the Bible, Catholicism says that though 
Christ endured the eternal punishment for sin, we must person-
ally suffer the temporal punishment to become pure enough to 
enter heaven.8 Not only does the doctrine of purgatory contra-
dict the Bible, but there is an obvious contradiction within the 
dogma itself. Christ’s death, it is said, couldn’t purify us because 
the purification essential for admission to heaven requires us to 
personally suffer for our sins.

Yet it is also taught that after our death, the celebra tion of 
Masses, the recitation of rosaries, the good deeds and suffering 
of the living on our behalf (such as the stig mata of a Padre Pio), 
and other means in obedience to the Church can reduce or even 
eliminate purgatorial suffer ing entirely. Indeed, “Our Lady of 
Mount Carmel” promises to personally release from purgatory 
and escort into heaven all those who (having met certain other 
con ditions) died wearing her scapular.
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So the faithful Catholic doesn’t have to personally suffer after 
all! Here is a contradiction so serious that it undermines the 
entire doctrine of purgatory. Amazingly, what Christ’s redemp-
tive death on the Cross couldn’t ac complish, the repetition of 
the Mass or rosary, penance, good works, etc., can allegedly 
accomplish in relieving those in purgatory of the necessity of 
suffering at all.

In blessed contrast, the Word of God, for those who believe 
it, gives absolute assurance that the blood of Je sus Christ 
“cleanses us from all sin” (1 John 1:7). No fur ther purification 
is necessary nor is it possible. Our confidence is in God, in His 
Word, His promises, but not in any church or religious system, 
no matter how ancient or large.

Did Jesus Die Spiritually?

Question: I’ve heard it taught that Jesus not only died 
physically but that His Spirit died also. How could 

that be possible? That sounds like the doctrine of “soul 
sleep.” If man, who is mortal, has an immortal soul and 
spirit that will be in heaven or hell, how then could Christ’s 
spirit die? If Christ was God, I can see how His human 
body could die, but how could God, who is spirit, die? Was 
the Trinity separated? If the Spirit of God died, who was in 
charge of the universe while God was dead? This question 
shakes my confidence in the Bible and in my salvation.

Response: Uncertainty arises because of several mis
understandings. First of all, the above teaching has 

been confused with the heresy taught by Hagin, Copeland, 
and other “Word Faith” teachers that our redemption 
comes through Christ being tortured by Satan in hell. 
That is not what is meant when solid Bible teachers say 
that Jesus died “spiritually.”
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The Bible says that He “taste[d] death for every man” 
(Hebrews 2:9). All that we deserved He endured, which must 
have included death to His human body, soul, and spirit. No, 
God the Father and the Holy Spirit didn’t die; Christ died for 
our sins. Was the Trinity, then, separated? No, God is one. Yet 
Jesus did cry in agony, “My God, my God, why hast thou for-
saken me?” (Psalm 22:1; Matthew 27:46; Mark 15:34). What 
could that mean?

Here we confront a mystery beyond our comprehen sion. 
Who can understand the statement that “it pleased the Lord 
[Yahweh] to bruise him; he hath put him to grief, when thou 
shalt make his soul an offering for sin” (Isaiah 53:10)? We only 
know and believe that the full penalty demanded by God’s 
infinite justice against sin was paid by Christ upon the Cross, 
and that Christ was made “to be sin for us, [he] who knew no 
sin, that we might be made the righteousness of God in him”  
(2 Corinthians 5:21). Christ was punished by God as though 
He were sin itself, so that we could be forgiven and have eternal 
life as a free gift of His grace.

What Does It Mean to Die?

There are two other misconceptions: 1) that to die means 
cessation of conscious existence; and 2) that only the body dies. 
We are body, soul, and spirit (1 Thessalo nians 5:23; Hebrews 
4:12). Confusion arises because, con trary to the teaching of 
“soul sleep,” the soul and spirit remain conscious after physical 
death.

Jesus said to the thief on the cross, “Today shalt thou be 
with me in paradise” (Luke 23:43)—a meaningless state ment, 
if neither of them would be conscious. Jesus said that the rich 
man was consciously in torment in hell, while in paradise 
(where the souls and spirits of Jesus and the con verted thief 
went upon death) Abraham and Lazarus the beggar (and by 
implication everyone else) were consciously in a state of bliss 
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(Luke 16:19–31). Though physically dead, with bodies deterio-
rating in graves, the souls and spirits of those both in hell and 
paradise were conscious.

The Bible clearly teaches that body, soul, and spirit die. 
Spiritual death comes first, while we are still in our physical bod-
ies. In fact, we are born spiritually dead, causing a progressive 
physical death to be at work in our bodies from the moment 
of birth, a fact that medical science acknowledges but cannot 
explain. Adam died spiritually (i.e., in his soul and spirit) the 
very moment he ate of the forbidden tree: “In the day [moment] 
that thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die” (Genesis 2:17). His 
body, however, wasn’t dead—yet. He must therefore have been 
spiritually dead, as are all of his descendants from the moment 
of birth. Even before our bodies die, we are spiritually dead in 
trespasses and sins (Ephesians 2:1; Colossians 2:13).

Spiritual Death and New Life

Christ, however, the “second man” (1 Corinthians 15:47), 
wasn’t spiritually dead prior to the Cross. He was the only man 
on earth, the only one since Adam and Eve, who was spiritu-
ally alive; and thus He alone could die. Surely, then, as part of 
the penalty for sin, He had to taste the spiritual death that sin 
brings.

These same verses say that when we are born again through 
faith in Christ we are “made alive.” Certainly the condition of 
our bodies hasn’t changed, so we must be made alive spiritually 
and thereby restored to fellow ship with God. Physical death, 
however, already at work in our bodies, is not yet eliminated or 
even reversed.

At the death of the body, the Christian’s soul and spirit are 
taken into heaven (“absent from the body . . . pre sent with the 
Lord”—2 Corinthians 5:8). At the Rapture, the body is resur-
rected and reunited with the soul and spirit, which have been 
with Christ in heaven and which God will “bring with him”  
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(1 Thessalonians 4:14). The bodies of those who are alive at the 
resurrection are in stantly transformed and caught up to heaven 
with those who have been raised from the dead:

Behold, I show you a mystery: We shall not all sleep [die], 
but we shall all be changed, in a mo ment, in the twinkling 
of an eye, at the last trump; for the trumpet shall sound, 
and the dead shall be raised incorruptible, and we shall be 
changed.

For this corruptible must put on incorruption, and this 
mortal must put on immortality. . . . Then shall be brought 
to pass the saying that is written, Death is swallowed up in 
victory. (1 Corinthians 15:51–54)

A “Second Death”

The Bible says, “The soul [Hebrew nephesh, used for soul 
throughout the Old Testament] that sinneth . . . shall die” 
(Ezekiel 18:4, 20). This tells us that: 1) souls die, and 2) a worse 
death awaits the sinner than that which has already come upon 
Adam’s race. Although man is dead in his soul and spirit and is 
dying in his body, the consummation of God’s judgment still lies 
ahead for the lost. It is called both the second death and the Lake 
of Fire, a place that was not made for man but “for the devil and 
his angels” (Matthew 25:41). Into it shall be cast “whosoever 
[is] not found written in the book of life” (Revelation 20:15).

As the substitute dying in our place, Christ must have 
endured the full, infinite penalty that God’s judgment de manded 
for sin, including the second death. Since He is both God and 
man, He was not separated eternally from God, but, being infi-
nite, He was able to endure the fullness of that penalty in those 
few hours upon the Cross.

How could God die? Death is separation from God, so the 
question could also be stated, “How could God be separated 
from and forsaken by God?” Though it is be yond our com-
prehension, we believe that Christ endured that horrible and 
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eternal separation that we deserved, for He cried out, “My God, 
my God, why hast thou for saken me?” (Psalm 22:1; Matthew 
27:46).

We cannot explain it, but we are assured that He tasted 
“death for every man” (Hebrews 2:9). This can only mean that 
He experienced the full horror of eternal separation from God 
that will imprison Christ rejecters for all eternity. The death 
that Christ died for us, therefore, must have included death 
(separation from God) to the human spirit. Without that com-
plete payment in full of the entire penalty pro nounced against 
us for sin, we could not be saved.

Do Some Christians “Not Quite Make It” to Heaven?

Question: Jesus warned that many who thought they 
were God’s children would be “cast into outer darkness” 

(Matthew 8:12; 22:13; 25:30). In fact, Matthew 24:50–51 
says that “the lord of that [evil] servant . . . shall cut him 
asunder and appoint him his portion with the hypocrites; 
there shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth.” Are these 
“servants” carnal Christians who must be in an outer 
courtyard of heaven for a time while the more spiritual 
Christians go directly into God’s presence? How can I have 
assurance of being taken immediately upon death (or the 
Rapture) into God’s presence?

Response: Assurance of salvation does not depend 
upon the believer’s good works but upon Christ’s fin

ished work upon the Cross. One is either a Christian or 
not a Christian, saved or lost. There are not two levels of 
Christians, the lower of which must spend some time in an 
intermediary state of weeping and wailing and gnash ing of 
teeth (like the Catholic purgatory) before they are allowed 
into heaven. Such an idea cannot be found in the Bible. 
Luke 12:46 uses “unbelievers” in place of the “hyp ocrites” 
of Matthew 24:51.
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It is apparent that Christ’s words here have a double mean-
ing that can be applied both to Jews and Gentiles. Abraham’s 
physical descendants are by birth potentially children of the 
Davidic kingdom and can thus be called “servants” in a way not 
true for Gentiles. But unless they have the same relationship 
with God through faith in Christ that Abraham had, they will 
be lost forever.

The weeping and gnashing of teeth Christ warns of is the 
weeping and agony of the damned. We have an ex ample of 
this weeping on the part of the rich man in Luke 16, who sees 
Lazarus afar off with Abraham in bliss while he is in torment. 
That those who are cast into “outer darkness” are not, and 
never were, true believers (though they may have posed even as 
Christian leaders) is clear from these words of Christ:

Many will say to me in that day, Lord, Lord, have we not 
prophesied in thy name? And in thy name have cast out 
devils? And in thy name done many wonderful works?

And then will I profess unto them, I never knew you, 
depart from me, ye that work iniquity. (Matthew 7:22–23)

What About “Eternal Security”?

Question: The Bible clearly says that “he that en dureth 
to the end shall be saved” (Matthew 10:22); and that 

we are “made partakers of Christ, if we hold the be ginning 
of our confidence steadfast unto the end” (He brews 3:14). 
Our ultimate destiny is therefore dependent upon whether 
or not we remain true to Christ and main tain our faith 
in Him to the end. In light of such state ments, how can 
you then teach an “eternal security,” which has no such 
requirements for remaining saved?

Response: “He that endures to the end shall be saved” 
refers to those who have survived the Jew’s worst 

holocaust (which is yet to come under Antichrist) and are 
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alive when Christ returns to rescue Israel in the midst of 
Armageddon. Paul referred to them with the words “all 
Israel shall be saved” (Romans 11:26). Surely that couldn’t 
mean all Jews who ever lived but all those who are alive 
when Christ visibly returns at His second coming and, 
seeing Him, believe that He is their Messiah. The subject is 
not the salvation of those who are in the church, but of Jews 
alive at the end of the Great Tribulation.

As for the salvation we receive as a free gift of God’s grace 
through faith in Christ, our Lord said: “I give unto them [my 
sheep] eternal life, and they shall never perish” (John 10:28). 
This is a double promise: that He will care for believers as 
a shepherd for his sheep, and that this secure relationship is 
eternal. Moreover, we don’t become His sheep in eternity but 
here and now, the moment we put our faith in Christ. And the 
moment we become His sheep, we receive eternal life as a free 
gift of God’s grace: “The gift of God is eternal life through Jesus 
Christ our Lord” (Romans 6:23). We are given this assurance 
repeatedly in Scripture.

“Eternal life” would be a strange description of something 
that didn’t last forever. It could hardly be eter nal life if one could 
have it and know it (1 John 5:13) today and not have it tomor-
row. Moreover, if, in spite of Christ’s unconditional promise 
that His own “shall never perish,” some of those who were at 
one time His own lost that status and did indeed perish for any 
reason whatso ever, we could have no confidence in anything 
else He would say.

We know, however, that the One who is the truth can not 
lie. Therefore we have complete confidence that it is impossible 
for Christ’s sheep ever to perish. Once we be long to Him, He 
keeps us and will never let us be lost.
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Impossible to Get Saved More Than Once

Hebrews 6:1–9 confirms the fact of eternal security. The 
first three verses urge the believer to move on from those ele-
mentary things of the faith that pertain to the beginnings of the 
Christian life, such as repentance, faith, baptism, and so forth. 
Verses 4 through 6 give the reason why we must not engage in 
what verse one calls “laying again the foundation”:

For it is impossible for those who were once en lightened, 
and have tasted of the heavenly gift, and were made par-
takers of the Holy Ghost, and have tasted the good word 
of God and the powers of the world to come, if they shall 
fall away, to renew them again unto repentance, seeing they 
crucify to them selves the Son of God afresh, and put him 
to an open shame.

Clearly, those to whom this passage refers are genuine believ-
ers. Moreover, it doesn’t say “when they fall away” but that “if they 
fall away,” it would be “impossible” for them to get saved again. 
The reason why it is impossible to get saved again is explained.

First of all, if the death of Christ were not sufficient to keep 
them saved, then for them to get saved again would require that 
Christ die again . . . and again, every time they needed to be 
saved once more. Secondly, if Christ’s death is not sufficient to 
keep one saved, then He is held up to ridicule for having done 
something so foolish as having procured salvation at infinite 
cost and then given it to creatures to maintain who are not able 
to effect their own salvation and certainly can’t maintain it. This 
would be like committing a fortune to the safekeeping of an 
in fant who would surely lose it.

That the falling away is hypothetical is indicated again 
by verse 9, which says, “But beloved, we are per suaded better 
things of you, and things that accompany salvation, though we 
thus speak.” In other words, falling away does not “accompany 
salvation.” Those who are truly saved can never fall away.
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Did Jesus Descend into Hell?

Question: I’ve read your rejection of the teaching that 
Jesus was tortured in hell by Satan. Yet the Apostles’ 

Creed says that Jesus “descended into hell.” Did Jesus 
de scend into hell or not? I’ve searched and searched the 
Scriptures and asked several pastors about this and still 
have no satisfactory answer.

Response: First of all, the socalled “Apostles’ Creed” is 
misnamed. There is no record that it was either com

posed or recited by any of the apostles. Even if it had been, 
like Catholicism’s socalled “apostolic tradition,” there 
would be no way to know for certain by tracing it back to 
the apostles. There were no tape recorders in that day and 
it is not part of a known written record as are the epistles. 
Even Catholic encyclopedias admit that this creed does not 
come from the apostles but is a forgery that was composed 
sometime in the fourth century.

In the Old Testament, the Hebrew word sheol, mean ing the 
place of the dead, is sometimes translated “hell” and at other 
times simply as “grave.” The comparable words used in the 
New Testament are hades or gehenna, the place of the departed 
dead. In telling the fate of the rich man (“in hell [hades] he 
lift[ed] up his eyes, being in torments”—Luke 16:23) and of 
Lazarus the beggar, Je sus taught that before the Cross there 
were two compartments in sheol or hades: one for the lost (hell) 
and one for the saved, known as “Abraham’s bosom” (Luke 
16:22) or “paradise.”

It was to the latter that Christ went in death, as did the 
believing thief crucified with Him, to whom He said, “Today 
shalt thou be with me in paradise” (Luke 23:43). There He 
spent “three days and three nights,” as prophe sied (Jonah 1:17; 
Matthew 12:40). During that time He undoubtedly proclaimed 
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to the redeemed the good news that His death upon the Cross 
had paid the full penalty for their sins.

Those in the place of the damned could hear what Je sus said 
(see Luke 16:23–31); and He may even have ad dressed a few 
words specifically to them. Thus, Peter writes, “He went and 
preached unto the spirits [of the dead] in prison [hell], which 
sometime were disobedient . . . in the days of Noah” (1 Peter 
3:19–20). After His res urrection, Jesus took the souls and spir-
its of the re deemed to heaven: “When he ascended up on high, 
he led captivity captive” (Ephesians 4:8; cf. Psalm 68:18).

Since Christ’s resurrection, the souls and spirits of the 
redeemed go immediately upon death to be with Christ: “absent 
from the body . . . present with the Lord” (2 Corinthians 5:6–8). 
From thence He will bring them to rejoin their resurrected bod-
ies at the Rapture of the saints (1 Thessalonians 4:13–18). On 
this subject, as on every other, the Word of God all fits together 
beautifully and assures believers of eternal salvation.

Are Good Works Essential for Salvation?

Question: James says that faith without works is dead 
(James 2:20, 26). Paul wrote, “Work out your own 

salvation with fear and trembling” (Philippians 2:12). 
Shouldn’t we conclude, therefore, that good works are 
necessary for salvation? And wouldn’t we be in a dan gerous 
position if we failed to recognize that good works are essential 
for salvation? Christ even says that if we don’t forgive others 
we can’t expect God to forgive us. What about that?

Response: If good works are essential for salvation, then 
we must have some standard for those works. The 

gospel would have to specify how many good works and of 
what kind. Where does one find such teaching? Nowhere. 
There is no mention of good works in the “gospel by which 
we are saved” (1 Corinthians 15:1–4). In fact, Paul argues 
that “a man is justified by faith without the deeds of the 
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law” (Romans 3:28), and he reminds us that “not by works 
of righteousness which we have done, but according to his 
mercy he saved us” (Titus 3:5).

Nevertheless, all the world’s religions are based upon works. 
The idea that we must live up to a certain stan dard of works to 
be saved is the foundation of paganism. The gods must some-
how be appeased by human effort or sacrifice. The same idea is 
innate in all people: “If You will get me out of this predicament, 
God, then I’ll do this or that for You!” Clearly, that is not what 
James is teach ing under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit.

A works-for-salvation mentality marks every cult. Indeed, 
even atheists justify their rejection of Christianity on this basis. 
Famed atheist Robert Ingersoll sarcastically complained against 
the gospel of God’s grace:

They [Christians] say a certain belief is neces sary to salva-
tion. They do not say, if you behave yourself you will get 
there; they do not say, if you pay your debts and love your 
wife and love your children, and are good to your friends 
and your neighbors and your country [like we atheists are], 
you will get there. That will do you no good; you have got 
to believe a certain thing.

No matter how bad you are, you can instantly be for-
given; and no matter how good you are, if you fail to believe 
that which you cannot understand, the moment you get to 
the day of judgment nothing is left but to damn you, and 
all the angels will shout “hallelujah.”

Christianity alone rejects this universal delusion. We have 
already seen that keeping the law perfectly in the future could 
not make up for having broken it in the past. As Paul said, 
“Therefore by the deeds of the law there shall no flesh be 
justified in his sight, for by the law is the knowledge of sin” 
(Romans 3:20). It is therefore clear that we cannot be saved by 
good works.
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Clarifying James’s Message

James is not saying that we are saved by works but that a 
professed faith that is not evidenced by works is dead and can-
not save: “[if ] a man say he hath faith” (2:14). James is warning 
us that a mere profession of faith, from the lips but not from the 
heart, can be empty, and that if we are not willing to live what 
we profess, then it is likely that our faith is not genuine.

James is critiquing false faith. He is not suggesting that we 
are saved by works, or else he would be contra dicting dozens of 
other passages in the Bible that un equivocally state the opposite. 
As mentioned previously, for example, “by the deeds of the law 
there shall no flesh be justified in his sight” (Romans 3:20).

The issue in James is not how to be saved but the good works 
that follow and demonstrate that one is already saved. James is 
speaking of works that spring from faith and demonstrate the 
reality of one’s faith. He is not saying that a man is justified by 
works without faith. Paul states clearly, however, that a man is 
justified by faith without the deeds of the law.

James is saying, “Show me thy faith without thy works, and 
I will show thee my faith by my works” (2:18). It is not the 
works but the faith that saves. The works simply demonstrate 
that faith. The doing of the works will not justify; it is faith 
alone that justifies.

Some “works advocates” complain about adding “alone,” 
but if, as Scripture says, a man is justified by faith, without the 
deeds of the law, then he is justified by faith alone.

We have already noted that 1 Corinthians 3:15 says that 
even if all of a man’s works are burned up, he himself is saved. 
That is justification by faith alone, without any works even to 
demonstrate it. James is speaking from the human standpoint. 
We cannot know the heart, so we must go by the works. God, 
however, knows the heart, and He needs no works to demon-
strate anyone’s faith.

As for working out one’s salvation, please note that it does 
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not say, “Work for your salvation.” In fact, we are to work out in 
our lives the salvation that we already have in our hearts. Paul is 
not for a moment saying that we must work for our salvation.

All of the above is not to say that a convert may live any way 
he pleases and yet be assured of God’s blessing on his life. Good 
works come as a result of our salvation, not as a means of obtain-
ing it; and they are motivated by love for our Savior rather than 
as a means of obtaining our salvation. Paul put works and faith 
in the proper bal ance when he wrote:

For by grace are ye saved, through faith, and that not of 
yourselves; it is the gift of God, not of works, lest any man 
should boast. For we are his workmanship, created in Christ 
Jesus unto good works, which God hath before ordained 
that we should walk in them. (Ephesians 2:8–10)

As for forgiving others, Christ is not setting the crite rion 
for being saved; He is giving us a practical example for testing 
whether we are genuinely His. He is saying that a person who 
has truly received the grace of God will be gracious to others. 
He is challenging us to exam ine our professed faith. How can I 
expect God to forgive me if I am not willing to forgive others?

There are those who claim to be Christians, yet they have 
nursed animosity against others for years because of the wrong 
that has allegedly been done to them. Christ here and elsewhere 
says that such a person needs either to repent and allow God’s 
love to work in his heart the same forgiveness that Christ has 
effected for him, or else admit that he is not saved at all.
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refusing to tell anyone of his needs, mentioning them only to God 
in private, on his knees. 74 minutes.
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rious character at the heart of prophecy—a woman who rides the 
beast. Tradition says this “mystery” woman is connected with the 
church of Rome—but isn’t such a view outdated? Remarkable  
clues in Scripture remove all doubt. 60 minutes.

THE SECRET SEDUCTION: 
Exposing Oprah’s “New Spirituality” in the Light of Scripture
Viewers of this critical examination of The Secret will be truth-
fully enlightened as Dave and Tom use God’s Word to not only 
expose the occult roots of New Spirituality, but identify its con-
nection to unbiblical movements within the contemporary evan-
gelical church. 90 minutes.

PSYCHOLOGY AND THE CHURCH: 
Critical Questions, Crucial Answers
While supporting the exhortation for believers to bear one an-
other’s burdens through prayer, fellowship, and the Word of God, 
this volume simultaneously exposes—in a biblically incisive 
manner—underlying concerns that have plagued the evangelical 
community as a result of embracing what is tantamount to a coun-
terfeit religious practice woven into the fabric of contemporary 
Christianity. 412-page book with 60-minute DVD.



JUDGMENT DAY!  
Islam, Israel, and the Nations
BY DAVE HUNT

THIs GROuND-BReAkING BOOk is 
the most comprehensive examination 

of ancient biblical prophecy and modern-
day Middle East politics regarding Islam, 
Israel, and the nations—which includes the 
United States of America! Painstakingly 
researched, Judgment Day!  is sure to become 
a respected resource for scholars, analysts, 
pastors, professors, politicians, and laypeo-

ple alike. Amazing historical facts and firsthand, eyewitness  insight make 
this book a thrilling, sometimes troubling, read—but one that is necessary for 
a heavenward understanding of the prophetic times in which we live. Hard-
cover, 448 pages.

ISBN: 978-1-928660-32-3

“DAVE HUNT HAS NAILED IT.” 
—JOSEPH FARAH, WORLD NET DAILY

“Dave Hunt’s Judgment Day! has encyclopedic dimensions of 
the most crucial and vital issues of our times…. Like the biblical 
prophets, Dave Hunt has a vision and is not hesitant to issue a 
Battle Cry.”

—Shimon ErEm, GEnEral, iSraEli DEfEnSE forcES, rEtirED

“Dave Hunt’s Judgment Day! introduces and explains the radical 
faith of Islam and the actions of its subscribers.... A ‘must-read’ for 
all U.S. State and D.O.D. personnel as they execute this current 
world war.”

— thaD hoyEr, colonEl, USmc, rEtirED

“Judgment Day! is a tour-de-force, both in scope, scholarship, and 
insight. This superbly researched work examines the most vexing 
global security issue facing our world today.... Those of us living 
in the democracies of the West ignore this sobering, well-docu-
mented assessment at our own peril.”

— richarD Scott, colonEl, USmc, rEtirED

REVIEWS FROM DECORATED MILITARY LEADERS



PEACE, PROSPERITY  
and the COMING HOLOCAUST
BY DAVE HUNT

FIRsT PuBlIsHeD IN 1983, Dave Hunt’s Peace, 
Prosperity, and the Coming Holocaust stood 

unique on conservative bookshelves crowded with 
“doom and gloom” predictions for the future U.S. 
economy. Fast-forward to 2009: The “Reaganomics” 
of President Ronald Reagan (1980-1988) and the 
prosperity it generated has been recast as a “decade 
of greed” by those in power who now seek to “spread 
the wealth around.” The stock market crash, sub-
prime mortgage crisis, presidential election results, 
and scandalous multi-trillion-dollar “bank bailout” of 
2008 have caused many to agree that the “doom and 

gloom” prophesies of the 1970s and ’80s are now being fulfilled and the worst may be 
yet to come. Once more, both rampant speculation and dire circumstance are causing a 
growing number to dust off God’s Word in search of answers to anxious questions:

•  Are capitalism and free enterprise dead? Will a new economic world order be 
established prior to the reign of Antichrist? Will Marxism prevail as our next 
form of government?

•  Have the “outrageous conspiracy theories” of the past several decades (regarding 
the planned, subversive dismantling of U.S. sovereignty and independence in 
order to bring about global government) been now cast aside—or vindicated?

•  Are the current geo-political and economic signs of the times indicators of the 
prophesied last Days and the soon return of Jesus Christ for His church? What’s 
next on the prophetic calendar?

In this timely reprint of Dave Hunt’s classic 1983 work, the author holds a remarkably 
steady balance between history and biblical prophecy that has withstood the test of time. 
Readers will gain valuable insight for today—and tomorrow—from this fascinating 
perspective Dave Hunt calls “a contrary scenario.” Paperback, 282 pages. 

ISBN: 978-1-928660-65-1

PEACE, PROSPERITY  
and the COMING HOLOCAUST
BY DAVE HUNT—Are capitalism and free enterprise dead? Should American Christians prepare 
to enter tribulation under a new Socialist regime? Will Marxism prevail as our next form 
of government? What can we learn from Hitler’s rise to power? Is there a bona fide globalist 
conspiracy to rule the world? What about World War III? Is the rapture of the church still imminent? 
What’s next on the prophetic calendar? First published 25 years ago, readers will find remarkably 
relevant insight and hope for today in this vital discussion of unfolding world events and Bible 
prophecy. Scripture declares that a one-world government and universal New World religion are 
coming. When we take God’s Word seriously, says noted author and scholar Dave Hunt, “a door 
swings open to fascinating new insights...provided only that we take into consideration certain 
factors that most ‘experts’ on the future—both Christian and nonchristian—have overlooked.” This 
is no ordinary gloom-and-doom forecast, but a startling revelation of facts not commonly known.

Planet Earth is on the brink of incredible 
"changE" . . . but for good—or evil?

The Dave Hunt ClassiC series features formerly out-of-print, bestselling titles presented in their 
original typeset form. Each book features a special collector’s edition cover design that preserves the 
original artwork in an attractive and affordable library-look binding. This series provides readers 
with a valuable  snapshot of the author’s insight regarding prophetic world events as viewed from a 
historic perspective. In reflecting on what was understood of past events at the time they occurred, it 
is possible for contemporary generations to gain an even clearer understanding of biblical prophecy 
as the future unfolds in the current signs (and headlines) of our time.



PSYCHOLOGY AND THE CHURCH: 
Critical Questions, Crucial Answers
BY DAVE HUNT & T. A. McMAHON

SO COMMON is the use of psychotherapy 
among Christians today that many pastors 
themselves are either licensed therapists or 

are the greatest source of referrals to professional 
counselors. In addition, the study of psychology 
has become the number two career choice for all 
college students; in fact, the popularity of this 
“science of the soul” is even greater among those 
enrolled in Christian colleges, universities, and 
seminaries from coast to coast.

The purpose of this book is not to attack or condemn evangelicals who are 
either practicing psychotherapists or those who have been helped by what is 
commonly called “Christian Psychology.” Rather, this volume acknowledges 
the value of believers bearing one another’s burdens through prayer, 
fellowship, and the Word of God. Simultaneously, this compilation exposes—
in a biblically incisive manner—underlying concerns that have plagued the  
evangelical community as a result of embracing what is tantamount to a counterfeit 
religious practice, woven into the fabric of contemporary Christianity.

 From what ancient philosophical 
roots does psychology originate, and 
what are its modern fruits?

 Is psychology truly a “scientific” 
means by which the spiritual issues 
of mankind may be addressed?

 What does God’s Word prescribe 
as a remedy for the social ills of our 
culture, and is that alone sufficient 
for the Body of Christ?

 Can Christians effectively minister 
using Scripture and prayer by power 
of the Holy Spirit, or is professional 
training required?

 What understanding of “Self” 
can psychology bring to light that 
Scripture cannot? 

 Is it possible for believers in Christ 
to “eat the fish and spit out the 
bones” with regard to psychology’s 
foundation in secular humanism?

 Can the mystic and occultic 
methodologies employed by secular 
psychotherapists be “sanctified” for 
practice by Christian counselors?

 Does the wisdom of psychology 
point to the narrow way of biblical 
Christianity, or toward the broad 
path that leads to destruction?

Paperback, 412 pages. Includes 60 minute documentary-style DVD, the transcript of 
which is featured as an appendix in the book.

ISBN: 978-1-928660-61-3

some of the criticAl questions And cruciAl Answers explored:



ThE SEcRET   
SEDUCTION

with DAVE HUNT & T. A. McMAHON

IT MAY SURPRISE SOME 
that the new spirituality of 
Oprah and her many “enlight-

ened” friends (Rhonda Byrne, 
Eckhart Tolle, and others) is noth-
ing new at all. 

In fact, the principles taught in 
Rhonda Byrne’s book and DVD 
and promoted by Oprah to mil-
lions of adoring, loyal fans as 
“the secret” is in reality the same 

ancient seduction of Eve by the serpent: “Ye shall not surely die . . . in the day ye eat 
thereof, your eyes will be opened, and ye shall be as gods” (Genesis 3:5). 

Unfortunately, it is not only the world that is receptive to Oprah’s “new spiritual-
ity” and her counterfeit self-help gospel with its so-called law of attraction, but an 
increasing number of evangelical leaders and movements are rapidly aligning with 
false doctrines identical to those “revealed” in The Secret. In fact, this book and DVD 
“experience” provides nothing new to the reader or viewer. Instead, just as Adam and 
Eve tried to hide their nakedness after their Luciferic “enlightenment,” so the counter-
feit lies of new spirituality fail to cover mankind’s quest for christhood. 

This documentary lays a sure foundation to inform and equip believers with biblical 
answers for addressing those who have been deceived by The Secret. Viewers of this 
critical examination will be truthfully enlightened as Dave and Tom use God’s Word 
to not only expose the occult roots of New Spirituality, but identify its connection to 
unbiblical movements within the contemporary evangelical church. 

PRODuCeD BY: The Berean Call / DVD 167 
length: 90 minutes • plus extra features

Professing to be a “Christian,” Oprah Winfrey 
proclaimed before millions that “Jesus . . . couldn't 
possibly be the only way to God,” and “there are 
many more paths to God other than Christianity.” 
These antibiblical statements awakened many to 
recognize her rejection of God's Word in favor of 
New [Age] Spirituality. She is an evangelist for 
Eckhart Tolle’s “roadmap” to global peace through 
Eastern mysticism, A New Earth: Awakening to 
Your Life’s Purpose, as well as the spirit-channeled 
occult wisdom (psycho-spirituality) from A Course 
in Miracles as presented by Marianne Williamson.



IS NEArEr THAN YOU’VE 
IMAGINED...

OVeRflOWING with 
powerful visuals spanning 

centuries of history and bibli-
cal prophecy to clarify current 
events and future prophecies, 
this eye-opening video is a 
gigantic history lesson com-
pressed into one hour—plus 
bonus footage and Q&A with 
Dave Hunt.

With more than 3,000 years of history on record, Jerusalem is mentioned an 
astonishing 800 times in the Bible and is prophesied to play a key role in world 
destiny. As documented in this film, many of these prophecies have already 
come to pass. Those yet to be fulfilled are also revealed in this video—with 
clear implications for our present day. In his characteristic style of accuracy 
and truth, Dave Hunt explains...

• how the current peace process is fraught with peril 
• why it is impossible for Jerusalem to know true peace in our age
• how a coming world ruler will lead the world’s armies to destroy Israel
• the truth about the Vatican’s intentions 
• the Palestinian myth, and more . . .

Israel, Islam, and Armageddon powerfully corrects much of the popular 
misinformation—and outright propaganda—aggressively advanced by 
the world media and others. Includes special footage of the terrorist attack 
on the World Trade Center, a bonus feature with author Dave Hunt, and a 
provocative Q&A session.

PRODuCeD BY: The Berean Call / DVD 051 
length: 60 minutes • plus extra features 

ISBN: 978-1-928660-07-1

THE FINAL BATTLE FOR JERUSALEM



 . . . THERE IS NO GOD.” —PSALM 14:1

THE “NEW ATHEISTS,” as they 
have been termed, are awfully 

angry at a God they say doesn’t exist. 
Claiming that all religion is nothing 
more than “tolerance of pervasive myth 
and superstition,” this seething mob 
of mockers is intent on hangin’ high 
biblical Christianity. 

This newest charge against the church is 
led by the “best in the west” hired-gun 
humanists whose infamous intellects 

have earned them devilish distinction as “The Four Horsemen:” Richard 
Dawkins, Daniel Dennett, sam Harris, and Christopher Hitchens. 
Professing themselves to be all-wise saviors of society, the New Atheists 
declare, “It is the responsibility of the educated to educate the uneducated, 
lest we fall prey to the tyranny of ignorance.” Prolific authors all, these 
giants of intellectualism fearlessly taunt believers from their elitist “Valley 
of Elah” as did the Philistine giant, Goliath, provoke the the Israelite army 
(1 Samuel 21:9). But as the Bible warns, “pride goeth before destruction, 
and a haughty spirit before a fall” (Proverbs 16:18).

enter Dave Hunt, internationally esteemed researcher, apologist, and 
defender of “the faith once delivered to the saints” (Jude 3). Taking 
up the whole armor of God, which includes the unshakable faith of a 
certain young shepherd boy, Dave Hunt’s Cosmos brings the Goliath 
of Humanism crashing, face down, to the ground. Every pastor and 
professing believer will want to witness Dave’s bold, biblical dismantling 
of vain imaginations, in order that they may be better equipped to cast 
down “every high thing that exalteth itself against the knowledge of God”  
(2 Corinthians 10:5).

Coming in 2009 from  
The Berean Call 

ISBN: 978-1-928660-64-4

“THE FOOL HAS SAID IN HIS HEART...
In a speech to NASA on January 14, 2004, President Bush declared:

“Today I announce a new plan to explore space and extend a human presence across our solar system.... 
We’ll make steady progress—one mission, one voyage, one landing at a time. Our first goal is to com-
plete the International Space Station by 2010....  [and to return] to the moon by 2020.... We will then 
be ready to take the next steps of space exploration: human missions to Mars and to worlds beyond. 
(Applause) “We do not know where this journey will end, yet we know this: human beings are headed 
into the cosmos.” (Applause)

"When I consider thy heavens, the work of thy fingers, the moon and the stars, which thou hast ordained; 
What is man, that thou art mindful of him? and the son of man, that thou visitest him? For thou hast made 
him a little lower than the angels, and hast crowned him with glory and honour. Thou madest him to have 
dominion over the works of thy hands; thou hast put all [things] under his feet" (Psalm 8:4-6).

Without seeming to belittle our efforts, the truth is that the cosmos is so enormous, beyond our wildest 
imagination, that our “space program” is like an ant climbing to the tip-top of a blade of grass. It yells 
down to the other ants standing below admiring this great achievement, “I’m exploring the world!” 
It hasn’t even begun to explore the lawn, much less the world. As great as our exploits have been in 
walking on the moon and sending robots to other planets in our solar system, they are far, far less in 
proportion to the cosmos than an ant’s conquest of a blade of grass would be in proportion to exploring 
the world.

Scientists are expected to search for the facts and follow them wherever they lead. But when it comes to 
facing the evidence that God the Creator exists, for all too many scientists (and this is particularly true 
today for the first time in history) all the rules of logic and scientific inquiry are abandoned. sir Julian 
Huxley, atheist and humanist, is reported to have said (rather prematurely, it would seem), “There is no 
longer either need or room for the supernatural.”

Atheists refuse to believe in the resurrection of Jesus Christ, in spite of the testimony of witnesses—but 
declare in the name of science that all the life on earth sprang spontaneously from dead matter. Consider 
the following from George Wald, former Harvard University professor and Nobel Prize winner in physi-
ology or medicine:

The reasonable view was to believe in spontaneous generation; the only alternative, to believe in a single 
primary act of supernatural creation. There is no third position.... One [must] concede that the spontane-
ous generation of a living organism is impossible. Yet here we are—as a result, I believe, of spontaneous 
generation.

How can it be the “reasonable view” to believe in what science declares and Wald admits is impossible? 
Atheism creates an irrational disconnect from truth and reality. That fact ought to be reason enough to 
reject this morbid and bankrupt philosophy. Yet Wald, in spite of his intellectual brilliance, clung to this 
unscientific position his entire life. He could give no reason for such unreasonableness except his refusal 
to accept the existence of God—which is not a reasonable reason.
In order to avoid the God to whom all the evidence points, many others stubbornly cling to the same stub-
born rejection of the facts in order not to be accountable to a Creator God. Geneticist Richard Lewontin 
flaunted his bias in God’s face: “We take the side of science in spite of the patent absurdity of some of its 
constructs...because we have a prior commitment...to materialism...for we cannot allow a Divine foot in 
the door.”  This is science? Mathematician J.W.N. Sullivan didn’t try to hide his contempt for God even 
though it led him to espouse complete nonsense:

[By] careful experiments, notably those of Pasteur...it became an accepted doctrine [the law of biogen-



About tHe beReAn CAll

The Berean Call (TBC) is a nonprofit,  
tax-exempt corporation which exists to:

ALERT believers in Christ to unbiblical teachings and practices impacting 
the church

EXHORT believers to give greater heed to biblical discernment and truth 
regarding teachings and practices being currently promoted in the 
church

SUPPLY believers with teaching, information, and materials which will 
encourage the love of God’s truth, and assist in the development of 
biblical discernment

MOBILIZE believers in Christ to action in obedience to the scriptural 
command to “earnestly contend for the faith” (Jude 3)

IMPACT the church of Jesus Christ with the necessity for trusting  
the Scriptures as the only rule for faith, practice, and a life pleasing  
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