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PREFACE

When Bible critics ask, “How can you believe the Bible when it is riddled with errors?’
what do you say? Many Christians punt to faith. They simply cling tenaciously to their
belief no matter what the evidence may be against it. This, however, is contrary to both
Scripture and sound reason. The Bible declares, “Walk in wisdom ... that you may know
how you ought to answer each one” ( Col. 4:5-6 ). Peter urged believers, “ Sanctify the
Lord God in your hearts, and always be ready to give a defense to everyone who asks you
of the reason for the hope that isin you, with meekness and fear” ( 1 Peter 3:15 ). Indeed,



Jesus commanded us to “love the Lord your God with all your heart ... soul ... and ...
mind” ( Matt. 22:37 ). Part of thisloving duty to Christ is to find answers for those who
criticize God’' s Word. For, as Solomon said, “Answer afool according to hisfolly, lest he
bewisein hisown eyes’ ( Prov. 26:5).

Truthis able to stand on its own two feet. Jesus said, “ Y ou shall know the truth, and
the truth shall make you free” ( John 8:32 ). We have nothing to fear from the truth. Jesus
said to the Father, “Y our Word istruth” ( John 17:17). The Bible has withstood the
criticisms of the greatest skeptics, agnostics, and atheists down through the centuries, and
it is able to withstand the feeble efforts of unbelieving critics today. Unlike many other
religions today that appeal to mystical feeling or blind faith, Christianity says, “L ook
before you leap.”

Thisis abook for those who believe we should think about what we believe. God
places no premium on ignorance, nor does He reward those who refuse to ook at the

evidence. On the contrary, He will condemn those who refuse the plain evidence He has
revealed ( Rom. 1:18-20).

This book grows out of over forty years of attempts to understand the Bible and
answer those who would undermine faith in God' s eternal Word. It iswritten asa
companion to the Bible, so that one may find the answer to a difficulty in the text at the
very place the problem occurs. For example, as for the age-old question “Where did Cain
get hiswife?’ the answer will be found right in the text which says*“ Cain knew his wife,
and she conceived and bore Enoch” ( Gen. 4:17 ). As you read through the Bible and
encounter adifficulty, just look up the verse and study the comment on it. For those who
have difficulty remembering where a particular verse is that raised a question, just look in
the topical and person indices in the back and find where the difficulty is treated.

In many ways, this book is five booksin one. First, it isabook on Bible difficulties
that gives answersto all the major questions ever raised about the Bible—over 800 in all.
Second, thisisawork in apologetics, since it helps defend the faith once for all delivered
to the saints. Third, it functions like a critical commentary, since it treats most of the
difficult passagesin the Bible. Fourth, it is abook that will help strengthen your spiritual
life as you receive answers to questions and your faith in God' s Word is increased.
Finally, thisis abook on evangelism. For as you witness for Christ, people will ask you
guestions for which you may not have an answer. Rather than stop sharing Christ because
you fear questions you can’t answer, you can continue in confidence because you have a
ready guide to help answer the questions of those who sincerely seek to know the truth.

Itisour prayer that God will use this book to strengthen your faith and to help bring
many others to the faith. Our own confidence in the Sacred Scriptures has increased over
the years as we have delved deeper into the marvels of His truth. We are confident that
yourswill too.



| NTRODUCTION:

How TO APPROACH
BIBLE DIFFICULTIES

THE BIBLE: ERRORS, NO!

Critics claim the Bible isfilled with errors. Some even speak of thousands of mistakes.
Thetruth isthereis not even one demonstrated error in the original text of the Bible. This
is not to say that there are not difficulties in our Bibles. There are, and that is what this
book isall about. Itisonly to point out that there are not actual errorsin the Scriptures.
Why? Because the Bible is the Word of God, and God cannot err. Come let us reason.
Let'sput it inlogical form and then examine the premises:

GOD CANNOT ERR.
THE BIBLE ISTHE WORD OF GOD.
THEREFORE, THE BIBLE CANNOT ERR.

As any student of logic knows, thisisavalid syllogism (form of reasoning). So, if the
premises are true the conclusion is also true. Aswe will show, the Bible clearly declares
itself to be the Word of God. * It also informs us that God cannot err. The conclusion,
then, isinevitable. The Bible cannot err. If the Bible erred in anything it affirms, then
God would be mistaken. But God cannot make mistakes.

God Cannot Err

The Scriptures declare emphatically that “it isimpossible for God to lie” ( Heb. 6:18).
Paul speaks of the “God who cannot lie” ( Titus 1:2 ). Heis a God who, even if we are
faithless, “He remains faithful; He cannot deny Himself ” (2 Tim. 2:13). God is truth (
John 14:6 ) and so is His Word. Jesus said to the Father, “Y our Word is truth” ( John
17:17). The psalmist exclaimed, “The entirety of Your word is truth” ( Ps. 119:160 ).

TheBiblelstheWord of God

Jesus referred to the OT as the “Word of God” which *cannot be broken” ( John 10:35).
He said, “until heaven and earth disappear, not the smallest |etter, not the least stroke of a

1 For amore complete discussion, see Norman L. Geisler and William E. Nix, A General
Introduction to the Bible: Revised and Expanded (Chicago: Moody Press, 1986), chapters
3-6.



pen, will by any means disappear from the Law until everything is accomplished” ( Matt.
5:18, NIV ). Paul added, “All Scripture is God-breathed” (2 Tim. 3:16, NIV ). It came
“from the mouth of God” ( Matt. 4:4 ). Although human authors recorded the messages,
“prophecy never had its origin in the will of man, but men spoke from God as they were
carried along by the Holy Spirit” ( 2 Peter 1:20 , N1V ). 2

Jesus said to the religious leaders of His day, “Y ou nullify the Word of God by your
tradition” ( Mark 7:13, NIV ). Jesus turned their attention to the written Word of God by
affirming over and over again, “Itiswritten ... Itiswritten ... Itiswritten ...” ( Matt. 4:4
, 7, 10). This phrase occurs over ninety timesin the NT. It isastrong indication of the
divine authority of the written Word of God. Stressing the unfailing nature of God’ s truth,
the Apostle Paul referred to the Scriptures as “the Word of God” ( Rom. 9:6 ). The writer
of Hebrews declared that “the Word of God is living and active. Sharper than any double-
edged sword, it penetrates even to dividing soul and spirit, joints and marrow; it judges
the thoughts and attitudes of the heart” ( Heb. 4:12 , NIV ).

The Logical Conclusion: The Bible Cannot Err

Y es God has spoken, and He has not stuttered. The God of truth has given us the Word of
Truth, and it does not contain any untruth in it. The Bible is the unerring Word of God. 3

Can the Bible be Trusted in Science and History?

Some have suggested that Scripture can always be trusted on moral matters, but it is not
always correct on historical matters. They rely on it in the spiritual domain, but not in the
sphere of science. If true, however, this would render the Bible ineffective asadivine
authority, since the spiritual is often inextricably interwoven with the historical and
scientific.

A close examination of Scripture reveals that the scientific (factual) and spiritual
truths of Scripture are often inseparable. For example, one cannot separate the spiritual
truth of Christ’s resurrection from the fact that His body permanently vacated the tomb
and later physically appeared ( Matt. 28:6 ; 1 Cor. 15:13-19). Likewise, if Jesus was not
born of abiological virgin, then Heis no different from the rest of the human race on
whom the stigma of Adam’s sinrests ( Rom. 5:12). Likewise, the death of Christ for our
sins cannot be detached from His shedding literal blood on the cross, for “without
shedding of blood thereisno remission” ( Heb. 9:22 ). And Adam’s existence and fall
cannot be amyth. If there were no literal Adam and no actual fall, then the spiritual
teaching about inherited sin and eventual or physical death are wrong ( Rom. 5:12).
Historical reality and the theological doctrine stand or fall together.

2 Seeibid., chapters 1-11.
3 For adefense of theinerrancy of the Bible by a coalition of evangelical scholars, see
Norman L. Geisler ed., Inerrancy (Grand Rapids. Zondervan Publishing House, 1979).



Also, the doctrine of the Incarnation is inseparable from the historical truth about
Jesus of Nazareth ( John 1:1, 14 ). Further, Jesus moral teaching about marriage was
based on His teaching about God' sjoining alitera Adam and Eve together in marriage (
Matt. 19:4-5). In each of these cases the moral or theological teaching is devoid of its
meaning apart from the historical or factual event. If one denies that the literal space-time
event occurred, then there is no basis for believing the scriptural doctrine built upon it.

Jesus often directly compared OT events with important spiritual truths, such as His
death and resurrection which were related to Jonah and the great fish ( Matt. 12:40). Or,
His second coming as compared to the days of Noah ( Matt. 24:37-39 ). Both the
occasion and the manner of that comparison make it clear that Jesus was affirming the
historicity of those OT events. Indeed, Jesus asserted to Nicodemus, “If | told you earthly
things and you do not believe, how will you believe if | tell you heavenly things?’ ( John
3:12) In short, if the Bible does not speak truthfully about the physical world, then it
cannot be trusted when it speaks about the spiritual world. The two are intimately related.

Inspiration includes not only all that the Bible explicitly teaches, but also everything
the Bibletouches . Thisis true whether the Bible is touching upon history, science, or
mathematics. Whatever the Bible declares, is true—whether it isamajor point or a minor
point. The Bibleis God’s Word, and God does not deviate from the truth in any point. All
the parts are as true as the whol e that they comprise.

If It IsInspired, Then It IsInerrant

Inerrancy isalogical result of inspiration. For, inerrancy means wholly true and without
error. And what God breathes out (inspires) must be wholly true (inerrant). However, it is
helpful to specify more clearly what is meant by “truth” and what would constitute an
“grror.”* By truth we signify that which corresponds to reality. An error, then, is what
does not correspond to reality. Truth istelling it likeit is. Error isnot telling it likeit is.
Hence, nothing mistaken can be true, even if the author intended his mistake to be true.
An error isamistake, not simply something that is misleading. Otherwise, every sincere
utterance ever made is true, even those that were grossly mistaken. > Likewise, something
is not true simply because it accomplishesits intended purpose, since many lies succeed.

The Bible clearly views truth as that which corresponds to reality. Error is understood
asalack of correspondence to reality, not asintentionally misleading. Thisis evident
from the fact that the word “error” is used of unintentional mistakes (Lev. 4:2). The
Bible everywhere implies a correspondence view of truth. For example, when the Ten
Commandments declare “Y ou shall not bear false testimony” ( Ex. 20:16 ), it implies that
misrepresenting the facts is wrong. Likewise, a correspondence view of truth is used

4 For further discussion of this, see Norman L. Geidler, “The Concept of Truth in the
Inerrancy Debate” in Bibliotheca Sacra (Oct-Dec, 1980).

5 Thisisthe mistake of G.C. Berkouwer, Holy Scripture (Grand Rapids. Eerdmans,
1975) and Jack Rogers, Biblical Authority (Waco, TX: Word, 1978). Defining error as
what misleads, rather than what is mistaken, they make all sincere errors unfalsifiable.



when the Jews said to the governor about Paul, “By examining him yourself you will be
able to learn the truth about all thesecharges we are bringing against him.” In so doing,
he adds, “Y ou can easily verify thefacts’ (cf. Acts 24:8).

“Has God Said?”

Of course, wherever God has made the truth clear, Satan’s strategy is to cast doubt onit.
Whenever God has spoken with authority, the devil desiresto undermineit. “Did God
really say that?’ he sneers (cf. Gen. 3:1). This confusion often takes the following form.
The Bible may be the inspired Word of God in some sense, but it is also human words. It
had human authors, and “to err is human.” Hence, we are to expect some errorsin the
Bible. So goes the argument. In short, the clear and simple truth of God has been
confused by the lie of Satan, the master of lies ( John 8:44 ).

Let’sanalyze what is wrong with this reasoning. A simple analogy will help.
Consider some parallel but equally faulty reasoning:

1.  Jesuswasahuman being.
2. Human beingssin.
3. Therefore, Jesus sinned.

Any Bible student can readily see that this conclusion is wrong. Jesus was “without
sin” (Heb. 4:15). He“knew no sin” ( 2 Cor. 5:21 ). Jesus was “alamb without blemish
or defect” (1 Peter 1:19 ). As John said of Jesus, “Heis pure” and “righteous” ( 1 John
2:1; 3:3). But, if Jesus never sinned, then what is wrong with the above argument that
Jesus is human and humans sin, therefore, Jesus sinned? Where does the logic go astray?

The mistake is to assume that Jesus is like any other human. Sure, mere human beings
sin. But, Jesus was not a mere human being. He was a perfect human being. Indeed, Jesus
was not only human, but He was also God. Likewise, the Bible is not a mere human
book. It is also the Word of God. Like Jesus, it is both divine and human. And just as
Jesus was human but did not sin, even so the Bible is a human book but doesnot err.

Both God' s living Word (Christ) and His written Word (Scripture) are human but do not
err. They are divine and cannot err. There can no more be an error in God' s written Word
than therewasa sin in God' s living Word. God cannot err, period.

THE BIBLE: DIFFICULTIES, YES

While the Bible is the Word of God and, as such, cannot have any errors, nonetheless,
this does not mean there are no difficultiesin it. However, as St. Augustine wisely noted,
“If we are perplexed by any apparent contradiction in Scripture, it is not allowable to say,
the author of this book is mistaken; but either the manuscript is faulty, or the tranglation



iswrong, or you have not understood.” ® The mistakes are not in the revelation of God,
but are in the misinterpretations of man.

The Bible is without mistake, but the critics are not. All their allegations of error in
the Bible are based on some error of their own. Their mistakes fall into the following
main categories.

Mistake 1: Assuming that the Unexplained Is Not Explainable.

No informed person would claim to be able to fully explain al Bible difficulties.
However, it isamistake for the critic to assume, therefore, that what has not yet been
explained never will be explained. When a scientist comes upon an anomaly in nature, he
does not give up further scientific exploration. Rather, he uses the unexplained as a
motivation to find an explanation. No real scientist throws up her hands in despair smply
because she cannot explain a given phenomenon. She continues to do research with the
confident expectation that an answer will be found. And, the history of science reveals
that her faith has been rewarded over and over again.

Scientists, for example, once had no natural explanation of meteors, eclipses,
tornadoes, hurricanes, and earthquakes. Until recently, scientists did not know how the
bumblebee could fly. All of these mysteries have yielded their secrets to the relentless
patience of science. Neither do scientists know how life can grow on thermo-ventsin the
depths of the sea. But, no scientist throws in the towel and cries “contradiction!”

Likewise, the Christian scholar approaches the Bible with the same presumption that
what is thus far unexplained is not therefore unexplainable. He or she does not assume
that discrepancies are contradictions. And, when he encounters something for which he
has no explanation, he simply continues to do research, believing that one will eventually
be found. Infact, if he assumed the opposite, he would stop studying. Why pursue an
answver when one assumes there is none. Like his scientific counterpart, the Bible student
has been rewarded for his faith and research. For, many difficulties for which scholars
once had no answer have yielded to the relentless pursuit of truth through history,
archaeology, linguistics, and other disciplines. For example, critics once proposed that
Moses could not have written the first five books of the Bible because there was no
writing in Moses' day. Now we know that writing was in existence a couple of thousand
years or more before Moses. Likewise, critics once believed that the Bible was wrong in
speaking of the Hittite people, since they were totally unknown to historians. Now, all
historians know of their existence by way of their library that was foundin Turkey. This
gives us confidence to believe that the biblical difficulties that have not yet been
explained have an explanation and that we need not assume there is amistake in the
Bible.

6 St. Augustine, Reply to Faustus the Manichaean 11.5 in Philip Schaff, A Select Library
of the Nicene and Ante-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1956), vol. 4.



Mistake 2: Presuming the Bible Guilty Until Proven Innocent.

Many critics assume the Bible is wrong until something provesit right. However, like an
American citizen charged with an offense, the Bible should be presumed “innocent” until
it is proven guilty. Thisis not asking anything special for the Bible, it is theway we
approach al human communications. If we did not, life would not be possible. For
example, if we assumed road signs and traffic signals were not telling the truth, then we
would probably be dead before we could prove they were telling the truth. Likewise, if
we assume food labels are wrong until proven right, we would have to open up al cans
and packages before buying. And what if we presumed all the numbers on our currency
were wrong? And what if we assumed all restroom signs were wrong! Well, enough is
enough.

The Bible, like any other book, should be presumed to be telling us what the authors
said and heard. Negative critics of the Bible begin with just the opposite presumption.
Little wonder, then, that they conclude the Bibleis riddled with error.

Mistake 3: Confusing Our Fallible Interpretations with God’ s Infallible Revelation.

Jesus affirmed that the “ Scripture cannot be broken” ( John 10:35). As an infallible book,
the Bibleis aso irrevocable. Jesus declared, “ Truly | say to you, until heaven and earth
pass away, not the smallest letter or stroke shall pass away from the Law, until al is
accomplished” ( Matt. 5:18 , NIV ; cf. Luke 16:17 ). The Scriptures also have final
authority, being the last word on all it discusses. Jesus employed the Bible to resist the
tempter ( Matt. 4:4, 7, 10), to settle doctrinal disputes ( Matt. 21:42 ), and to vindicate
His authority ( Mark 11:17 ). Sometimes a biblical teaching rests on asmall historical
detail ( Heb. 7:4-10), aword or phrase ( Acts 15:13-17 ), or even the difference between
the singular and the plural ( Gal. 3:16 ). But, while the Bibleisinfalible, human
interpretations are not. The Bible cannot be mistaken, but we can be mistaken about the
Bible. The meaning of the Bible does not change, but our understanding of its meaning
does.

Human beings are finite, and finite beings make mistakes. That iswhy there are
erasers on pencils, correcting fluid for typing, and a“delete” key on computers. And even
though God’' s Word is perfect ( Ps. 19:7 ), aslong as imperfect human beings exist, there
will be misinterpretations of God’s Word and false views about His world. In view of
this, one should not be hasty in assuming that a currently dominant view in science is the
final word on the topic. Prevailing views of science in the past are considered errors by
scientists in the present. So, contradictions between popular opinionsin science and
widely accepted interpretations of the Bible can be expected. But this falls short of
proving thereisareal contradiction between God's world and God' s Word, between
God' s general revelation and His specia revelation. In this basic sense, science and
Scripture are not contradictory. Only finite, fallible human opinions about each can be
contradictory.

Mistake 4: Failing to Understand the Context of the Passage.



Perhaps the most common mistake of criticsis to take atext out of its proper context. As
the adage goes, “ A text out of context is apretext.” One can prove anything from the
Bible by this mistaken procedure. The Bible says “thereis no God” ( Ps. 14:1). Of
course, the context isthat “The fool has said in hisheart, Thereisno God' ” ( Ps. 14:1).
One may claim that Jesus admonished us “not to resist an evil” ( Matt. 5:39 ), but the
anti-retaliatory context in which He cast this statement must not be ignored. Likewise,
many fail to understand the context of Jesus’ statement to “ Give to him who asks you,” as
though one had an obligation to give a gun to asmall child who asked, or nuclear
weapons to Saddam Hussein just because he asked. Failure to note that meaning is
determined by context is perhaps the chief sin of those who find fault with the Bible, as
comments on numerous passages in this book will illustrate.

Mistake 5: Neglecting to Interpret Difficult Passagesin the Light of Clear Ones.

Some passages of Scripture are hard to understand. Sometimes the difficulty is due to
their obscurity. At other times, the difficulty is because passages appear to be teaching
something contrary to what someother part of Scriptureis clearly teaching. For example,
James appears to be saying salvation is by works ( James 2:14-26 ), whereas Paul taught
clearly that it was by grace ( Rom. 4:5; Titus 3:5-7 ; Eph. 2:8-9). In this case, James
should not be construed so as to contradict Paul. Paul is speaking about justification
before God (which is by faith alone), whereas James is referring to justification before
men (who cannot see our faith, but only our works).

Another exampleis found in Philippians 2:12 where Paul says, “work out your own
salvation with fear and trembling.” On the surface this appears to be saying salvation is
by works. However, thisisflatly contradicted by a host of Scriptures which clearly affirm
that we are “saved by grace through faith, and that not of ourselves; it isagift of God, not
of works, lest anyone should boast” ( Eph. 2:8-9). And, “to him who does not work but
believes on Him who justifies the ungodly, his faith is accounted for righteousness” (
Rom. 4:5). Also, it “is not by works of righteousness which we have done, but according
to His mercy [that] He saved us’ ( Titus 3:5-6 ). When this difficult statement about
“working out our salvation” is understood in the light of these clear passages, we can see
that, whatever it does mean, it does not mean that we are saved by works. In fact, what it
means is found in the very next verse. We are to work salvation out because God' s grace
has worked it in our hearts. In Paul’ swords, “for it is God who worksin you both to will
and to do for His good pleasure” ( Phil. 2:13).

Mistake 6: Basing a Teaching on an Obscure Passage.

Some passages in the Bible are difficult because their meanings are obscure. Thisis
usually because a key word in the text is used only once (or rarely), and so it is difficult
to know what the author is saying, unlessit can be inferred from the context. For
example, one of the best known passages in the Bible contains a word that appears
nowhere elsein al existing Greek literature up to the time the NT waswritten. Thisword
appearsin what is popularly known asthe Lord s Prayer ( Matt. 6:11 ). Itisusually
trandated, “Give usthis day our daily bread.” The word in question is the one translated



“daily”— epiousion . Expertsin Greek still have not come to any agreement either on its
origin, or on its precise meaning. Different commentators try to establish links with
Greek words that are well-known, and many suggestions have been proposed as to the
resulting meaning. Among these suggestions are:

Give us this day our continuous bread.

Give us this day our supersubstantial (indicating supernatural, from heaven)
bread.

Give us this day bread for our sustenance.
Give us this day our daily (or, what we need for today) bread.

Each one of these proposals has its defenders, each one makes sense in the context,
and each oneis apossibility based on the limited information that is available. There does
not seem to be any compelling reason to depart from what has become the generally
accepted trandation, but this example does serve to illustrate the point. Some passages of
the Bible are difficult to understand because the meaning of some key word appears only
once, or very rarely.

At other times, the words may be clear but the meaning is not evident because we are
not sure to what they refer. Thisistruein 1 Corinthians 15:29 where Paul speaks of those
who were “baptized for the dead.” Is he referring to the baptizing of live representatives
to ensure salvation for dead believers who were not baptized (as Mormons claim)? Or, is
he referring to others being baptized into the church to fill the ranks of those who have
passed on? Or, is hereferring to a believer being baptized “for” (i.e., “with aview to”)
his own death and burial with Christ? Or, to something else?

When we are not sure, then several things should be kept in mind. First, we should
not build a doctrine on an obscure passage. The rule of thumb in Bible interpretation is
“the main things are the plain things, and the plain things are the main things.” Thisis
called the perspicuity (clearness) of Scripture. If something isimportant, it will be clearly
taught in Scripture and probably in more than one place. Second, when a given passageis
not clear, we should never conclude that it means something that isopposed to another
plain teaching of Scripture. God does not make mistakes in His Word; we make mistakes
in trying to understand it.

Mistake 7: Forgetting that the Bible Is a Human Book with Human Characteristics.

With the exception of small sections, like the Ten Commandments which were “written
with the finger of God” ( Ex. 31:18), the Bible was not verbally dictated. ” The writers
were not secretaries of the Holy Spirit. They were human composers employing their

7 For aproponent of verbal dictation see John R. Rice, Our God-Breathed Book—The
Bible (Murfeesboro, Tenn: Sword of the Lord, 1969).



own literary styles and idiosyncrasies. These human authors sometimes used human
sourcesfor their material ( Josh. 10:13 ; Acts17:28 ; 1 Cor. 15:33; Titus 1:12). Infact,
every book of the Bibleis the composition of ahuman writer —about forty of themin all.
The Bible also manifests different human literary styles, from the mournful meter of
Lamentations to the exalted poetry of Isaiah; from the simple grammar of John to the
complex Greek of the Book of Hebrews. Scripture aso manifests human per spectives .
David spoke in Psalm 23 from a shepherd’ s perspective. Kingsis written from a
prophetic vantage point, and Chronicles from a priestly point of view. Acts manifests an
historical interest and 2 Timothy a pastor’s heart. Writers speak from an observer’s
standpoint when they write of the sun rising or setting ( Josh. 1:15). They also reveal
human thought patterns, including memory lapses ( 1 Cor. 1:14-16 ), aswell as human
emotions ( Gal. 4:14 ). The Bible discloses specific human interests . For examgl e, Hosea
possessed arural interest, Luke amedical concern, and James alove of nature. ~ But like
Christ, the Bible is completely human, yet without error. Forgetting the humanity of
Scripture can lead to falsely impugning its integrity by expecting alevel of expression
higher than that which is customary to a human document. This will become more
obvious as we discuss the next mistakes of the critics.

Mistake 8: Assuming that a Partial Report is a False Report.

Critics often jump to the conclusion that a partial report is false. However, thisis not so.
If it were, most of what has ever been said would be fal se, since seldom does time or
space permit an absolutely complete report. Occasionally the Bible expresses the same
thing in different ways, or at least from different viewpoints, at different times. Hence,
inspiration does not exclude adiversity of expression. The four Gospels relate the same
story in different ways to different groups of people, and sometimes even quote the same
saying with different words. Compare, for example, Peter’ s famous confession in the
Gospels:

Matthew: “Y ou are the Christ, the Son of the living God” ( 16:16).

Mark: “You are the Christ” ( 8:29).

Luke: “The Christ of God” (9:20).
Even the Ten Commandments, which were “written with the finger of God” ( Deut. 9:10
), are stated with variations the second time God gave them (cf. Ex. 20:8-11 with Deut.

5:12-15). There are many differences between the books of Kings and Chroniclesin
their description of identical events, yet they harbor no contradiction in the events they

8 The biblical authorsinclude alawgiver (Moses), ageneral (Joshua), prophets (Samuel,
Isaiah, et. al.), kings (David and Solomon), a musician (Asaph), a herdsman (Amos), a
prince and statesman (Daniel), apriest (Ezra), atax collector (Matthew), a physician
(Luke), a scholar (Paul), and fishermen (Peter and John). With such avariety of
occupations represented by biblical writers, it isonly natural that their personal interests
and differences should be reflected in their writings.



narrate. If such important utterances can be stated in different ways, then thereis no
reason the rest of Scripture cannot speak truth without employing a wooden literalness of
expression.

Mistake 9: Demanding that NT Citations of the OT Always Be Exact Quotations.

Critics often point to variations in the NT’ s use of the OT Scriptures as a proof of error.
However, they forget that every citation need not be an exact quotation . It was then (and
still istoday) a perfectly acceptable literary style to give the essence of a statement
without using precisely the same words . The same meaning can be conveyed without
using the same verbal expressions .

Variationsin the NT citations of the OT fall into different categories. Sometimes they
vary because there is a change of speaker. For example, Zechariah records the Lord as
saying, “they will look on Me whom they have pierced” (12:10). When thisiscitedin
the NT, John, not God, is speaking. So it is changed to “ They shall look on Him whom
they pierced” ( John 19:37).

At other times, writers cite only part of the OT text. Jesus did this at His home
synagogue in Nazareth ( Luke 4:18-19, citing Isa. 61:1-2 ). In fact, He stopped in the
middle of a sentence. Had He gone any farther, He could not have said as He did, “ Today
this Scriptureis fulfilled in your hearing” (v. 21). For the very next phrase, “And the day
of vengeance of our God,” is areference to His second coming.

Sometimes the NT paraphrases or summarizes the OT text (e.g., Matt. 2:6 ). Others
blend two texts into one ( Matt. 27:9-10 ). Occasionally a general truth is mentioned,
without citing a specific text. For example, Matthew said Jesus moved to Nazareth “that
it might be fulfilled which was spoken by the prophets, "He shall be called a Nazarene' ”
(Matt. 2:23). Notice, Matthew quotes no given prophet, but rather “prophets’ in general.
So it would be futile to insist on a specific OT text where this could be found.

There are also instances where the NT applies atext in adifferent way than the OT
did. For example, Hosea applies “Out of Egypt have | called My Son” to the Messianic
nation, and Matthew appliesit to the product of that nation, the Messiah ( Matt. 2:15,
from Hos. 11:1). In no case, however, doesthe NT misinterpret or misapply the OT, nor
draw some implication from it that is not validly drawn from it. In short, the NT makes
no mistakes in citing the OT, asthe criticsdo in citing the NT.

Mistake 10: Assuming that Divergent Accounts Are False Ones.

Just because two or more accounts of the same event differ, it does not mean they are
mutually exclusive. For example, Matthew ( 28:5) saysthere was one angel at the tomb
after the resurrection, whereas John informs us there were two ( 20:12 ). But, these are
not contradicory reports. In fact, there is an infallible mathematical rule that easily
explains this problem: wherever there are two, there is always one—it never fails!
Matthew did not say there wasonly one angel. One has to add the word “only” to



Matthew’ s account to make it contradict John’s. But if the critic comesto the Biblein
order to show it errs, then the error is not in the Bible, but in the critic.

Likewise, Matthew ( 27:5) informs us that Judas hanged himself. But L uke says that
“he burst open in the middle and all his entrails gushed out” ( Acts 1:18 ). Once more,
these accounts differ, but they are not mutually exclusive. If Judas hanged himself on a
tree over the edge of acliff and hisbody fell on sharp rocks below, then his entrails
would gush out just as Luke vividly describes.

Mistake 11: Presuming that the Bible Approves of All it Records.

It is amistake to assume that everything contained in the Bible is commended by the
Bible. The whole Bibleistrue ( John 17:17 ), but it records somelies, for example,
Satan’s ( Gen. 3:4 ; cf. John 8:44 ) and Rahab’'s ( Josh. 2:4 ). Inspiration encompasses the
Bible fully and completely in the sense that it records accurately and truthfully even the
lies and errors of sinful beings. The truth of Scriptureisfound in what the Biblereveals,
not in everything it records . Unless this distinction is held, it may be incorrectly
concluded that the Bible teaches immorality because it narrates David' ssin ( 2 Sam. 11:4
), that it promotes polygamy because it records Solomon’s ( 1 Kings 11:3), or that it
affirms atheism because it quotes the fool as saying “thereisno God” ( Ps. 14:1).

Mistake 12: Forgetting that the Bible Uses Non-technical, Everyday Language.

To be true, something does not have to use scholarly, technical, or so-called “ scientific”
language. The Bibleiswritten for the common person of every generation, and it
therefore uses common, everyday language. The use of observational, nonscientific
language is not un scientific, it ismerely pre scientific. The Scriptures were writtenin
ancient times by ancient standards, and it would be anachronistic to superimpose modern
scientific standards upon them. However, it is no more unscientific to speak of the sun
“standing still” ( Joshua 10:12 ) than to refer to the sun “rising” ( Joshua 1:16 ).
Contemporary meteorologists still speak daily of the time of “sunrise” and “sunset.”

Mistake 13: Assuming that Round Numbers Are False.

Another mistake sometimes made by Bible critics is claiming that round numbersare
false. Thisis not so. Round numbers are just that—round numbers. Like most ordinary
speech, the Bible uses round numbers ( 1 Chron. 19:18 ; 21:5). For example, it refersto
the diameter as being about one third of the circumference of something. It may be
imprecise from the standpoint of a contemporary technological society to speak of
3.14159265 ... asthe number three, but it is not incorrect for an ancient, non-
technological people. Three and fourteen hundredths can be rounded off to three. That is
sufficient for a“ Sea of cast metal” (2 Chron. 4:2, NIV ) in an ancient Hebrew temple,
even though it would not suffice for acomputer in amodern rocket. But one should not
expect scientific precision in a prescientific age. In fact, it would be as anadhronistic as
wearing awrist watch in a Shakespearian play.



Mistake 14: Neglecting to Note that the Bible Uses Different Literary Devices.

An inspired book need not be composed in one, and only one, literary style. Human
beings wrote every book in the Bible, and human language is not limited to one mode of
expression. So, thereis no reason to suppose that only one style or literary genre was
used in adivinely inspired Book. The Bible reveals anumber of literary devices. Several
whole books are written in poetic style (e.g., Job, Psalms, Proverbs). The synoptic
Gospels arefilled withparables .. In Galatians 4 , Paul utilizesan allegory . The NT
abounds with metaphors(e.g., 2 Cor. 3:2-3 ; James 3:6 ) and similes (cf. Matt. 20:1 ;
James 1.6 ); hyperbolesmay also be found (e.g., Col. 1:23 ; John 21:25 ; 2 Cor. 3:2), and
possibly even poetic figures ( Job 41:1). Jesus employed satire ( Matt. 19:24 with 23:24)
and figures of speech are common throughout the Bible.

It isnot amistake for abiblical writer to use afigure of speech, but it isamistake for
areader to take afigure of speech literaly. Obviously when the Bible speaks of the
believer resting under the shadow of God's “wings’ ( Ps. 36:7 ), it does not mean that
God is afeathered bird. Likewise, when the Bible says God “awakes’ ( Ps. 44:23), as
though He were sleeping, it isafigure of speech indicating God’ s inactivity before He is
aroused to judgment by man’s sin. We must be careful in our reading of figures of speech
in Scripture.

Mistake 15: Forgetting that Only the Original Text, Not Every Copy of Scripture, Is
without Error.

When critics do come upon a genuine mistake in a manuscript copy, they make another
fatal erro—they assume it wasin the original inspired text of Scripture. They forget that
God only uttered the original text of Scripture, not the copies. Therefore, only the original
text iswithout error. Inspiration does not guarantee that every copy of the origina is
without error. Therefore, we are to expect that minor errors are to be found in manuscript
copies. But, again, as St. Augustine wisely noted, when we run into aso-called “error” in
the Bible, we must assume one of two things—either the manuscript was not copied
correctly, or we have not understood it rightly. What we may not assume is that God
made an error in inspiring the original text.

While present copies of Scripture are very good, they are not without error. For
example, 2 Kings 8:26 gives the age of king Ahaziah as twenty-two, whereas 2
Chronicles 22:2 says forty-two. The later number cannot be correct, or he would have
been older than his father. Thisis obviously a copyist error, but it does not alter the
inerrancy of the original (see Appendix 2 for further examples).

Several things should be observed about these copyist errors. First of all, they are
errorsin the copies, not the originals. No one has ever found an origina manuscript with
an error in it. Second, they are minor errors (often in names or numbers) which do not
affect any doctrine of the Chrigian faith. Third, these copyist errors are relatively few in

number, as will beillustrated throughout the rest of this book. Fourth, usually by the
context, or by another Scripture, we know which oneisin error. For example, Ahaziah



(above) must have been twenty-two, not forty-two, since he could not be older than his
father. Finally, even though there is a copyist error, the entire message can still come
through. In such a case, the validity of the message is not changed. For example, if you
received aletter like this, would you understand the whole message? And would you
collect your money?

“#0OU HAVE WON THE FIVEMILLION DOLLAR
READER’S DIGEST SWEEPSTAKES.”

Even though there is a mistake in the first word, the entire message comes through—you
arefive million dollars richer! And if you received another letter the next day that read
like this, you would be even more sure:

“Y#U HAVE WON THE FIVE MILLION DOLLAR
READER’SDIGEST SWEEPSTAKES”

Actually the more mistakes of this kind there are (each in a different place), the more sure
you are of the original message. Thisiswhy scribal mistakes in the biblical manuscripts
do not affect the basic message of the Bible. So, for all practical purposes, the Biblein
our hand, imperfect though the manuscripts are, conveys the complete truth of the

original Word of God.

Mistake 16: Confusing General Statements with Universal Ones.

Critics often jump to the conclusion that unqualified statements admit of no exceptions.
They seize upon verses that offer general truths and then point with glee to obvious
exceptions. In so doing, they forget that such statements are only intended to be
generalizations.

The Book of Proverbsis agood example of such an issue. Proverbial sayings by their
very nature offer only general guidance, not universal assurance. They arerulesfor life,
but rules that admit of exceptions. Proverbs 16:7 isacasein point. It affirms that “when a
man’ s ways please the Lord, He makes even his enemies to be at peace with him.” This
obviously was not intended to be a universal truth. Paul was pleasing to the Lord and his
enemies stoned him ( Acts 14:19 ). Jesus was pleasing the Lord, and His enemies
crucified Him! Nonetheless, it is a general truth that one who actsin away pleasing to
God can minimize his enemies’ antagonism.

Another example of ageneral truth is Proverbs 22:6 , “Train up a child in the way he
should go, and when heis old he will not depart from it.” However, other Scripture
passages and experience show that thisis not alwaystrue. Indeed, some godly personsin
the Bible (including Job, Eli, and David) had some very wayward children. This proverb
does not contradict experience because it is agenera principle that appliesin ageneral
way, but allows for individual exceptions. Proverbs are not designed to be absolute
guarantees. Rather, they express truths that provide helpful advice and guidance by which
an individual should conduct his or her daily life.



It is simply a mistake to assume that proverbial wisdom is always universally true
Proverbs are wisdom (general guides), not law (universally binding imperatives). When
the Bible declares “Y ou shall therefore be holy, for | am holy” ( Lev. 11:45), then there
are no exceptions. Holiness, goodness, love, truth, and justice are rooted in the very
nature of an unchanging God and therefore admit of no exceptions. But wisdom takes
God’ s universal truths and applies them to specific and changing circumstances which,
by their very nature as changing, will not always yield the same results. Nonethel ess, they
are still helpful guidesfor life, even though they may admit of an occasional exception.

Mistake 17: Forgetting that Later Revelation Super sedes Previous Revelation.

Sometimes critics of Scripture forget the principle of progressive revelation. God does
not reveal everything at once, nor does He always lay down the same conditions for every
period of time. Therefore, some of Hislater revelation will supersede His former
statements. Bible critics sometimes confuse achange of revelation with a mistake . The
mistake, however, isthat of the critic. For example, the fact that a parent allows a very
small child to eat with hisfingers, only to tell them later to use a spoon, is not a
contradiction. Nor is the parent contradicting himself to insist later that the child should
use afork, not a spoon, to eat his vegetables. Thisis progressive revelation, with each
command suited to fit the particular circumstance in which a person is found.

There was atime when God tested the human race by forbidding them to eat of a
specific treein the Garden of Eden ( Gen. 2:16-17 ). This command is no longer in
effect, but the later revelation does not contradict this former revelation. Also, there was a
period (under the Mosaic law) when God commanded that animals be sacrificed for
people’ ssin. However, since Christ offered the perfect sacrifice for sin ( Heb. 10:11-14),
this OT command is no longer in effect. Here again, there is no contradiction between the
latter and the former commands. Likewise, when God created the human race, He
commanded that they eat only fruit and vegetables ( Gen. 1:29). But later, when
conditions changed after the flood, God commanded that they aso eat meat ( Gen. 9:3).
This change from herbivorous to omnivorous status is progressive revelation, but it is not
acontradiction. In fact, all these subsequent revelations were ssmply different commands
for different people at different timesin God's overall plan of redemption.

Of course, God cannot change commands that have to do with His unchangeable
nature (cf. Mal. 3:6 ; Heb. 6:18). For example, since God islove ( 1 John 4:16 ), He
cannot command that we hate Him. Nor can He command what is logically impossible,
for example, to both offer and not offer a sacrifice for sin at the same time and in the
same sense. But these moral and logical limits notwithstanding, God can and has given
noncontradictory, progressive revelation which, if taken out of its proper context and
juxtaposed with each other, can be made to look contradictory. This, however, isjust as
much a mistake as to assume the parent is contradicting herself when she allows a child
to stay up later at night as he gets older.

After forty years of continual and careful study of the Bible, one can only conclude
that those who think they have discovered a mistake in the Bible do not know too much



about the Bible—they know too little about it! This does not mean, of course, that we
understand all the difficulties in the Scriptures. But it does lead us to believe that Mark
Twain was correct when he concluded that it was not the part of the Bible he did not
understand that bothered him the most, but the parts he did understand!



GENESIS

GENESIS 1:1 —How can the univer se have a “ beginning” when moder n science
saysenergy iseternal?

PROBLEM: According to the First Law of Thermodynamics, “Energy can neither be
created nor destroyed.” If thisis so, then the universe must be eternal, since it is made
of indestructible energy. However, the Bible indicates that the universe had a
“beginning” and did not exist before God “created” it ( Gen. 1:1). Isthisnot a
contradiction between the Bible and science?

SOLUTION: Thereisaconflict of opinion here, but no real factual contradiction. The
factual evidence indicates that the universeis not eternal, but that it did have a
beginning just as the Bible says. Several observations are relevant here.

First of all, the First Law of Thermodynamicsis often misstated to the effect that
energy “cannot be created.” However, science is based on observation, and statements
such as“can” or “cannot” are not based on observation, but are dogmatic
pronouncements. The First Law should be stated like this: “[So far as we can observe]
the amount of actual energy in the universe remains constant.” That is, asfar aswe
know, the actual amount of energy in the universe is not decreasing or increasing.
Stated this way, the First Law makes no pronouncement whatsoever about where
energy came from, or how long it has been here. Thus, it does not contradict the
Genesis declaration that God created the universe.

Second, another well-established scientific law is the Second Law of
Thermodynamics. It states that “the amount of usable energy in the universeis
decreasing.” According to this Law, the universe is running down. Its energy is being
transformed into unusable heat. If thisis so, then the universeis not eternal, since it
would have run out of usable energy along time ago. Or, to put it another way, if the
universe is unwinding, then it was wound up. If it had an infinite amount of energy it
would never run down. Therefore, the universe had a beginning, just as Genesis 1:1
saysit did.



GENESIS 1:1 —How could the author of Genesis know what happened at creation
before he was even created?

PROBLEM: Traditional Christian scholarship has maintained that the first five books of
the Bible were written by Moses. The first two chapters of the Book of Genesis read
as an eyewitness account of the events of creation. However, how could Moses, or
any man for that matter, write these chapters as if he were an eyewitness since he
would not have existed at the time?

SOLUTION: Of course, there was an eyewitness of creation—God, the Creator. These
chapters are obviously arecord of creation which God specifically reported to Moses
by way of special revelation. The tendency to ask questions like, “How did the
chronicler know that minerals preceded plants and plants preceded animals?’ betrays
an antisupernatural bias and arefusal to consider alternative explanations other than
those proposed by naturalistic science.

GENESIS 1:14 —How could there be light befor e the sun was made?

PROBLEM: The sun was not created until the fourth day, yet there was light on the first
day (1:3).

SOLUTION: The sunisnot the only source of light in the universe. Further, the sun may
have existed from the first day, but only appeared or became visible (as the mist

cleared) on the fourth day. We see light on a cloudy day, even when we can’t see the
sun.

GENESIS 1:26 —Why does the Bible use the plural “us’ when God refersto
Himself?

PROBLEM: Orthodox Christian and Jewish scholars maintain that God is one. In fact,
the historic confession of the faith of Israel istaken from Deuteronomy 6:4 which
says, “Hear, O Israel: The Lord our God, the Lord is One!” However, if God is one,
why does this verse in Genesis use the word “Us”?

SOLUTION: There have been several explanations offered throughout history. Some
commentators have claimed that thisis merely a case where God is addressing the
angels. But thisis unlikely sincein verse 26 God says, “Let Us make man in Our
image” while verse 27 makesiit clear that “ God created man in His own image; in the
image of God” and not in the image of the angels.

Others have claimed that the plural pronoun refersto the Trinity. It is clear from
the NT (e.g., John 1:1) that the Son wasinvolved in the creation of the heavens and
the earth. Also, Genesis 1:2 indicates that the Holy Spirit was equally involved in the
creation process. However, students of Hebrew grammar point out that the plural



pronoun “us’ is simply required by the plural Hebrew noun elohim which is
trandated “ God” (“Then God [ elohim, plural] said, "Let Us[plural] make manin
Our [plural] image' ”). Consequently, they claim that this statement should not be
used to prove the doctrine of the Trinity. Indeed, the Quran, which denies more than
one person in God, uses “us’ of God, demonstrating that the Near Eastern usage of
“us’ does not necessarily mean more than one person.

Still others have asserted that the plural is used as afigure of speech caled a
majestic plural. In this use, God is speaking to Himself in such amanner asto
indicate that all of Hismajestic power and wisdom were involved in the creation of
man. As has been noted, the plural pronoun “Us’ corresponds to the plural Hebrew
word elohim which is tranglated God. The fact that the name “God” is plura in
Hebrew does not indicate that there is more than one God, or that thisis actualy a
reference to God being a group of extraterrestrial astronauts. There are a great number
of passagesin the NT that refer to God with the singular Greek noun theos, which is
also trandated “God” ( Mark 13:19; John 1:1 ; Eph. 3:9; etc.). The plural nature of
the Hebrew word is designed to give afuller, more majestic sense to God' s name. It
should be noted, however, that the NT clearly teaches that God isa Trinity ( Matt.
3:16-17; 2 Cor. 13:14 ; 1 Peter 1:2 ) and, although the doctrine of the Trinity is not
fully developed in the OT, it is foreshadowed by many passages (cf. Ps. 110:1 ; Isa.
63.7,9-10; Prov. 30:4).

GENESIS 1:27 —Were Adam and Evereal people or just myths?

PROBLEM: Many modern scholars consider the first chapters of Genesis to be myth,
not history. But the Bible seems to present Adam and Eve as literal people, who had
real children from whom the rest of the human race came (cf. Gen. 5:1ff ).

SOLUTION: Thereis good evidence to believe that Adam and Eve were real persons.
First, Genesis 1-2 presents them as actual persons and even narrates the important
eventsin their lives (=history). Second, they gave birth to literal children who did the
same ( Gen. 4:1, 25 ; 5:1ff ). Third, the same phrase (“thisis the history of”), used to
record later history in Genesis ( 6:9; 9:12; 10:1, 32; 11:10, 27; 17:7,9), isused
of Adam and Eve ( Gen. 5:1). Fourth, later OT chronologies place Adam at the top of
thelist (1 Chron. 1:1). Fifth, theNT places Adam at the beginning of Jesus' literal
ancestors ( Luke 3:38). Sixth, Jesus referred to Adam and Eve as the first literal
“male and female,” making their physical union the basis of marriage ( Matt. 19:4).
Seventh, Romans declares that literal death was brought into the world by aliteral
“Adam” ( Rom. 5:14). Eighth, the comparison of Adam (the “first Adam”) with
Christ (the “last Adam”) in 1 Corinthians 15:45 manifests that Adam was understood
asalitera, historical person. Ninth, Paul’ s declaration that “ Adam was formed first,
then Eve” (1 Tim. 2:13-14 ) revealsthat he speaks of areal person. Tenth, logically
there had to be afirst real set of human beings, male and female, or else the race
would have had no way to begin. The Bible calls thisliteral couple “Adam and Eve,”
and there is no reason to doubt their real existence.



GENESIS 2:1 —How could theworld be created in six days?

PROBLEM: The Bible says that God created the world in six days ( Ex. 20:11 ). But
modern science declares that it took billions of years. Both cannot be true.

SOLUTION: There are basically two ways to reconcile this difficulty.

First, some scholars argue that modern science iswrong. They insist that the
universeis only thousands of years old and that God created everything in six literal
24-hour days (=144 hours). In favor of this view they offer the following:

1. The days of Genesis each have “evening and the morning,” (cf. Gen. 1.5, 8, 13,
19, 23, 31), something unique to 24-hour days in the Bible.

2. The days were numbered (first, second, third, etc.), afeature found only with 24-
hour daysin the Bible.

3. Exodus 20:11 compares the six days of creation with the six days of aliteral work
week of 144 hours.

4. There is scientific evidence to support ayoung age (of thousands of years) for the
earth.

5. Thereisno way life could survive millions of yearsfrom day three ( 1:11 ) to day
four ( 1:14) without light.

Other Bible scholars claim that the universe could be billions of years old without
sacrificing aliteral understanding of Genesis 1 and 2 . They argue that:

1. The days of Genesis 1 could have atime lapse before the days began (before Gen.
1:3), or atime gap between the days. There are gaps elsewhere in the Bible (cf. Matt.
1.8, where three generations are omitted, with 1 Chron. 3:11-14).

2. The same Hebrew word “day” (yom) is used in Genesis 1-2 as a period of time
longer than 24 hours. For example, Genesis 2:4 uses it of the whole six day period of
creation.

3. Sometimes the Bible usesthe word “day” for long periods of time: “Oneday isasa
thousand years’ ( 2 Peter 3:8 ; cf. Ps. 90:4).

4. There are some indications in Genesis 1-2 that days could be longer than 24 hours:

a) On the third “day” trees grew from seeds to maturity and they bore like seeds (
1:11-12). This process normally takes months or years.



b) On the sixth “day” Adam was created, went to sleep, named all the (thousands
of) animals, looked for a helpmeet, went to sleep, and Eve was created from hisrib.
Thislooks like more than 24 hours worth of activity.

¢) The Bible says God “rested” on the seventh day ( 2:2), and that Heis still in
Hisrest from creation ( Heb. 4:4). Thus, the seventh day is thousands of years long
already. If so, then other days could be thousands of yearstoo.

5. Exodus 20:11 could be making a unit-for-unit comparison between the days of
Genesis and awork week (of 144 hours), not a minute-by-minute comparison.

Conclusion: Thereis no demonstrated contradiction of fact between Genesis 1
and science. There is only a conflict of interpretation. Either, most modern scientists
arewrong in insisting the world is billions of yearsold, or else someBible
interpreters are wrong in insisting on only 144 hours of creation some several
thousand years before Christ with no gaps alowing millions of years. But, in either
caseit isnot aquestion of inspiration of Scripture, but of the inter pretation of
Scripture (and of the scientific data).

GENESIS 2:4 —Why doesthis chapter usetheterm “Lord God” rather than “God”
asin chapter one?

PROBLEM: Many criticsinsist that Genesis 2 must have been written by someone
different from the one who wrote Genesis 1, since Genesis 2 uses a different name
for God. However, conservative scholars have always insisted that M oses composed
Genesis, asindeed both Jewish and Christian scholars have down through the
centuries. Indeed, the first five books of the OT are called “the Books of Moses’ ( 2
Chron. 25:4 ) or “Law of Moses’ ( Luke 24:44 ) by both OT and NT writers.

SOLUTION: Moses did write the first five books of the OT (see comments on Ex. 24:4
). The use of adifferent term for God in the second chapter of Genesis does not prove
there was a different author; it smply shows that the same author had a different
purpose (see comments on Gen. 2:19). In chapter 1, God is the Creator, whereasin
chapter 2 He is the Communicator. First, man is seenin hisrelation to the Creator
(hence, the use of “God” or elohim, the mighty one). Next, God is seen as the
Covenant-maker, thus, the use of “Lord God,” the One who makes covenants with
man. Different names are used of God since they designate a different aspect of His
dealings with man (see Gen. 15:1 ; Ex. 6:3).

GENESIS 2:8 —Wasthe Garden of Eden areal place or just a myth?

PROBLEM: The Bible declares that God “planted a garden eastward in Eden” ( Gen.
2:8), but there is no archaeological evidence that any such place existed. Isthisjust a
myth?



SOLUTION: First of al, we would not expect any archaeological evidence, since there
isno indication that Adam and Eve made pottery or built durable buildings. Second,
thereis geographical evidence of Eden, since two of the rivers mentioned still exist
today—the Tigris (Hiddekel) and the Euphrates ( Gen. 2:14 ). Further, the Bible even
locatesthem in “Assyrid’ (v. 14), which is present day Irag. Finally, whatever
evidence there may have been for the Garden of Eden ( Gen. 2-3 ) was probably
destroyed by God at the time of the Flood ( Gen. 6-9).

GENESIS 2:17 —Why didn’t Adam dietheday he ate the forbidden fruit, as God
said he would?

PROBLEM: God said to Adam, “in the day that you eat of it you shall surely die” ( Gen.
2:17). But Adam lived to be 930 years old after he sinned ( Gen. 5.5).

SOLUTION: Theword “day” ( yom) does not always mean a 24-hour day. For “one day
(yom) isas athousand years’ ( Ps. 90:4 ; cf. 2 Peter 3:8 ). Adam did die within a
“day” in this sense. Further, Adam began to die physically the very moment he sinned
(Rom. 5:12), and he also died spiritually the exact instant he sinned ( Eph. 2:1). So
Adam died in several ways, any one of which would fulfill the pronouncement of
God (in Gen. 2:17).

GENESIS 2:19 —How can we explain the differencein the order of creation events
between Genesis1and 2 ?

PROBLEM: Genesis 1 declares that animals were created before humans, but Genesis
2:19 seemsto reverse this, saying, “the Lord God formed every beast of the field ...
and brought them to Adam to see what he would call them,” implying Adam was
created before they were.

SOLUTION: Genesis 1 givesthe order of events, Genesis 2 provides more content
about them. Genesis 2 does not contradict chapter 1, since it does not affirm exactly
when God created the animals. He simply says He brought the animals (which He had
previously created) to Adam so that he might name them. The focusin chapter 2 ison
the naming of the animals, not on creating them. Genesis 1 provides the outline of
events, and chapter 2 givesdetails. Taken together, the two chapters provide a
harmonious and more complete picture of the creation events. The differences, then,
can be summarized as follows:

GENESIS1 GENESIS 2
Chronological order Topical order
Outline Details



Creating animals Naming animals
GENESIS 3:5 —Isman madelike God or does he becomelike God?

PROBLEM: Genesis 1:27 says “God created man in Hisown image.” But in Genesis
3:22 God said, “the man has become like one of Us, to know good and evil.” The
former seems to affirm that humans are made like God, and the latter appears to assert
that he becomes like God.

SOLUTION: The two passages are speaking of two different things. Genesis 1 is
speaking about a human virtue by creation, while Genesis 3 is referring to what he
had by acquisition. The first passage refers to Adam and Eve before the Fall, and the
last is referring to them after the Fall. The former refersto their nature and the latter
to their state. By creation Adam did not know good and evil. Once he sinned, he
knew good and evil. Once these differences are understood, there is no conflict.

GENESI S 3:8 —How could Adam and Eve go from God’s presenceif God is
everywhere?

PROBLEM: The Bible saysthat God is everywhere present at the same time, that is, He
isomnipresent ( Ps. 139:7-10 ; Jer. 23:23). But, if God is everywhere, then how
could Adam and Eve be sent out “from the presence of the Lord”?

SOLUTION: Thisverseis not speaking of God’'s omnipresence, but of avisible
manifestation of God (cf. v. 24 ). God is everywhere in His omnipresence, but from
time to time He manifested Himself in certain places through certain things, such asa
burning bush ( Ex. 3), the pillar of fire ( Ex. 13:21), smoke in thetemple (Isa. 6),
and so forth. Itisin this latter localized sense that one can go “from the presence of
theLord.”

GENESI S 4:5 —Does God show respect to certain persons?

PROBLEM: God is represented in the Scriptures as someone who “is no respect[er] of
persons’ ( Rom. 2:11, KJv ), and one who “shows no partiality” ( Deut. 10:17 ). Y€,
this versetells usthat God “did not respect Cain and his offering,” which seems
contradictory to the other verses.

SOLUTION: First of al, in the fundamental sense of the word, God respects every
person for who he or sheis, a creature made in Hisimage and likeness ( Gen. 1:27).
If He didn’t, He would not be respecting Himself. But, when the Bible says God is ho
respecter of persons, it means that He does not show partiality in meeting out His
justice. As Deuteronomy 10 puts it, He “shows no partiality nor takes abribe” (v. 17
). In other words, God is completely fair and even-handed in His dealings.



However, thereis asensein which it can be said that God does not respect some
persons because of their evil deeds. God “did not respect Cain and his offering ” (
Gen. 4:5) because it was not offered in faith ( Heb. 11:4 ). Thus, the Bible also
speaks of God hating Esau ( Mal. 1:3) and the Nicolaitans ( Rev. 2:6 ), not because
of their person, but because of their practice. As John told the believers at Ephesus,
they should “ hate the deeds of the Nicolaitans’ ( Rev. 2:6 ). God loves the sinner, but
hates the sin.

GENESIS 4:12-13 —Why wasn’t Cain given capital punishment for the murder he
committed?

PROBLEM: Inthe OT, murderers were given capital punishment for their crime ( Gen.
9:6; Ex. 21:12). Yet Cain was not only set free after murdering his brother, but he
was protected from any avenger ( Gen. 4:15).

SOLUTION: There are several reasons why Cain was not executed for his capital crime.
First, God had not yet established capital punishment as an instrument of human
government (cf. Rom. 13:1-4). Only after violence filled the earth in the days before
the flood did God say, “Whoever sheds man’s blood, By man his blood shall be shed;
For in the image of God He made man” ( Gen. 9:6).

Further, who would have killed Cain? Cain had just killed Abel. At this early
stage only Adam and Eve were left. Surely, God would not have called upon the
parentsto kill their only remaining son. In view of this, God, who aloneis sovereign
over life and death ( Deut. 32:39 ), personally commuted Cain’ s death penalty.
However, in so doing, God implied the gravity of Cain’s sin and implied he was
worthy of death by declaring that “the voice of your brother’ s blood cries out to Me
[for vengeance] from the ground” (v. 10 ). Nonetheless, even Cain seemed to
recognize that he was worthy of death, and he asked God for protection (v. 14).
Finally, God’s promise to protect Cain from vengeance implies capital punishment
would be taken on any who took Cain’'slife (cf. v. 15). So, Cain’s caseisthe
exception that proves the rule, and by no means does it argue against capital
punishment as established by God (see comments on John 8:3-11).

GENESIS4:17 —Wheredid Cain get hiswife?

PROBLEM: There were no women for Cain to marry. There was only Adam, Eve (4:1
), and his dead brother Abel (4:8). Yet the Bible says Cain married and had children.

SOLUTION: Cain married his sister (or possibly aniece). The Bible says Adam *begot
sons and daughters * ( Gen. 5:4). In fact, since Adam lived 930 years ( Gen. 5:5), he
had plenty of time for plenty of children! Cain could have married one of his many
sisters, or even aniece, if he married after his brothers or sisters had grown daughters.
In that case, of course, one of his brothers would have married a sister.



GENESIS4:17 —How could Cain marry a relative without committing incest?

PROBLEM: If Cain married his sister, thisisincest, which the Bible condemns ( Lev.
18:6 ). Furthermore, incestuous marriages often produce genetically defective
children.

SOLUTION: First, there were no genetic imperfections at the beginning of the human
race. God created a genetically perfect Adam ( Gen. 1:27 ). Genetic defects resulted
from the Fall and only occurred gradually over long periods of time. Further, there
was no command in Cain’s day not to marry acloserelative. Thiscommand ( Lev. 18
) came thousands of years later in Moses' day (c. 1500 B.c. ). Finally, since the
human race began with asingle pair (Adam and Eve), Cain had no oneelse to marry
except aclose female relative (sister or niece).

GENESI S 4:19 —Doesthe Bible approve of polygamy?
(See commentson 1 Kings 11:1)
GENESI S 4:26 —Did wor ship of God begin hereor earlier?

PROBLEM: According to this verse, people did not begin “to call on the name of the
Lord” until the days of Enosh, the third son of Adam and Eve. Y et their first son,
Abel, brought an acceptable sacrifice to the Lord before thistime ( Gen. 4:34).

SOLUTION: The meaning of “call upon the name of the Lord” (in Gen. 4:26 ) is not
clear. And what is not clear cannot be taken to contradict what is clear, namely, that
Abel worshiped God before Enosh did. It is possible that calling on the Lord implied
aregular, more solemn, and/or public worship of the Lord, or prayer (cf. Rom. 10:13
) that was not practiced earlier. At any rate, thereis no contradiction here, since it
does not say that Abel or anyone else “called on the Lord” before this time—
whatever it may mean.

GENESI S 5:1 ff—How can we reconcile this chronology (which adds up to c. 4,000
yearsB.cC. ) when anthropology has shown humankind is much older?

PROBLEM: If the ages are added in Genesis 5 and 10 with the rest of the OT dates, it
comes out to 4,000 plus yearsB.C. But, archaeologists and anthropol ogists date
modern man many thousands of years before that (at least 10,000 years ago).

SOLUTION: Thereis good evidence to support the belief that humankind is more than
6,000 years old. But there are also good reasons to believe there are some gapsin the
Genesis genealogies. First, we know there is a gap in the genealogy in the Book of
Matthew. Matthew’ s genealogy says “Joram begot Uzziah” ( Matt. 1:8 ). But when



compared to 1 Chronicles 3:11-14 , we see that Matthew leaves out three
generations—Ahaziah, Joash, and Amaziah as follows:

Matthew 1 Chronicles
Joram Joram
— Ahaziah
— Joash
— Amaziah
Uzziah Uzziah (also called Azariah)

Second, thereis at least one generation missing in the Genesis genealogy. Luke
3:36 lists “Cainan” between Arphaxad and Shelah, but the name Cainan does not
appear in the Genesis record at this point (see Gen. 10:22-24 ). It is better to view
Genesis 5 and 10 as adequate geneal ogies, not as complete chronologies.

Finally, since there are known gaps in the geneal ogies, we cannot accurately
determine the age of the human race by simply adding the numbersin Genesis 5 and
10.

GENESIS5:5—How could peoplelive over 900 years?

PROBLEM: Adam “lived nine hundred and thirty years’ ( Gen. 5:5), Methuselah lived
“nine hundred and sixty-nine years’ ( Gen. 5:27 ), and the average age of those who
lived out their normal life span was over 900 years of age. Y et even the Bible
recognizes that most people live only 70 or 80 years before natural death occurs ( Ps.
90:10).

SOLUTION: First of all, thereferencein Psalm 90 isto Moses time (1400sB.c. ) and
later, when longevity had decreased to 70 or 80 years for most, though Moses himself
lived 120 years ( Deut. 34:7).

Some have suggested that these “years” are really only months, which would
reduce 900 yearsto the normal life span of 80 years. However, thisisimplausible for
two reasons. Firgt, there is no precedent in the Hebrew OT for taking the word “year”
to mean “month.” Second, since Mahalalel had children when he was only 65 ( Gen.
5:15), and Cainan had children when he was 70 ( Gen. 5:12 ), this would mean they
were less than six years old—which is not biologically possible.

Others suggest that these names represent family lines or clans that went on for
generations before they died out. However, this does not make sense for a number of
reasons. First, some of these names (e.g., Adam, Seth, Enoch, Noah) are definitely
individuals whose lives are narrated in the text ( Gen. 1-9). Second, family lines do
not “beget” family lines by different names. Third, neither do family lines“die,” as
each of theseindividuals did (cf. 5:5, 8, 11, etc.). Fourth, the reference to having
“sons and daughters” ( 5:4 ) does not fit the clan theory.

10



Consequently, it seems best to take these as years (though they were lunar years
of 12x30=360 days) for severa reasons: (1) First of all, life was later shortened to 120
years as a punishment from God ( Gen. 6:3). (2) Life span decreased gradually after
the flood from the 900s ( Gen. 5) to the 600s (Shem 11:10-11), to the 400s (Salah
11:14-15), to the 200s (Rue 11:20-21). (3) Biologically, there is no reason humans
could not live hundreds of years. Scientists are more baffled by aging and death than
by longevity. (4) The Bibleis not alonein speaking of hundreds of yearslife spans
among ancients. There are also records from ancient Greek and Egyptian times that
speak of humans living hundreds of years.

GENESIS 6:2 —Werethe " Sons of God” angelswho married women?

PROBLEM: The phrase “sons of God” isused exclusively in the OT to refer to angels (
Job 1:6 ; 2:1; 38:7). However, the NT informs us that angels “ neither marry nor are
givenin marriage” ( Matt. 22:30 ). Furthermore, if angels married, their children
would be half human and half angel. But, angels cannot be redeemed ( Heb. 2:14-16 ;
2 Peter 2.4 ; Jude 6).

SOLUTION: There are several possible interpretations other than insisting that angels
cohabited with humans.

Some Bible scholars believe “sons of God” refers to the godly line of Seth (from
whom the redeemer was to come— Gen. 4:26 ), who intermingled with the godless
line of Cain. They point out that (a) this fits the immediate context, (b) it avoids the
problems with the angels view, and (c) it accords with the fact that humans are also
referred to inthe OT as God's “sons” ( Isa. 43:6).

Other scholars believe that “ sons of God” refersto great men of old, men of
renown. They point to the fact that the text refersto “giants’ and “mighty men” (v. 4
). This also avoids the problems of angels (spirits) cohabiting with humans.

Still others combine these views and speculate that the “sons of God” were angels
who “did not keep their proper domain” ( Jude 6 ) and possessed real human beings,
moving them to interbreed with “the daughters of men,” thus producing a superior
breed whose offspring were the “giants” and “men of renown.” Thisview seemsto
explain all the data without the insuperable problems of angels, who are bodiless (
Heb. 1:14 ) and sexless spirits ( Matt. 22:30 ), cohabiting with humans.

GENESIS 6:3 —Does this contradict what M oses said in Psalm 90 about human
longevity?

PROBLEM: Thistext seemsto indicate that human longevity after the flood will not
exceed “one hundred and twenty years.” Yet in Psalm 90 Moses took it to be as 70 or
80 yearsat best (v. 10).
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SOLUTION: First of al, it isnot certain that Genesis 6:3 is referring to human
longevity. It may be speaking about how many years remained before the flood would
come.

Second, even if it does envision how long humans would live, it does not
contradict the later reference to 70 or 80 yearsfor two reasons: for one, it refersto an
earlier period when people till lived longer (Moses himself lived to 120, Deut. 34:7
); further, the 70 or 80 was probably not intended as an absolute upper limit, but
merely as an average for people who died of old age.

GENESI S 6:6 —Why was God unsatisfied with what He made?

PROBLEM: In Genesis 1:31 , God was satisfied with what He made, declaring it “very
good.” But here in Genesis 6:6 , God declaresthat He is “sorry that He had made man
on the earth.” How can both be true?

SOLUTION: These verses speak of humankind at different times and under different
conditions. Thefirst deals with humansin the original state of creation. The second
refers to the race after the Fall and just before the flood. God is pleased with what He
made, but is not happy with what sin has done to His perfect creation.

GENESI S 6:14 ff—How could Noah’s ark hold hundreds of thousands of species?

PROBLEM: The Bible says Noah's ark was only 45 feet high, 75 feet wide, and 450 feet
long ( Gen. 6:15, NIV ). Noah was told to take two of every kind of unclean animal
and seven of every kind of clean animal ( 6:19 ; 7:2). But scientists inform us that
there are between one half abillion to over abillion species of animals.

SOLUTION: First, the modern concept of “species’ is not the same asa“kind” in the
Bible. There are probably only several hundred different “kinds’ of land animals that
would have to be taken into the ark. The sea animals stayed in the sea, and many
species could have survived in egg form. Second, the ark was not small; it was a huge
structure—the size of amodern ocean liner. Furthermore, it had three stories ( 6:16)
which tripled its space to atotal of over 1.5 million cubic feet!

Third, Noah could have taken younger or smaller varieties of some larger animals.

Given all these factors, there was plenty of room for all the animals, food for the trip,
and the eight humans aboard.

GENESI S 6:14 ff—How could a wooden ar k survive such a violent flood?

PROBLEM: The ark was only made of wood and carried a heavy load of cargo. But, a
world-wide flood produces violent waters that would have broken it in pieces (cf.
Gen. 7:4,11).
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SOLUTION: First, the ark was made of a strong and flexible material (gopherwood) that
“gives’” without breaking. Second, the heavy load was an advantage that gave the ark
stability. Third, naval architects inform us that along box-shaped, floating box-car,
such asthe ark was, is avery stable craft in turbulent waters. Indeed, modern ocean
liners follow the same basic dimensions or proportions of Noah's ark.

GENESIS 7:24 —Did theflood rainslast forty days or one hundred fifty days?

PROBLEM: Genesis 7:24 (and 8:3 ) speak of the flood waters lasting for 150 days. But,
other verses say it wasonly 40 days ( Gen. 7:4 , 12, 17 ). Which is correct?

SOLUTION: These numbersrefer to different things. Forty days refers to how long “the
rainfell” ( 7:12,N1v ), and 150 days speaks of how long the flood “ waters
prevailed” (cf. 7:24).

At the end of the 150 days “the waters decreased” ( 8:3). After thisit was not
until the fifth month after the rain began that the ark rested on Mt. Ararat ( 8:4). Then
about eleven months after the rain began, the watersdried up ( 7:11 ; 8:13). And
exactly one year and ten days after the flood began, Noah and his family emerged on
dry ground ( 7:11 ; 8:14).

GENESIS 8:1—Did God temporarily forget Noah?

PROBLEM: The fact that the text says that “ God remembered Noah” seems to imply
that He temporarily forgot him. Y et the Bible declares that God knows all things ( Ps.
139:24; Jer. 17:10 ; Heb. 4:13) and that He never forgets His saints ( Isa. 49:15).
How then could He temporarily forget Noah?

SOLUTION: In Hisomniscience, God was always aware of Noah being in the ark.
However, after Noah was |eft in the ark for over ayear, asif he were forgotten, God
gave atoken of His remembrance and brought Noah and his family out of it. But, God
had never forgotten Noah, since it was He that warned Noah in the very beginning in
order to save him and the human race (cf. Gen. 6:8-13 ). We often use asimilar
expression when we “remember” someone on their birthday, even though we had
never forgotten they existed.

GENESI S 8:21 —Did God change His mind about never destroying the world
again?

PROBLEM: According to this verse, after the flood, God promised, “Nor will | again
destroy every living thing.” Y et Peter foretells the day in which “the heavens will
pass away with a great noise, and the elements will melt with fervent heat; both the
earth and the worksthat are in it will be burned up” ( 2 Peter 3:10).
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SOLUTION: After the flood, God only promised never again to destroy the world in the
sameway “as | have done” ( Gen. 8:21 ), namely by water. The rainbow is a perpetual
symbol of this promise. The second time God destroys the world it will be by fire, not
by water. 1t will “be burned up” ( 2 Peter 3:10 ). Even so, God will not then destroy
al living things. Humans will be saved in their resurrected and imperishable physical
bodies ( 1 Cor. 15:42).

GENESI S 8:22 —If seedtime and harvest were never to beinterrupted, then why
wer e there famines?

PROBLEM: God promised Noah: “While the earth remains, seedtime and harvest ...
shall not cease” However, there are many famines recorded, even in Bible times,
when there has been no harvest (cf. Gen. 26:1 ; 41:.54 ).

SOLUTION: “Cease” (shabath) means to come to an end, to be eliminated, to desist
completely. This passage only promises that the seasons will not cease, not the crops.
It refersto “seedtime” and harvesttime, not necessarily to the actual planting and
harvesting of a crop. And the seasons have never stopped completely since this
promise was made to Noah. Further, this general promise was not intended as a
guarantee that there would be notemporary interruptions. It was only a statement
about the permanent cycles of the year until the end of time.

GENESIS 9:3—Did God ordain the eating of meat or only plants?

PROBLEM: When God created Adam, He commanded him to eat only “every herb that
yields seed which is on the face of all the earth ... to you it shall be for food” ( Gen.
1:29). But mesat was not given by God to eat. However, when Noah came out of the
Ark, he wastold, “Every moving thing that lives shall be food for you. | have given
you all things, even as the green herbs’ ( Gen. 9:3). But this seems to contradict
God' s earlier command not to eat mest.

SOLUTION: Thisisagood example of progressive revelation where earlier commands
are superseded by later ones. In matters that do not involve the change of any intrinsic
moral standard (based on the nature of God), God is free to change the commands to
His creatures to serve His overall purposesin the progress of redemption. For
example, parents at one time will allow small children to eat with their fingers, only
to instruct them alittle later to eat their potatoes with a spoon. Then, afew years later,
the same parent reprimands her older child, “Don’t eat your potatoes with your spoon;
use your fork!” There is no contradiction here at al. It isasimple matter of
progressive revelation adapted to the circumstances and al geared to the ultimate
goal. God worksin asimilar way.

GENESIS 10:5 (cf. 20, 31 —Why doesthis verseindicate that humankind had
many languages when Genesis 11: 1 says there was only one?
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PROBLEM: Genesis 10:5, 20, 31 seem to suggest many dialects, which is an apparent
conflict with Genesis 11:1 that clearly states, “the whole earth had one language and
one speech.”

SOLUTION: These texts speak of two different times. Earlier, while maintaining their
tribal distinctions, the descendants of Ham, Shem, and Japheth all spoke the same
language. Later, at the tower of Babel ( Gen. 11 ), God punished their rebellious
attempt by confusing their speech. As aresult, tribes could no longer understand one
another, though possibly the subtribes and clans were allowed a mutually
understandabl e language so they could still understand one another.

GENESIS 11:5—How can God “come down” from heaven when Heisalready here
(and everywhere)?

PROBLEM: God isomnipresent, that is, everywhere at the same time ( Ps. 139:7-10).
But this text declares that God “ came down” to see the city that men had built. But if
He is aready here, then how can He “come down” here?

SOLUTION: God “came down” as atheophany, which is a special localized
manifestation of the presence of God. These theophanies often appeared in the OT.
Once God appeared to Abraham as aman ( Gen. 18:2 ). God also came down to
speak to Moses ( Ex. 3), Joshua ( Josh. 5:13-15), and Gideon ( Jud. 6) inasimilar
manner.

GENESIS 11:28 —How could Abraham’sfamily be from Ur of the Chaldees when
elsewhereit says his ancestors came from Haran?

PROBLEM: Thereis an apparent conflict as to where Abraham is really from. Genesis
11:28 says Abraham came from Ur of the Chaldees (in southern Irag), but Genesis
29:4 clams heis from Haran (in northern Irag).

SOLUTION: This conflict is easily resolved. Abraham’s family originated in Ur, but
later migrated to Haran when God called him ( Gen. 11:31-12:1). It is not unusual
that Abraham would look back to Haran, where he had lived until he was 75 years
old, as his homeland. Also, he quite naturally refers to the children of histwo older
brothers as part of his family.

GENESIS 11:32 —Was Abraham 75 years old when heleft Haran, or was he 135
yearsold?

PROBLEM: Genesis 11:26 states, “Now Terah lived seventy years, and begot Abram,
Nahor, and Haran.” In Acts 7:4 Stephen states that Abraham did not |eave Haran until
after Terah, hisfather, died. Genesis 11:32 says that Terah died at 205 years of age. If
Abraham was born when Terah was 70, and did not leave for Canaan until Terah died
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at 205, that would make Abraham 135 years old when he left Haran to travel to
Canaan. However, Genesis 12:4 states, “ And Abram was seventy-five years old when
he departed from Haran.” How old was Abraham when he left Haran? Was he 75 or
was he 1357

SOLUTION: Abraham was 75 years old when he left Haran. Although it was customary
to list the names of sons from the oldest to the youngest, this practice was not always
followed. Genesis 11:26 does not say that Terah was 70 years old when Abraham was
born. Rather it states that Terah lived for 70 years before he had any sons, then he had
three sons, Abraham, Nahor, and Haran. Haran was probably the oldest son of Terah,
indicated by the fact that he was the first to die ( Gen. 11:28 ). Nahor was probably
the middle son, and Abraham was the youngest. Abraham was listed first because he
was the most prominent of Terah's sons. Since Abraham was 75 when he left Haran,
this would mean that he was born when Terah was 130 years old.

GENESIS 12:10-20; 20:1-18 —Why did God let Abraham prosper by lying?

PROBLEM: We are told in the Bible not to lie ( Ex. 20:16 ), but, when Abraham lied
about Sarah, his wealth was increased.

SOLUTION: First, Abraham’ sincrease in wealth should not be viewed as adivine
reward for hislie. Pharaoh’s giftsto him were understandable. Pharaoh may have felt
obligated to pay amends for the wicked constraint that his corrupt society put on
strangers who visited his land.

Furthermore, Pharaoh may have felt he had to make amends to Abraham for
unwittingly taking hiswife into his palace. Adultery was strictly forbidden by the
Egyptian religion.

What is more, Abraham paid for his sin. The years of trouble that followed may
have been adirect result of hislack of faith in God' s protecting power.

Finally, although some people are portrayed as men of God, they are still fallible
and responsible for their own sin (e.g., David and Bathsheba, 2 Sam. 12). God
blessed them in spite of, not because of, their sins.

GENESI S 14 —I sthe account of Abraham’sdefeat of the M esopotamian kings
historically reliable?

PROBLEM: Genesis presents this battle as factually true. But, according to the
Documentary Hypothesis of biblical criticism, this story is alater addition and totally
fictitious.
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SOLUTION: We possess very little information about this period apart from Genesis
itself. Asaresult, while we do not have direct archaeological confirmation, thereis
no good reason to doubt the event. Such doubt usually stems from an anti-biblical
bias.

Furthermore, there isindirect support for the validity of this account. Noted
archaeologig W.F. Albright has observed that, “In spite of our failure hitherto to fix
the historical horizon of chapter 14 , we may be certain that its contents are very
ancient. There are several words and expressions found nowhere else in the Bible and
are now known to belong to the second millennium [ B.C. ]. The names of the towns
in Trangordania are also known to be very ancient” (Alleman and Flack, Old
Testament Commentary, Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1954, 14). In light of this, there
is no good reason to doubt the authenticity of the biblical account of Abraham’s battle
with these M esopotamian kings.

GENESI S 14:18-20 —Who was M elchizedek ?

PROBLEM: Thereis some debate over the nature of Melchizedek. Was he a historica
person, a super-normal being, or just amythical figure?

SOLUTION: Based on Hebrews 7 , some have interpreted Melchizedek as being an
angel or even an appearance of Christ. Thisis not likely since the author of Hebrews
was using Melchizedek to be atype of Christ. In Genesis, Melchizedek is presented in
an ordinary, historical manner. He meets and speaks with Abraham in an ordinary
manner. There isno reason, archaeological or otherwise, to question the historical
character of Melchizedek.

GENESI S 15:16 —Did the Exodus occur in the fourth generation or in the sixth?

PROBL EM: Here the Bible speaks of the Exodus as being in the “fourth generation”
from the time of Jacob’ s descent to Egypt. However, according to the geneal ogical
tablesin 1 Chronicles 2:1-9 (and Matt. 1:3-4 ) it wasreally the sixth generation (
2:1-11), namely, Judah, Perez, Hezron, Ram, Amminadab, and Nashon.

SOLUTION: Theword “generation” in Genesis 15:16 is defined in that very passage as
100 years, since “the fourth generation” (v. 16) is used to refer to “four hundred
years’ (v. 13). So Genesis 15 isreferring to the amount of time and 1 Chroniclesis
speaking of the number of people involved in the same period of time.

GENESIS 15:17; cf. 19:23—Why doesthe Bible use unscientific terms such as“the
sun going down” ?

PROBLEM: Evangelical Christians claim that the Bibleis the inspired and inerrant word
of God. However, if the Bibleisinerrant in all that it affirms, including historical and
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scientific facts, why do we find such unscientific terms as “the sun going down” or
“therising of the sun”?

SOLUTION: The Bibleis not claiming that the sun actually sets or rises. Rather, itis

simply employing the same kind of observational language that we employ even
today. Itisaregular part of any weather forecast to announce the time of “sunrise’
and “sunset.” To claim that the Bible is “unscientific,” or that there are scientific
errors because of the use of such phrases, is afeeble argument. Such a charge would
have to be equally leveled against virtually everyone today, including modern
scientists who employ this type of language in normal conversation (see comments on
Josh. 10:12-14).

GENESIS 19:8 —Wasthe sin of Sodom homosexuality or inhospitality?

PROBL EM: Some have argued that the sin of Sodom and Gomorrah was inhospitality,

not homosexuality. They base this claim on the Canaanite custom that guarantees
protection for those coming under one’ s roof. Lot is alleged to have referred to it
when he said, “don’t do anything to these men, for they have come under the
protection of my roof ” ( Gen. 19:8 , NIV ). So Lot offered his daughtersto satisfy the
angry crowd in order to protect the lives of the visitors who had come under his roof.
Some also claim that the request of the men of the city to “know” ( Gen. 19:5)
simply means “to get acquainted,” since the Hebrew word “know” ( yada) generally
has no sexual connotations whatsoever (cf. Ps. 139:1).

SOLUTION: Whileit istrue that the Hebrew word “know” ( yada ) does not necessarily

mean “to have sex with,” nonetheless, in the context of the passage on Sodom and
Gomorrah, it clearly has this meaning. Thisis evident for several reasons. First of all,
10 of the 12 times thisword is used in Genesis it refersto sexual intercourse (cf. Gen.
4:1,25).

Second, it meansto know sexually in this very chapter. For Lot refersto histwo
virgin daughters as not having “known” aman ( 19:8 ), which is an obvious sexual
use of the word.

Third, the meaning of aword is discovered by the context in which it is used. And
the context hereis definitely sexual, asisindicated by the reference to the wickedness
of the city (118:20), and the virgins offered to appease their passions ( 19:8 ). Fourth,
“know” cannot mean simply “get acquainted with,” because it is equated with a
“wicked thing” (1 19:7 ). Fifth, why offer the virgin daughters to appease them if their
intent was not sexual. If the men had asked to “know” the virgin daughters, no one
would have mistaken their sexual intentions.

Sixth, God had already determined to destroy Sodom and Gomorrah, as Genesis

18:16-33 indicates, even before the incident in 19:8 . Consequently, it is much more
reasonabl e to hold that God had pronounced judgment upon these cities for the sins
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they had already committed, namely homosexuality, than for asin they had not yet
committed, that isinhospitality.

GENESI S 19:30-38 —Does the Bible condone incest?

PROBLEM: Incest is denounced in emphatic terms in many biblical passages (cf. Lev.
18:6; 20:17). In fact, the Lord declared, “Cursed is the one who lies with his sister,
the daughter of hisfather or the daughter of his mother” ( Deut. 27:22 ). Yet Lot
committed incest with his two daughters here, from which came the nations of Moab
and Ammon.

SOLUTION: Thereis no question that Lot sinned here in several ways, to say nothing of
the violation of incest laws that Moses later gave as commandsto Israel. Noah was
drunk, and he committed adultery with his daughters. Lot’ s righteous soul was vexed
with many sins due to his long association with the people of Sodom. But none of
these sins are approved of in this passage. Indeed, the whole colorless tone of the
narrative, without any positive comment by the narrator, indicates that there was no
attempt to conceal the horror of hissins. Here is a good example of the principle that
not everything recorded by the Bibleis approved by the Bible (see Introduction).

GENESI S 20:12 —If incest is condemned, why did Abraham marry hissister?

PROBL EM: Abraham admitted here that Sarah his wife was really his“sister” (cf. Gen.
17:15-16). Yet incest is denounced in no uncertain terms in many passages (cf. Lev.
18:6 ; 20:17). Indeed, the Lord declared, “ Cursed is the one who lies with his sister,
the daughter of his father or the daughter of his mother” ( Deut. 27:22).

SOLUTION: Abraham was not beyond sin, as his lie about Sarah to king Abimelech
reveas ( Gen. 20:4-5). And Abraham did admit that Sarah was “the daughter of my
father, but not the daughter of my mother; and she became my wife” ( Gen. 20:12).
However, even granting this, thereis no real proof Abraham violated any law for two
reasons. First, the incest laws were not given by Moses until some 500 years after
Abraham. So he surely could not be held responsible for laws that had not yet been
promulgated. Second, the terms “sister” and “brother” are used with great latitude in
the Bible, just as the terms “father” and “son.” Jesus, for example, was the “son” (i.e.,
descendant) of David ( Matt. 21:15). “Sister” means a near relative, but it does not as
such indicate the degree of nearness we understand by the word “sister.” Lot,
Abraham’ s nephew, iscalled a*“brother” ( Gen. 14:12 , 16). Likewise, “daughter”
can mean granddaughter or great granddaughter.

Considering the age to which Abraham lived (175, Gen. 25:7 ), it is possible that
he married only a granddaughter on his father’s side, or even a niece or grand niece.
In any event, there is no proof that Abraham’s marriage to Sarah violated any existing
incest law. But if it did, the Bible simply gives us atrue record of Abraham’s error.
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When God called Sarah Abraham’s “wife” ( Gen. 17:15 ), He was not legitimizing
any alleged incest, but merely stating a fact.

GENESIS 21:32, 34 —Did the Bible mistakenly place the Philistinesin Palestine at
thetime of Abraham?

PROBLEM: The earliest allusion to Philistines by Palestinian or Egyptian sourcesisthe
twelfth century B.C. , yet these verses place them in the area some 800 years earlier.

SOLUTION: Thisisnot the first time critics have come to fal se conclusions based on
thegeneral lack of historical knowledge concerning this period. Sodom and
Gomorrah are examples of cities the Bible mentioned that were supposedly not
historical. When the Ebla tablets were discovered, the charge of myth was refuted.
These tablets contained references to both cities. It may just be a matter of time
before similar evidence turns up to confirm the biblical testimony here regarding the
Philistines. Until then, we can rest assured that the biblical record is accurate in this
case, having confidence in the Scriptures based on its past record of trustworthiness.
Furthermore, the critics' argument is the traditional fallacious argument from
ignorance. Simply because we lack evidence from extrabiblical sources of the earlier
date for the Philistines does not mean they didn’t exist then. It simply means we lack
the information.

GENESIS 22:2 —Why did God tell Abraham to sacrifice his son when God
condemned human sacrificein Leviticus 18 and 20 ?

PROBLEM: In both Leviticus 18:21 and 20:2 , God specifically denounced human
sacrifice when He commanded Israel, “Do not give any of your children to be
sacrificed to Molech” ( Lev. 18:21 ,Ni1v ), and “Any Israelite or any aienlivingin
Israel, who gives any of his children to Molech, must be put to death; the people of
the community areto stone him” (Lev. 20:2,N1v ). Yet, in Genesis 22:2 , God
commanded Abraham to “ Take now your son, your only son Isaac, whom you love,
and go to the land of Moriah, and offer him there as a burnt offering on one of the
mountains of which | shall tell you.” This appears to contradict His command not to
offer human sacrifices.

SOLUTION: First, God was not interested, nor did He plan, that Abraham should
actudly kill his son. The fact that the angel of the Lord prevented Abraham from
killing Isaac ( 22:12 ) demonstrates this. God' s purpose was to test Abraham’s faith
by asking him to completely surrender his only son to God. The angel of the Lord
declared that it was Abraham’ swillingness to surrender his son, not the actual killing
of him, that satisfied God’ s expectations for Abraham. God said explicitly, “Do not
stretch out your hand against thelad ... for now I know that you fear God, since you
have not withheld your son, your only son, from Me” ( Gen. 22:12 , NASB ).
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Second, the prohibitions in both Leviticus 18:21 and 20:2 were specifically
against the offering of one’s offspring to the pagan god Molech. So it isnot strictly a
contradiction for God to prohibit offering one’' s offspring to Molech and yet asking
Abraham to offer Isaac to Him, the only true God. After all, offering Isaac to the Lord
is not offering one’s offspring to Molech, since the Lord is not Molech. God aloneis
sovereign over life ( Deut. 32:39 ; Job 1:21 ), and therefore He alone has the right to
demand when it should be taken. Indeed, He has appointed the day of everyone's
death ( Ps. 90:10 ; Heb. 9:27).

Third, Abraham so trusted in God’ s love and power that he willingly obeyed
because he believed God would raise Isaac from the dead ( Heb. 11:17-19). Thisis
implied in the fact that, though Abraham intended to kill I1saac, he told his servants, “I
and the lad will go yonder; and we will worship and we will return to you” ( Gen.
22:5,NASB).

Finally, it is not morally wrong for God to order the sacrifice of our sons. He
offered His own Son on Calvary ( John 3:16 ). Indeed, even our governments
sometimes call upon usto sacrifice our sons for our country. Certainly God has an
even greater right to do so.

GENESI S 22:2 —How could I saac be Abraham’s“only son” when he already had
| shmael?

PROBLEM: Abraham wastold here, “ Take now your son, your only son Isaac.”
However, Abraham had Ishmael many years before ( Gen. 16 ) and he al'so had other
“sons’ ( Gen. 25:6).

SOLUTION: The other sons of Genesis 25 were probably born later, being mentioned
three chapters after Isaac is called his“only son.” Furthermore, they were sons by
“the concubines which Abraham had” ( Gen. 25:6 ) and were not counted as heirs of
God's promise. Likewise, Ishmael was conceived in unbelief by a concubine and not
counted as heir to the promised inheritance. In addition, the phrase “only son” may be
equivalent to “beloved son” (cf. John 1:18 ; 3:16), that is, a special son. God said
clearly to Abraham, “in Isaac your seed shall be called” ( Gen. 21:12).

GENESIS 22:12 —Was God ignor ant of how Abraham would respond?

PROBLEM: Thisverseimpliesthat God did not know how Abraham would respond to
His command, since it was only after Abraham obeyed that God said, “now | know
that you fear God.” However, the Bible declares elsewhere that God in “His
understanding isinfinite” ( Ps. 147:5), that He knows “the end from the beginning” (
Isa. 46:10 ), and has foreknown and predestinated us from the foundation of the world
(Rom. 8:29-30).
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SOLUTION: In His omniscience God knew exactly what Abraham would do, since He
knows all things (cf. Ps. 139:24 ; Jer. 17:10 ; Acts 1:24 ; Heb. 4:13 ). However, what
God knows by cognition, and what is known by demonstration are different. After
Abraham had obeyed God' s command, he demonstrated what God always knew,
namely, that he feared God.

Here again the Bible, addressed as it is to human beings, speaks from the human
perspective. In like manner, a math teacher might say, “Let’s see if we can find the
sguare root of 49, ” and then, after demonstrating it, declare, “Now we know that it is
9,” even though she knew from the beginning what the answer was.

GENESIS 23 —How could the sons of Heth have been in Hebron in 2050B.c. when
their kingdom wasin what isnow modern Turkey?

PROBL EM: Heth was the progenitor of the Hittites, whose kingdom was located in
what is now modern Turkey. But, according to some archaeological evidence, the
Hittites did not become a prominent force in the Middle East until the reign of
Mursilis I, which began about 1620 B.C. , and who captured the city of Babylon in
1600 B.C.

However, several timesin Genesis 23 reference is made to Abraham’ s encounter
with the sons of Heth, who controlled Hebron about 2050 B.c. How could the Bible
claim the presence of Hittitesin control of Hebron so many years before they became
asignificant force in the area?

SOLUTION: More recent archaeological evidence from cuneiform tablets describes
conflictsin Anatolia (modern Turkey), among the various Hittite principalities from
about 1950 to 1850 B.c. Even before this conflict, however, there was arace of non-
Indo-Europeans called Hattians. These people were subdued by invaders about 2300
to 2000 B.c. These Indo-European invaders adopted the name Hatti. In Semitic
languages, like Hebrew, Hatti and Hitti would be written with the same letters,
because only the consonants were written, not the vowels.

In the days of Ramses Il of Egypt, the military strength of the Hittites was
sufficient to precipitate a non-aggression pact between Egypt and the Hittite empire
which set aboundary between them. At this time, the Hittite empire reached as far
south as Kadesh on the Orontes river (modern Asi). However, additional evidence
indicates that the Hittites actually penetrated further south into Syria and Palestine.
Although the Hittite kingdom did not reach its zenith until the second half of the 14th
century, there is sufficient evidence to substantiate a Hittite presence in Hebron at the
time of Abraham, which was significant enough to control the area.

GENESIS 25:1 —Why does Genesis 25:1 call Keturah Abraham’swife, while 1
Chronicles 1:32 calls her his concubine?
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PROBLEM: Genesis 25:1 says, “Abraham again took awife, and her name was
Keturah.” However, 1 Chronicles 1:32 states, “Now the sons of Keturah, Abraham’s
concubine.” Was Keturah Abraham’ s wife, or was she merely one of his concubines?

SOLUTION: The contradiction is only apparent, and the problem can be easily solved
by closer consideration. First, although in Genesis 25:1 the normal Hebrew word for
wife (ishshah) isused, it is aso the normal word for woman. It is not necessary to
take the word in this case to mean wife, especially in light of verse 6 and the
statement in 1 Chronicles 1:32 that Keturah was his concubine. Genesis 25:1 can be
read simply as, “And Abraham took another woman” as his concubine.

Second, although 1 Chronicles employs the Hebrew word for concubine (
pilegesh) in reference to Keturah, Genesis 25:6 uses the same word when referring to
the mothers of al his other sons apart from Isaac. This would obviously include
Keturah as one of his concubines. Additionally, Genesis 25:1 begins with a Hebrew
word ( vayoseph ) which can be trandated, “And adding” or “And in additionto . ”
Since Genesis 24.67 clearly states that Sarah, Abraham’swife, had died, verse 1 of
chapter 25 could not mean that Abraham was adding to his number of wives. Itis
more reasonable to take this word as indicating that Abraham was adding to his
number of concubines by taking another woman ( ishshah).

GENESIS 25:1-2 —How could Abraham have children naturally here when years
before he needed a miracle to have | saac?

PROBLEM: Asearly as Genesis 17 , Abraham “laughed” when God told him he would
have a son (Isaac) by Sarah, since he was “ahundred yearsold” (v. 17 ). But herein
Genesis 25, many years later, he has children by Keturah, the wife he took after
Sarah died (vv. 1-2).

SOLUTION: There are two possibilities here, either one of which would explain this
difficulty. Fird, the Genesis 17 text does not say Abraham laughed because he knew
he was too old to have children, but because Sarah was past childbearing age (cf.
17:17 ; 18:12). There was no sure way for a man in ancient times to know he was no
longer fertile, as there was for awoman when her periods ceased. Since Abraham was
only 100 here, and he lived to be 175, it is reasonabl e to assume that he was still
fertile. By comparison, men who livetill 80 today are still fertile in their 60s.

Second, even if it took a miracle on Abraham (as well as on Sarah) to restore
fertility, thereis no reason that his fertile state could not have lasted for many years
into the future. Once animated, his virile powers could have lasted for decades. After
al, helived 75 more years. In any event, the imagined contradiction here is ssmply
not established.

GENESI S 25:8 —Did the Hebrews have a concept of life after death at such an early
point in their history?
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PROBLEM: Critical scholars assert that the early Hebrews had a very rudimentary
religion that over the centuries would undergo great evolutionary development before
ultimately arriving at a concept of life after death. However, this phrase implies that

the Hebrews had a concept of immortality at avery early stage in the development of
the nation.

SOLUTION: First of all, this criticism is based on the highly problematic premise that
thereis an evolutionary development of religion, with highly developed monotheism
being very late. Recent archaeological findings at Ebla, however, contradict such
speculation showing that monotheism was a very early belief (even before 2000 B.C.
). Furthermore, the expression “gathered to his people’ certainly seems to indicate
more than merely being buried close to his kinsmen. In fact, since Abraham had |eft
his homeland in Ur of the Chaldeesto go to the land which God promised him, it
would be contrary to Abraham’ slife to have his body returned to the land of his
father’ s house for burial. Theideathat the soul continued to live after the death of the
body was a belief held by many peoplesin the time of Abraham, including the
Sumerians, the Babylonians, the Egyptians, and others.

In addition, thisis not the only early reference to the concept of life after death.
The Book of Job is probably the oldest book of the OT, with the events of the book
dating back to the time of Abraham and the patriarchs of Isragl. Y et, as early as Job,
we find not only the concept of life after death, but also the concept of a bodily
resurrection. In Job 19:25-26 we find Job expressing his confidence that, though he
may not see his personal vindication in this life, he knew that God would ultimately
make things right. This confidence moved him to express his conviction that he
would indeed stand before God even after his physical demise; “For | know that my
Redeemer lives, and He shall stand at last on the earth; And after my skinis
destroyed, this | know, that in my flesh | shall see God.” This verse shows that the
concept of life after death was a very early conviction, and that the people of God
also believed in the resurrection of the body.

GENESI S 25:31-33 —Did Jacob purchase the birthright or get it by deception?

PROBLEM: Thistext says Esau was asked by Jacob to “sell” him the birthright. But
Genesis 29:1ff tells how he got it by deception.

SOLUTION: Jacob purchased the “birthright,” but he got the “blessing” by deception.
These are distinct things. So thereisno real discrepancy.

GENESI S 26:33 —W as Beer sheba named by Abraham or later by Isaac?

PROBLEM: In Genesis 21:31 Abraham named this city Beersheba (“Well of the Oath”).
But later (in Gen. 26:33), Isaac gave it the same name. But it is highly unlikely that
two different people at two different times would call the same place by the same
name.
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SOLUTION: Thisisnot unlikely at all for two reasons. First, the second person was the
son of the first person and may have been familiar with his father’ s experience there.
Second, Isaac’s similar experience may have occasioned the memory of the name his
father gave to this same place. So it isnot at all uncommon that 1saac would have
later renewed the name his father had earlier given to thisimportant place in their
lives.

GENESI S 26:34 —How many wives did Esau have?

PROBLEM: Genesis 26:34 states that Esau married Judith the daughter of Beeri the
Hittite, and Basemath the daughter of Elon the Hittite. However, Genesis 36:2—3
states that Esau’ s wives were Adah the daughter of Elon the Hittite, Aholibamah the
daughter of Anah, and Basemath, |shmael’s daughter. Did Esau marry Elon’s
daughter Basemath or his daughter Adah? Did Esau have two, three, or four wives?

SOLUTION: The wives of Esau were four—Judith, the daughter of Beeri; Basemath,
who was also named Adah, the daughter of Elon; Aholibamah the daughter of Anah;
and Basemath the daughter of Ishmael. The reason Judith is not mentioned in Genesis
36:2-3 is because she bore him no children, and Genesis 36 is a statement of “the
records of the generations of Esau” ( Gen. 36:1, NASB ). Also, it was acommon
practice for men and women to be known by more than one name. Apparently,
Basemath, the daughter of Elon, was also named Adah and is so identified in Genesis
36:2 in order to distinguish her from Basemath the daughter of Ishmael. So Esau had
four wives.

GENESI S 27:42-44 —Did Jacob return to Haran to flee Esau or to get a wife?

PROBL EM: Here Rebekah told Jacob, “Flee to my brother Laban in Haran. And stay
with him afew days, until your brother’s fury turns away.” But, in Genesis 28:2 the
reason given isto “take yourself awife from there of the daughters of Laban your
mother’ s brother.” Which was it?

SOLUTION: Jacob returned for both reasons. Two or more reasons for the same thing
are not uncommon in the Bible. Compare the following:

(1) Moses' exclusion from the Promised Land was for unbelief ( Num. 20:12),
for rebellion ( Num. 27:14 ), for trespass ( Deut. 32:51 ), and for rash words ( Ps.
106:33).

(2) Moses' condemnation for numbering the people was for taxation ( Ex. 38:26 )
and for amilitary enrollment ( Num. 1:2-3 ; 2:32).

(3) Saul wasrgected by God for an unlawful sacrifice ( 1 Sam. 13:12-13), for

disobedience ( 1 Sam. 28:18 ), and for consulting the witch of Endor ( 1 Chron. 10:13
).
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GENESI S 29:21-30 —When was Rachel given to be Jacob’s wife?

PROBLEM: In Genesis 29:27 Laban tells Jacob to complete the bridal week of feasting
with Leah, and then Rachel would be given to him. However, the verse also says that
the contract between Laban and Jacob stipulated that in return for another seven years
of service Rachel would be given to Jacob. When was Rachel given to Jacob, at the
end of Leah’sbridal week, or at the end of the seven years service?

SOLUTION: The passage indicates that Rachel was given to Jacob after the seven days
which comprised the bridal week of Leah. The marriage feast generally lasted seven
days (cf. Jud. 14:12 ). Laban contracted with Jacob that Rachel would become his
wife at the end of this seven day bridal feast, and, in return, Jacob would serve Laban
for an additional seven years. Ironically, Jacob, who had taken Esau’ s birthright by
deception, had himself been deceived by Laban.

GENESIS 31:20 —How could God bless Jacob after he deceived Laban?

PROBLEM: In Genesis 31:20, Jacob is said to have deceived Laban by not telling him
that he was fleeing. However, God blessed Jacob by appearing to Laban and warning
him not to speak either good or evil to Jacob ( Gen. 31:24 ). How could God bless
Jacab after he had deceived Laban?

SOLUTION: Firgt, it isnot necessary to trand ate the Hebrew word in Genesis 31:20 as
“deceived.” The passage literally states, “And Jacob stole Laban’sheart.” Thisisa
Hebrew idiom which can be used in a given context to mean “to deceive’ or “to
outwit.” Jacob did not tell Laban that he was going to leave, nor did he tell Laban that
he was going to stay. He may have left in secret because he feared Laban (cf. Gen.
31:2). Neither was Jacob obligated to remain with Laban, since he had fulfilled all
the requirements of the contracts between them. In spite of the accusations by Laban,
Jacob was justified in hisfear and his action to leave without telling Laban.

Second, even on the assumption that Jacob was involved in deception, God would
not bless him because of it, but in spite of his shortcomings. Thiskind of situation is
an example of the principle that “Not everything recorded by the Bible is approved by
the Bible” (see Introduction). God had chosen Jacob to become the father of the 12
tribes of Israel, not because of any righteousness in Jacab, but on the basis of God's
grace. God could bless Jacob according to His grace even though he was a sinner.
Through Jacob’ s experiences with Laban, and later his confrontation with Esau, and
his wrestling with the angel of the Lord in the night, Jacob’ s character was changed
so that hebecame afit vessel for God to use.

GENESI S 31:32 —How could God bless Rachel when she stole L aban’sidols and
then lied to him about it?
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PROBLEM: Genesis 31:32 makes the statement that Jacob did not know that “ Rachel
had stolen” Laban’sidols. However, it seems that God blessed Rachel because she
lied to Laban.

SOLUTION: God did not bless Rachel either for stealing theidols or for lying about her
deed. Simply because Laban did not discover that Rachel was the thief does not mean
that God blessed her. On the contrary, it is more reasonable to assume that God did
not expose Rachel’ s theft in order to protect Jacob. Also, Genesis 35:16-19 reports
that Rachel died in delivering her second son, Benjamin. In the intervening chapters
between 31:32 and 35:19 very little is said about Rachel. The biblical record reveas
that in fact God did not bless Rachel for what she did, but allowed her to fall into the
background of importance until her painful death.

GENESIS 32:30 —Can God’sface be seen?

PROBLEM: God declared to Moses, “No man shall see Me, and live” ( Ex. 33:20, see
comments on John 1:18 ). Moses was allowed only to see God's “back” ( Ex. 33:23).
Y et the Bible informs us that M oses spoke with God “face to face” ( Deut. 5:4 ). How
could he speak to God face to face without seeing His face?

SOLUTION: Itispossible for ablind person to speak face to face with someone without
seeing their face. The phrase “face to face” means personally, directly, or intimately.
Moses had this kind of unmediated relationshipwith God. But he, like all other
mortals, never saw the “face” (essence) of God directly.

GENESI S 46:4 —Did God bring Jacob out of Egypt or did he diethere?

PROBLEM: In this verse, God promised Jacob, “1 will go down with you to Egypt, and
| will also surely bring you up again.” However, Jacob died in Egypt ( Gen. 49:33)
and never returned to the Land of Promise.

SOLUTION: This promise was fulfilled to Jacob in several ways, any one of which
would explain the difficulty. First, it was a promise to Jacob’ s posterity who were
brought back out of Egypt. Thisisindicated by the statement, “| will make of you a
great nation” (v. 3). Second, Jacob was probably brought back from Egypt along
with Joseph, though not alive ( Gen. 50:25 ; Ex. 13:19). Finally, after the resurrection
Jacob will return to the Land aive (cf. Matt. 8:11).

GENESI S 46:8-27 —Why does the Bible speak about thetwelve tribes of | srael
when actually there werefourteen?

PROBLEM: The Bible often states that there were twelve tribes of Isragl. Y€, in three
different passages, the lists are different. In fact, there are 14 different tribes listed as
one of the 12 tribes.
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Genesis 46 Numbers 26 Revelation 7
1. Reuben Reuben Reuben
2. Simeon Simeon Simeon

3. Levi — Levi

4. Judah Judah Judah

5. Issachar | ssachar | ssachar
6. Zebulun Zebulun Zebulun
7. Joseph — Joseph

8 — Manasseh Manasseh
9. — Ephraim —

10. Benjamin Benjamin Benjamin
11. Dan Dan —

12. Gad Gad Gad

13. Asher Asher Asher

14. Napthali Napthali Napthali

Were there twelvetribes of Israel or fourteen?

SOLUTION: Inresponse, it must be noted that Jacob had only twelve sons. Their

descendants comprised the original twelve tribes. However, for various reasons these
same descendants are rearranged at different times into somewhat different groups of
twelve. For example, in Genesis 48:22 , Jacob grants to Joseph a double portion of the
inheritance. In the list in Numbers, Manasseh and Ephraim, the sons of Joseph, are
substituted for the tribe of Joseph. Also, Levi was not given aportion of the land as
an inheritance because the Levites functioned as priests. Scattered among all the
tribesin 48 Levitical cities, they taught the tribes the statutes of the Lord ( Deut.
33:10). Consequently, Joseph’s double portion is divided between Manasseh and
Ephraim, histwo sons in order to fill the space |eft by Levi.

In the Revelation passage, Joseph and Manasseh are counted separately, possibly
indicating that Joseph and Ephraim (Joseph’ s son) are counted as one tribe. Dan is
omitted from that list, possibly because the Danites took their own allotment by force
in an area north of Asher, effectively separating themselves from their original
inheritance in the south. Further, the Danites were the first tribe to go into idolatry.
Levi islisted here as a separate tribe, possibly because, after the cross, the Levites no
longer function in the priestly office for all the tribes and, thus, could be given a
specific land inheritance of their own. In each case, the biblical author is careful to
preserve the origina number 12, with its spiritual significance indicating heavenly
perfection (cf. the gates and foundations of the heavenly City, Rev. 21).

GENESI S 49:5-7 —How can Jacob pronounce a curse upon Levi hereand yet

Moses blessed L evi in Deuteronomy 33:8-11 ?
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PROBLEM: In Genesis 49:5—7 , Jacob pronounces a curse upon Levi: “Cursed be their
[Simeon’s and Levi’s] anger, for it isfierce; And their wrath, for it is cruel! | will
divide them in Jacob and scatter them in Isragl” (v. 7). However, in Deuteronomy
33:8-11, Moses blessed Levi: “They [the Levites] shall teach Jacob Y our judgments,
and Israel Your Law... Bless his substance, Lord, and accept the work of his hands” (
Deut. 33:10-11).

SOL UTION: Jacob pronounces this curse upon Levi and Simeon because of the cruel
manner in which they took revenge upon the inhabitants of Shechem ( Gen. 34:1-31
). Asapunishment for their crime, they would be scattered among the other tribes of
Israel so that they would not obtain aland possession of their own. However, the
curse upon Levi was turned into ablessing for all the tribes of Israel. For it was God's
plan to scatter the descendants of Levi throughout Israel so that “They shall teach
Jacob Y our judgments, and Israel Your law” ( Deut. 33:10).

There isno contradiction between these two proclamations. Levi’ s descendants
were scattered, as Jacob prophesied, but they were used by God to function as the
priestly tribe throughout al Israel, as Moses had proclaimed. Levi was not given an
inheritance of land among the other tribes because, in Numbers 18:20 , God had said,
“You shall have no inheritance in their land, nor shall you have any portion among
them; | am your portion and your inheritance among the children of Isragl.”

GENESIS 49:10 —Who or what is*“ Shiloh” in thisverse?

PROBLEM: The word “Shiloh” is often understood to be areference to Jesus Christ as
the coming Messiah. The word appears in a phrase which is part of the prophetic
pronouncements of Jacob upon his son Judah. It is through the tribe of Judah that the
Messiah will come (cf. 2 Sam. 7 ; Mic. 5:2), so it seems appropriate to understand
this verse as areference to the Messiah, Jesus Christ. However, the NT does not make
any reference to this prophecy as being fulfilled in Christ, nor to the name Shiloh.

SOLUTION: The solution to this problem involves the vowel pointing of the Masoretic
Text (MT) of the OT (see Appendix 1). The New King James Version translates this
portion of verse 10 asfollows:. “Until Shiloh comes.” This version follows the vowel
pointing of the MT and trand ates the Hebrew word shylh as the proper name
“Shiloh.” Shiloh was the name of atown situated approximately ten miles northeast
of Bethel. Although some interpreters take the statement in Genesis49:10 as a
referenceto this town, others have taken it to be a proper name for Messiah.

However, the mgjority of scholars propose a different vowel pointing and
understand the word to mean “to whom it belongs.” This proposal has the support of
ancient tranglations, such asthe Greek and Syriac versions of the OT, and others.
These ancient versions, being much older than the M T, also render the phrase, “he to
whom they belong.” This reading is also supported by Ezekiel 21:27 which states,
“Until He comes whose right it is.” When this part of verse 10 is taken this way, the
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passage reads, “The scepter shall not depart from Judah, Nor alawgiver’s staff from
between his feet, Until He comesto whom it belongs, And to Him shall be the
obedience of the people.” Inlight of this, the Messianic significance of the verseis
much clearer. For it isfulfilled in the NT Messiah (Christ), as indicated by such
passages as Matthew 2:6 , Luke 1:30-33, Revelation 5:5, and 19:11-16 .

GENESI S 49:10 b—If Judah wasto reign until the Messiah, why was | srael’ sfirst
king from the tribe of Benjamin?

PROBLEM: Genesis 49:10 indicates that “the scepter shall not depart from Judah, Nor a
lawgiver from between his feet, Until Shiloh comes.” But history records that the first
king of Isragl (Saul) was from “the tribe of Benjamin” ( Acts 13:21 ; cf. 1 Sam. 9:1-2
).

SOLUTION: This problem is predicated on the assumption that “Shiloh” is areference
to the Messiah. Some scholars take it to refer to the city in Ephraim where the
Tabernacle of Moses was erected. On this interpretation, Judah was to be the |eader of
the 12 tribes all during the wilderness, until they came into the Promised Land.

Evenif “Shiloh” is areference to the Messiah, thereis no real problem here, since
the Messiah came from the tribe of Judah (cf. Matt. 1:1-3, 16 ; Rev. 5:5). In God's
eyes David (from the tribe of Judah), not Saul, was His choice for the first king of

Israel (cf. 1 Sam. 15-16). So, the tribe of Judah was always the ruling line from
which the Messiah was to come.

GENESI S 49:14-15 —Why did Jacob predict slavery for Issachar here, but in
Deuteronomy 33:18-19 M oses predicted blessing?

PROBLEM: In Genesis 49:14-15 Jacob prophesies that Issachar would become “a band
of slaves’ ( Gen. 49:15 ). However, in Deuteronomy 33:19 Moses predicts that
I ssachar will “partake of the abundance of the seas and of treasures hidden in the
sand.”

SOLUTION: The history of the tribe of 1ssachar indicates that Jacob was looking
forward to atime when, for the sake of their earthly possessions, Issachar would bow
to foreign invaders under Tiglath-pileser rather than fight for their liberty. Moses,
however, was looking forward to atime before this invasion when the tribe would
prosper in the fertile plain which lay between the mountains of Gilboaand Tabor. The
prosperity which they gained led to arelative life of ease, a characteristic alluded toin
the figure of alazy donkey unwilling to move its burden ( Gen. 49:14). This
prosperity in aland which was often threatened by foreign invaders, and their
unwillingnessto forfeit their possessions for liberty, created the eventual servitude
predicted by Jacob.
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ExXoDbus

EXODUS 1:15 —How could two midwivestake car e of so many Hebrew women?

PROBLEM: According to Exodus 12:37 and Numbers chapters 1-4 , the size of the
nation of Israel asthey departed from Egypt must have been about 2 million persons.
This would mean that there must have been severa hundred thousand women.
However, Exodus 1:15 states that Pharaoh spoke only to the Hebrew midwives who
were Shiphrah and Puah. How could two midwives care for such alarge number of
women?

SOLUTION: Pharaoh spoke only to them because they were the leaders of the midwives
of the Hebrews. History records that the Egyptian society was highly organized.
There were individuals who functioned as overseers for amost every profession and
craft in Egyptian society. Much of the commerce was regulated by the government,
and craftsmen were required to take orders from the government official in charge of
their district. It would be in keeping with this type of structure for the Israelites to
have appointed these two individuals to function as superintendents of alarge group
of Hebrew midwives (cf. Ex. 18:24-25). Thistype of organizational structure would
have facilitated interaction with the Egyptian officials. When Pharaoh, or some other
Egyptian official, needed to communicate some new mandate to the group, he would
do so through these two superintendents.

EXODUS 1:15-21 —How could God bless the Hebrew midwivesfor disobeying the
God-ordained governmental authority (Pharaoh) and lying to him?

PROBLEM: The Bible declares that “the authorities that exist are appointed by God” (
Rom. 13:1). The Scripture also says, “Lying lips are an abomination to the Lord” (
Prov. 12:22 ). But the Pharaoh (king) of Egypt had given adirect order to the Hebrew
midwives to murder the newborn Hebrew boys. “But the midwives feared God, and
did not do asthe king of Egypt commanded them, but saved the male children alive” (
Ex. 1:17). Not only did the midwives disobey Pharaoh, but when he questioned them
about their actions, they lied saying, “ Because the Hebrew women are not like the
Egyptian women; for they are lively and give birth before the midwives come to



them” ( Ex. 1:19). In spite of this, Exodus 1:20 states that God “dealt well with the
midwives ... He provided households for them” (v. 21 ). How could God bless the
midwives for disobedience and lying?

SOLUTION: Thereislittle question that the midwives both disobeyed Pharaoh by not
murdering the newborn male children, and that they lied to Pharaoh when they said
they arrived too late to carry out his orders. Nonetheless, there is moral justification
for what they did. First, the moral dilemmain which the midwives found themselves
was unavoidable. Either they obeyed God' s higher law, or they obeyed the lesser
obligation of submitting to Pharaoh. Rather than commit deliberate infanticide against
the children of their own people, the midwives chose to disobey Pharaoh’s orders.
God commands us to obey the governmental powers, but He also commands us not to
murder ( Ex. 20:13 ). The saving of innocent livesis a higher obligation than
obedience to government. When the government commands us to murder innocent
victims, we should not obey. God did not hold the midwives responsible, nor does He
hold us responsible, for not following alower obligation in order to obey a higher law
(cf. Acts4; Rev. 13). In the case of the midwives, the higher law was the
preservation of the lives of the newborn male children.

Second, the text clearly states that God blessed them “because the midwives
feared God” ( Ex. 1:21). And it was their fear of God that led them to do what was
necessary to save these innocent lives. Thus, their false statement to Pharaoh was an
essential part of their effort to save lives.

Third, their lying is comparable to their having disobeyed Pharaoh in order to
save the lives of the innocent newborns. Thisis a case where the midwives had to
choose between lying and being compelled to murder innocent babies. Here again the
midwives chose to obey the higher moral law. Obedience to parentsis part of the
moral law (cf. Eph. 6:1). But if aparent commanded his or her child to kill a
neighbor or worship an idol, the child should refuse. Jesus emphasized the need to
follow the higher moral law when He said, “He who loves father or mother more than
Meis not worthy of Me” ( Matt. 10:37).

EXODUS 3:22 —How could an all-loving God command the Hebrews to plunder
the Egyptians of their riches?

PROBLEM: Exodus 3:22 states, “ So you shall plunder the Egyptians.” The Bible
presents God as all-loving. However, it does not seem to be aloving thing for God to
command the Hebrews to plunder the Egyptians.

SOLUTION: First, it isamisunderstanding of the text to claim that God commanded the
Hebrews to plunder the Egyptians. Actually, God commanded the Hebrews to “ask”
the Egyptians for various costly items, and God would give them favor in the eyes of
the Egyptians. By asking the Egyptians for these items they would not plunder them.
Plundering, or spoiling, in this instance would be the taking of the possessions of



another people by means of force. But by their asking, and the willful giving by the
Egyptians, the effect would be the same asif they had plundered them.

Second, the term used in this passage is not the normal word for plunder, but is
used to indicate adelivering of something or someone. It is used herein afigurative
sense. It is God who had defeated the Egyptians, and now His people would also spoil
the defeated foe. However, this defeated foe would willingly deliver up the spoils of
victory to the liberated Hebrew people.

Third, even if taken literally, the gifts given to the Israglites could hardly be
considered unjust, considering they had been Egyptian slaves for centuries. They
were small compensations for centuries of slave labor to Egypt.

EXODUS 4:21 —If God hardened Pharaoh’s heart, how can Phar aoch be held
responsible?

PROBLEM: The Bible quotes God as saying, “1 will harden his [Pharaoh’ 5| heart, so
that he will not let the people go.” But if God hardened Pharaoh'’s heart, then Pharaoh
cannot be held morally responsible for his actions, since he did not do it of his own
free will, but out of constraint (cf. 2 Cor. 9:7 ; 1 Peter 5:2).

SOLUTION: God did not harden Pharaoh’ s heart contrary to Pharaoh’s own free choice.
The Scripture makes it very dear that Pharaoh hardened his own heart. It declares
that Pharaoh’s heart “grew hard” ( Ex. 7:13), that Pharaoh “hardened his heart” ( Ex.
8:15), and that “Pharaoh’ s heart grew hard” the more God worked on it ( Ex. 8:19).
Again, when God sent the plague of the flies, “Pharaoh hardened his heart at this time
aso” ( Ex. 8:32). Thissameor like phraseis repeated over and over (cf. Ex. 9.7 , 34—
35). In fact, with the exception of God's prediction of what would happen ( Ex. 4:21
), the fact is that Pharaoh hardened his own heart first ( Ex. 7:13; 8:15, 8:32, €tc.),
and then God hardened it later (cf. Ex. 9:12; 10:1, 20, 27).

Furthermore, the sense in which God hardened his heart is similar to the way the
sun hardens clay and also melts wax. If Pharaoh had been receptive to God's
warnings, his heart would not have been hardened by God. But when God gave
Pharaoh a reprieve from the plagues, he took advantage of the situation. “But when
Pharaoh saw that there was relief, he hardened his heart and did not heed them
[Moses and Aaron], asthe Lord had said” ( Ex. 8:15).

The question can be summarized as follows: does God harden hearts?

GOD DOES NOT HARDEN GOD DOESHARDEN HEARTS
HEARTS
Initially Subsequently
Directly Indirectly

Against free choice Through free choice



Asto their cause Asto their effect

(See also discussion under Rom. 9:17 )

EXODUS 4:24 —Whom did the Lord meet at the encampment, and why did He
seek to kill him?

PROBLEM: Exodus 4:24 states, “And it came to pass on the way, at the encampment,

that the Lord met him and sought to kill him.” The verse does not explicitly say
whom the Lord met in the encampment, but the context indicates that it was Moses. If
so, why did God seek to kill him, since He had called him to lead Israel out of Egypt?

SOLUTION: First, it isclear that Moses had been selected by the Lord to be His

instrument to deliver the people of Israel from Egyptian bondage and from the power
of Pharaoh. But, as one of God’ s covenant people, Moses was obligated to circumcise
his sons on the eighth day. For one reason or another, Moses had not performed the
rite of circumcision on his son as one of the covenant people of the Lord. It was not
possible for the Lord to permit His chosen deliverer to represent Him to the people of
Israel when he had not complied with the dictates of the covenant relationship
himself. Apparently, God took this drastic measure to prompt Moses to obey Him,
knowing that Moses would not willingly go against the wishes of his wife Zipporah.
Zipporah performed the circumcision, perhaps because M oses was incapacitated from
an affliction which the Lord had brought upon him. As soon as the circumcision was
performed, the Lord ceased from seeking to kill Moses.

Second, it is obvious that the Lord could have killed Moses suddenly if that were
the intent of thisincident. God certainly possessed the power to do this without delay.
The incident clearly indicates that God’ s purpose was to cause Moses to comply with
His requirements. God obviously did not want to kill Moses. What He wanted was
Moses obedience and complete commitment to His law, if he was going to be the
great lawgiver to his people.

EXODUS 5:2 —Who was the Phar aoh of the Exodus?

PROBLEM: The predominant view of modern scholarsis that the Pharaoh of the

Exodus was Ramsees 1. If thisisright, that would mean that the Exodus took place
about 1270 to 1260 B.c. However, from several referencesin the Bible ( Jud. 11:26 ;
1Kings6:1; Acts 13:19-20 ), the Exodus is dated from ca. 1447 B.C. If thisistrue,
then given the commonly accepted dating system, the Pharaoh of the Exodus was
Amenhotep 11. Who was the Pharaoh of the Exodus, and when did the Exodus take
place?

SOLUTION: Although much of modern scholarship has proposed a late date for the

Exodus, about 1270-1260 B.C. , there is sufficient evidence to say that it is not



necessary to accept this date, and alternative explanations provide a better accounting
of all the historical data, and place the Exodus at about 1447 B.C.

First, the biblical dates for the Exodus place it in the 1400'sB.cC. , since 1 Kings
6:1 declaresthat it was 480 years before the fourth year of Solomon’s reign (which
was about 967 B.C. ). Thiswould place the Exodus around 1447 B.c. Thisfits also
with Judges 11:26 which affirms that Israel spent 300 yearsin the land up to the time
of Jepthah (which was about 1000 B.C. ). Likewise, Acts 13:20 speaks of there being
450 years of judges from Moses to Samuel who lived around 1000 B.c. The sameis
true of the 430 years mentioned in Galatians 3:17 (see comments) spanning from
around 1800 to 1450 B.c. (from Jacob to Moses). The same figure is used in Exodus
12:40 . All of these passages provide a 1400 B.C. date, not 1200 B.C. asthe critics
clam.

Second, John Bimson and David Livingston have proposed arevision of the
traditional dating of the end of the Middle Bronze Age and the beginning of the Late
Bronze Age from 1550 to shortly before 1400 B.c. The Middle Bronze Age was
characterized by large fortified cities, a description which fits well with the account
which the spies brought back to Moses ( Deut. 1:28 ). This would mean that the
conquest of Canaan took place about 1400 B.C. Since the Scriptures state that |srael
wandered in the wilderness for 40 years, that would put the Exodus at about 1440 B.C.
, in complete accord with biblical chronology. If we accept the traditional account of
the reigns of the Pharaohs, this would mean that the Pharaoh of the Exodus was
Amenhotep |1 who reigned from about 1450 to 1425 B.C.

Third, another possible solution, known as the Velikovsky-Courville revision,
proposes aredating of the traditional chronology of the reigns of the Pharaohs.
Velikovsky and Courville assert that there are an extra 600 yearsin the chronology of
the kings of Egypt. Archaeological evidence can be mustered to substantiate this
proposal which again places the date of the Exodus in the 1440sB.c. According to
this view, the Pharaoh at this time was King Thom. This fits the statement in Exodus
1:11 that the Israelites were enslaved to build the city called Pithom, (“the abode of
Thom”). When the biblical chronology is taken as the pattern, all of the historical and
archaeol ogical evidence fits together in aunified picture. (See Geidler and Brooks,
When Skeptics Ask, Victor Books, 1990, chap. 9.)

EXODUS 6:3 —Was God known by Hisname“Lord” (Jehovah or Yahweh) before
Moses' time?

PROBLEM: According to thistext God told Moses, “| appeared to Abraham, to Isaac,
and to Jacob, as God Almighty, but by My name, LORD [Jehovah, Y ahweh], | was
not known to them.” However, the word “LORD” [Jehovah, Y ahweh] occursin
Genesisin many places, both in combination with the term “God,” as“LORD God” (
Gen.24,5,7,8,9,15, etc.) and aloneas LORD (Gen. 4:1,3,4,6,9, etc.).



SOLUTION: Thisdifficulty can be explained in several ways. Some believe it was
introduced into Genesis by way of anticipation. Others hold that the full meaning of
the name was not known previoudly, even though it wasin use. Or, perhaps some
special character of the covenant-keeping God as was indicated by the sacred name
“LORD” (Jehovah, Y ahweh) was not revealed until Moses' time. Still others think
Moses (or alater editor) placed the name in the text of Genesis retrospectively, after it
had come into use. Thiswould be like a biographer of the famous boxer referring to
the childhood of Muhammad Ali, even though his name wasrealy Cassius Clay at
the time. In favor of thisisthe fact that the common suffix “-ah” (which stands for
“Jehovah”) attached to names (such as, Mic-ah, Jon-ah, Jeremi-ah) is not generally
found in names before Moses' time.

EXODUS 6:9 —Did the children of Israel listen to Moses or disregard hiswords?

PROBLEM: Here the text claims that “they would not heed Moses.” But earlier (in Ex.

4:31) it says “the people believed [Moses],” and even “bowed their heads and
worshiped [God].”

SOLUTION: Apparently they readily received Moses at first, but when they did not
experience immediate deliverance, they became discouraged and impatient and would
no longer listen to him.

EXODUS 6:10-13 —Was M oses called by God in Egypt or in Midian?

PROBLEM: In Exodus 3:10, God revealed Himself to Moses and commissioned him to
lead Israel out of Egypt (cf. 4:19 ). However, Exodus 6:10-11 declares that Moses
was in the Desert of Midian when God told him to go to Pharaoh and ask for Israel’s
release.

SOLUTION: Moses was commissioned in Exodus 3—4 , but because of Pharaoh’s
rejection (in chap. 5), combined with Moses' initial reluctance to God (cf. 4:1, 10),
it was necessary for God to encourage Moses and reconfirm his call in Exodus6 .

EXODUS 6:16-20 —How could the people of I srael have been in Egypt for 430
year swhen ther e wer e only three gener ations between L evi and M oses?

PROBL EM: Exodus 6:16—20 indicates that there were only three generations between
Levi, the son of Jacob, and Moses. However, Galatians 3:17 indicates that | srael was
in Egypt for 430 years. How could there be only three generations between Levi, who
went down into Egypt at the beginning of the 430-year period, and Moses, who
delivered Israel from Egypt at the end of the 430-year period?

SOLUTION: First, it was acommon practice in the Ancient Near East to record
geneal ogies according to tribe, or family clan. In this type of genealogical record,



severa generations would be omitted from the record due to the fact that some
persons were perhaps of lesser significance in the family tree. The Hebrew language
did not have aword corresponding to our terms “grandfather” or “great grandfather,”
or “grandson” or “great grandson.” Consequently, when Abraham isreferred to as
“our father,” the only Hebrew term capable of indicating such ancestry was the
normal Hebrew term for “father.” The same goes for the term “son.” For example,
Exodus 6:16 states, “The sons of Levi ... Gershon, Kohath, and Merari.”
Traditionally these are held to be the original sons of Levi. However, when Exodus
6:18 states, “ And the sons of Kohath were Amram, Izhar, Hebron, and Uzzidl,”
Kohath is given as the head of that branch of the tribe of Levi known as the
Kohathites. Amram, Izhar, Hebron, and Uzziel were probably not the immediate sons
of Kohath, but were descendants of Kohath. The Hebrew language used the term
“son” to signify a descendant.

Second, according to Numbers 3:28 , the census of the family of the Kohathites
numbered 8,600 persons from one month old and above. If there were only three
generations between Levi and Moses, this would mean that the “sons of Kohath,”
Amram, |zhar, Hebron, and Uzziel, would have had over 2,000 children each.
Obvioudly, either the Amram listed in verse 18 as a son of Kohath was not the
immediate father of Moses, and not the same Amram listed in verse 20, or there were
in fact additional descendants of Kohath which are simply not listed in these verses
because that information is not essential to the context. Either way, it is clear that
there were more than three generations between Levi and Moses.

EXODUS 6:26-27 —Didn’t someone besides M oses write these ver ses?

PROBLEM: The referencesto Moses and Aaron in verses 26 and 27 are written in the
third person: “These are the same Aaron and Moses” and “ These are the ones.” How
could Moses be the author of this passage and not speak of himself in the first person?

SOLUTION: This passage, which beginsin verse 14 of chapter 6, is an objective,
historical account of the genealogies of the ancestors of Moses and Aaron. In this
type of writing, it is customary for an author, if he makes reference to himself, to do
so in the third person. Many ancient writings follow this manner of reporting
historical facts, such astheGallic Wars and the Civil Warswritten by Julius Caesar.
In fact, it would have been quite awkward if, in the midst of this objective historical
report, Moses had written, “It was Aaron and | to whom the Lord said ...” or “Aaron
and | were the ones who spoke to Pharaoh.” For future generations of Hebrew
readers, Moses wanted his genealogical record to be quite clearly reported, so that no
mistake be made as to the identity and the pedigree of the one whom God had chosen
to bring Israel out of the bondage of Egypt.

EXODUS 7:11 —How could the wise men and sor cerers of Pharaoh perform the
same feats of power that God told Mosesto perform?



PROBLEM: Several passagesin Exodus ( 7:11, 22 ; 8:7) state that the wise men,
sorcerers, and magicians of Pharaoh did the same works with their enchantments
which God commanded Moses and Aaron to perform. However, Moses and Aaron
claimed to have been sent from the Lord God. How could these men perform the
same feats of power as Moses and Aaron did by the power of God?

SOLUTION: The Bible indicates that one of Satan’ s tacticsin his effort to deceive

humankind is to employ counterfeit miracles (see Rev. 16:14 ). Exodus 7:11 states,
“But Pharaoh also called the wise men and the sorcerers; so the magicians of Egypt,
they also did in like manner with their enchantments.” Each of the other verses makes
asimilar claim. The passage states that the feats of Pharaoh’s magicians were
performed “by their [magical] enchantments.”

Some commentators assert that the feats of the magicians were merely tricks.
Perhaps the magicians had enchanted snakes so that they became stiff and appeared to
be rods. When cast down upon the floor, they came out of their trance and began to
move as snakes. Some say these were acts of Satan, who actually turned the rods of
the magicians into snakes. This, however, is not plausible in view of the fact that only
God can create life, as even the magicians later recognized ( Ex. 8:18-19 ). Whatever
explanation one might take regarding these feats, one common point holds for every
account and is found in the text itself. It is clear that by whatever power they
performed these feats, they were not accomplished by the power of God. Rather, they
were performed “by their enchantments.” The purpose of these acts was to convince
Pharaoh that his magicians possessed as much power as Moses and Aaron, and it was
not necessary for Pharaoh to yield to their request to let Israel go. It worked, at least
for the first three encounters (Aaron’ s rod, the plague of blood, and the plague of
frogs). However, when Moses and Aaron, by the power of God, brought forth lice
from the sand, the magicians were not able to counterfeit this miracle. They could
only exclaim, “Thisisthe finger of God” ( Ex. 8:19).

There are severa points by which one can discern the difference between a
satanic sign and adivine miracle.

DIVINE MIRACLE SATANIC SIGN
Supernatural Supernormal
Connected with truth Connected with error
Associated with good Associated with evil
Never associated with the Often associated with the Occult
Occult
Always successful Not always successful

These differences can be seen in these passages in Exodus. Although the
magicians appeared to turn their rods into snakes, their rods were swallowed up by
Aaron’srod, indicating superiority. Although the magicians could turn water to
blood, they could not reverse the process. Although the magicians could bring forth



frogs, they could not get rid of them. Thelir acts were supernormal, but not
supernatural .

Although the magicians could copy some of the miracles of Moses and Aaron,
their message was connected with error. Basically they copied the miracles of God's
chosen men in order to convince Pharaoh that the God of the Hebrews was no more
powerful than the gods of Egypt. Although Pharaoh’s magicians were able to copy
the first three miracles performed by God through Moses and Aaron, there came a
point at which their enchantments were no longer able to counterfeit the power of
God.

EXODUS 7:19 —How could Israel escape thisjudgment if it came upon all the land
of Egypt?

PROBLEM: Several times in the account of the plagues the Scripture states that the
judgments would be upon “al the land of Egypt” ( 7:19; 8:16, 24 ; [“throughout,”
9:22 1). However, other passages assert that God protected Isragl from the effects of

the different plagues ( 8:22). Isn’t it a contradiction for some passages to say that the
plagues would affect all the land of Egypt while others indicate that Israel was not
affected by these plagues?

SOLUTION: In the Hebrew language the normal word for all is not necessarily absolute.
The context must dictate whether the term is to be taken as absolute or not. God told
Moses to make sure that Pharaoh knew that Israel was not being affected by the
plagues which were being brought upon Egypt. “Then say to him ... "And in that day
| will set apart the land of Goshen, in which My people dwell, that no swarms of flies
shall be there, in order that you may know that | amthe Lord in the midst of the land’
" (Ex. 8:20,22).

Verse 24 states, “ Thick swarms of flies came into the house of Pharaoh, into his
servants' houses, and into all the land of Egypt. ” However, according to the message
of God given to Pharaoh, this did not affect the land of Goshen and the Israglites. We
find thisagain in 9:6 which states, “ So the Lord did this thing on the next day, and al
the livestock of Egypt died; but of the livestock of the children of Israel, not one
died.” In the context of the judgments of God upon Egypt, thereis aclear distinction
placed between the people of Pharaoh and the people of the Lord. Thereis no
contradiction between these references, for the judgments of God fell upon all the
land of the Egyptians and all the people of Pharaoh, but God set apart and protected
His people from these terrible events.

EXODUS 7:20 —How could M oses haveturned all thewater to blood if the
magicians had some left to do the same thing?

PROBLEM: Exodus 7:20 assertsthat “all the waters that were in the river were turned to
blood” by Moses. But only two verses later it says the magicians of Egypt performed



the same feat (v. 22 ), which would have been impossible if Moses had really turned
all the water to blood.

SOLUTION: First, it should be noted that “all” need not be taken in an absolute sense,
but in the popular sense of “the vast mgjority.” Further, it does not say that Moses
turned all water to blood, but only all the water “in theriver” ( Ex. 7:20). There was
still water from wells that were unaffected. Then too, some of the water may have
been filtered out through the sand on the river bank. This may explain why it saysthe
Egyptians “dug all around the river for water to drink” (v. 24 ), sinceit would act asa
natural filter for the river water.

EXODUS 9:19-21 —If all the cattledied, then how did some survive?

PROBLEM: Exodus 9:6 asserts that “all the livestock of Egypt died” in the fifth plague.
Yet only afew verses later it instructs them to “ gather your livestock and all that you
havein thefield” into their houses (v. 19). But if all livestock died, then how could
there be any left?

SOLUTION: First of all, theterm “all” is often used in ageneral sense to mean “the vast
majority.” Further, the plague was apparently limited to the cattle “in the field” (v. 3
). The animalsin stalls would not have been affected. Finally, the word “ cattle” does
not generally denote horses, donkeys, and camels which could have been part of the
“livestock” that were spared.

In view of these factors, there is no contradiction between the passages. Nor
would any reasonable person assume one by the same author within the same chapter
who gave such avivid, firsthand account of the events.

EXODUS 11:3 —How could M oses have written these wor ds of sdf-praise?
(See comments on Num. 12:3 .)

EXODUS 12:29 —How could an all-loving God slay thefirstborn of all the
Egyptians?

PROBL EM: Exodus 12:29-30 describes that terrible night when God struck in the land
of Egypt, “from the first born of Pharaoh who sat on his throne to the firstborn of the
captive who was in the dungeon, and all the firstborn of livestock.” This miraculous
judgment was brought upon Egypt because Pharaoh had refused to let Isragl go.
However, the people of Egypt did not have control over Pharaoh’s actions. How
could an all-loving God strike the firstborn of those Egyptians who were not
responsible for the decisions of Pharaoh?



SOLUTION: First, it iswrong to assume that because the Egyptian people may not have
had control over Pharaoh’s decisions that they were completely innocent. Every
individual Egyptian certainly had the opportunity, throughout the long ordeal of
God' s judgment upon Egypt, to flee to Moses and the Hebrews for protection from
those judgments. In fact, Exodus 12:38 states that “ A mixed multitude went up with
them [the children of Israel] also.” No doubt there were many Egyptians who joined
the Hebrews as a result of the judgments of God. The fact that most were not willing
to turn to the living God even in the face of the nine previous plagues indicates that
they were not innocent bystanders.

Second, isit also wrong to assume that simply because the Egyptian people did
not change Pharaoh’s mind that they could not have changed his mind. Although the
power of the people isseverely limited under a dictatorship asthat of Egypt, itis
conceivable that the people could have revolted so as to either force Pharaoh to
change his mind, or to overthrow him. In fact, Exodus 12:33 states, “And the
Egyptians urged the people, that they might send them out of the land in haste.” Up
until this point the Egyptian people had apparently not made any effort to urge the
Hebrewsto leave the land. The Egyptians were obviously content to leave such
mattersin the hands of their king. By doing so, they were not innocent of the
decisions which were made by their king. The judgment of God was not directed only
at Pharaoh or the heads of state of the land, but on Egypt as awhole, since they were
equally responsible for the oppression and bondage of the people of God.

EXODUS 14:21-29 —How could 2 million people crossthe Red Seain such a short
time?

PROBLEM: According to the account of the crossing of the Red Sea, the massive group
of fleeing Israelites must have had no more than 24 hours to crossthrough the portion
of the Red Sea which God had prepared. However, according to the numbers given,
there were some 2 million of them (see Num. 1:45-46 ). But, for amultitude of this
size, a24-hour period isjust not enough time to make such a crossing.

SOLUTION: First, although the passage may give the idea that the time that the nation
of Israel had to make the crossing was short, thisis not a necessary conclusion. The
text states that God brought forth an East wind which drove back the waters “all that
night” ( Ex. 14:21). Verse 22 seems to indicate that it was the very next morning
when the multitude of |sraelites began their journey across the sea bed. Verse 24 then
states, “Now it came to pass, in the morning watch, that the Lord looked down upon
the army of the Egyptians.” Finally, according to verse 26 , God told Moses to
“stretch out your hand over the sea, that the waters may come back upon the
Egyptians.” Thereis no time reference to this command, however, and it is not
necessary to conclude that Israel had completed their crossing that very morning.

Second, even if we assume that the crossing took place in 24 hours, thisis not as
impossible as it may seem. The passage never states that the people crossed in single
file, or that they crossed over on a section of ground the width of a modern



superhighway. In fact, it is much more likely that God had prepared a section several
miles wide. Thiswould certainly fit the situation, since the camp of Israel on the bank
of the Red Sea probably stretched out for three or four miles along the shoreline.
When the time came for the people to cross on dry ground, they probably moved as
one magnificent throng, moving as a great army advancing upon the enemy lines.

In Exodus 13:18 , the seais called the Red Sea. The Hebrew is yam suph, which
should be trandlated, “ Sea of Reeds.” This was probably areference to a body of
water farther north than what is identified today as the Gulf of Suez. This seemsto be
the case for several reasons. First, the Gulf of Suez was not known for having reeds.
Second, the Gulf of Suez is much farther south than Pi-hahiroth and Migdol where
Israel camped by the sea according to 14:2 . Third, for Israel to reach the northern
most tip of the Gulf of Suez, they would have had to cross alarge expanse of desert,
and this type of trip is not indicated in the text.

The Sea of Reeds was not simply a shallow marshy stretch of land. Thisis evident
for at least two reasons. First, 14:22 states that when the sea was parted, “the waters
were like awall to them on their right hand and on their left” ( NASB ). Such would
obviously not be the case if the seawere only a marsh. Second, after the Egyptians
had entered the seain pursuit of Israel, God instructed Moses to stretch out his hand
over the sea, and the sea “returned to its normal state ... and covered the chariots and
the horsemen, even Pharaoh’ s entire army that had gone into the sea after them” (
14:27-28 , NASB ). Thiswould not have been an accurate description if the “ Sea of
Reeds’ had been merely a shallow marshy stretch. It is possible that the sea was what
isknown as Lake Ballah. This lake, though it has disappeared as a result of the
construction of the Suez Canal, was probably no more than 10 to 15 miles wide.
Obvioudly there would be very little problem of even such a great multitude to cross
this distance in one day.

Even if we suppose that Israel did cross at the widest point of the Gulf of Suez,
this does not present a problem either. If we assume that the current size of the Gulf is
comparableto its size in ancient times, the average width of the Gulf was probably no
more than 40 miles. The average person would have had to walk at a speed of less
than two miles per hour to make a40-mile crossing in 24 hours.

EXODUS 20:4 —Why did God command His people not to make carved images
when He directed them to carve two cherubsfor the Ark of the Covenant?

(See comments on Ex. 25:18 )
EXODUS 20:5 a—Does God get jealous?

PROBLEM: The Bible not only says here that God isa*“jealous God,” but it also
declares Hisvery “nameis Jealous’ ( Ex. 34:14 ). On the other hand, jealousy isasin.
But, if God is absolutely holy, then how can He be jealous?



SOLUTION: God isjeaousin the good sense of the word, namely, Heis jealous for the
love and devotion of His people (cf. Ex. 20:5). Paul spoke of a*“godly jealousy” ( 2
Cor. 11:2). The verses on God' sjealousy are al in the context of idolatry. Like any
true lover, God is jealous when anyone or anything el se steals the devotion of His
beloved.

Human jealousy is often coveting what does not belong to us. However, God's
jealousy is protecting what does belong to Him, namely His own supremacy. It is not
asin for God to claim allegiance of His creatures because He is the Creator. And He
knows that it is best for them not to make an ultimate commitment to what is less than
ultimate (idols). Only an ultimate commitment to what is really Ultimate will
ultimately satisfy the human heart. God is jealous to protect this.

EXODUS 20:5 b—Does God ever punish one person for another’ssins?
(See comments on Ezek. 18:20 .)

EXODUS 20:8-11 —Why do Christians wor ship on Sunday when the
commandment setsapart Saturday asthe day of worship?

PROBLEM: This commandment states that the seventh day of the week, Saturday, isthe
day which the Lord selected as the day of rest and worship. However, in the NT the
Christian church began to worship and rest on the first day of the week, Sunday.
Aren’'t Christians violating the Sabbath commandment by worshiping on the first day
of the week rather than the seventh day?

SOLUTION: First, the basis for the command to observe the Sabbath, as stated in
Exodus 20:11 , isthat God rested on the seventh day after six days of work, and that
God blessed the seventh day and sanctified it. The Sabbath day was instituted as a day
of rest and worship. The people of God were to follow God’ s example in His pattern
of work and rest. However, as Jesus said in correcting the distorted view of the
Pharisees, “ The Sabbath was made for man, and not man for the Sabbath” ( Mark
2:27). The point which Jesus made is that the Sabbath was not instituted to enslave
people, but to benefit them. The spirit of Sabbath observanceis continued in the NT
observance of rest and worship on the first day of the week.

Second, it must be remembered that, according to Colossians 2:17 , the Sabbath
was “a shadow of things to come, but the substance is of Christ.” The Sabbath
observance was associated with redemption in Deuteronomy 5:15 where Moses
stated, “Remember that you were aslave in the land of Egypt, and that the Lord your

God brought you out from there by a mighty hand and by an outstretched arm;
therefore the Lord your God commanded you to keep the Sabbath day.” The Sabbath

was a shadow of the redemption which would be provided in Christ. It symbolized
the rest from our works and an entrance into the rest of God provided by His finished
work.



Finally, athough the moral principles expressed in the commandments are
reaffirmed in the NT, the command to set Saturday apart as a day of rest and worship
is the only commandment not repeated. There are very good reasons for this. New
Testament believers are not under the OT Law ( Rom. 6:14 ; Gal. 3:24-25). By His
resurrection on the first day of the week ( Matt. 28:1 ), His continued appearances on
succeeding Sundays ( John 20:26 ), and the descent of the Holy Spirit on Sunday (
Acts 2:1), the early church was given the pattern of Sunday worship. Thisthey did
regularly ( Acts20:7 ; 1 Cor. 16:2 ). Sunday worship was further hallowed by our
Lord who appeared to John in that last great vision on “the Lord’sDay” ( Rev. 1:10).
It isfor these reasons that Christians worship on Sunday, rather than on the Jewish
Sabbath.

EXODUS 20:13 —How could God command people not to kill, and then, in Exodus
21:12 , command that murderersbe put to death?

PROBLEM: Inthe Ten Commandments, God prohibits killing when He says, “Thou
shalt not kill” (kJv ). However, in Exodus 21:12 God commands that the man who
strikes another man so that hedies should be put to death. Isn’t it a contradiction for
God to command that we not kill and then command that we do kill?

SOLUTION: A great amount of confusion has arisen because of the misleading
trangd ation of the sixth commandment. The Hebrew word used in the prohibition of
this commandment is not the normal word for killing ( harag ). Rather it isthe
specific term for murder (ratsach ). A more proper translation of the command is
provided by the NkKJv and NIV : “Y ou shall not murder.” Exodus 21:12 is not a
command to murder, but acommand to carry out capital punishment for capital
crime. There is no contradiction between the command for men not to commit
murder, and the command that the proper authorities should execute capital
punishment for capital crimes.

EXODUS 20:24 —\Wasthe altar made of earth or of wood?

PROBLEM: Herethe altar is constructed of earth, but in Exodus 27:1 it was constructed
of “acaciawood.”

SOLUTION: The altar itself was only a hollow case made of acaciawood and covered
with bronze ( Ex. 27:2). But when it was used it was filled with earth or stones so as
to form a bed for the coals.

EXODUS 21:22-23 —Does this passage show that unborn children are of lessvalue
than adults?

PROBLEM: According to some translations of the Bible, this text teaches that when
fighting men cause awoman to have a“ miscarriage” they “shall be fined” (v. 22,



RSV ). But, if the fighting men caused the death of the woman, the penalty was capital
punishment (v. 23 ). Doesn't this prove that the unborn was not considered a human
being, as the mother was?

SOLUTION: First of al, thisisamistransation of the verse. The great Hebrew scholar,
Umberto Cassuto, translated the verse correctly as follows:

When men strive together and they hurt unintentionally awoman with child, and her
children come forth but no mischief happens—that is, the woman and the children do not
die—the one who hurts her shall surely be punished by afine. But if any mischief
happens, that is, if the woman dies or the children, then you shall give life for life. (
Commentary on the Book of Exodus, Magnes Press, 1967)

This makes the meaning very clear. It is a strong passage against abortion,
affirming that the unborn are of equal value to adult human beings.

Second, the Hebrew word ( yatsa ), mistranslated “ miscarriage,” actually means
to “comeforth” or to “give birth” (asNkJv , NIV ). It isthe Hebrew word regularly
used for live birth in the OT. Infact, it is never used for amiscarriage, though it is
used of astill birth. But, inthis passage, asin virtually all OT texts, it refersto alive,
though premature, birth.

Third, there is another Hebrew word for miscarriage ( shakol ), and it is not used
here. Since this word for miscarriage was available and was not used, but the word
for live birth was used, there is no reason to suppose it means anything else than a
live birth of afully human being.

Fourth, the word used for the mother’ s offspring here is yeled which means
“child.” It is the same word used of babies and young children in the Bible ( Gen.
21:8; Ex. 2:3). Hence, the unborn is considered just as much a human as a young
childis.

Fifth, if any harm happened to either the mother or the child, the same punishment
was given, “lifefor life” (v. 23). This demonstrates that the unborn was considered of
egual value with the mother.

Sixth, other OT passages teach the full humanity of an unborn child (see

comments on Ps. 51:5 and 139:13ff ). The NT affirms the same view (cf. Matt. 1:20;
Luke1:41, 44).

EXODUS 21:29-30 —Why was capital punishment commuted in the case of some
murders?

PROBL EM: Numbers 35:31 commands that “you shall take no ransom for the life of a
murderer who is guilty of death, but he shall surely be put to death.” However,
Exodus 21 saysif the guilty one has “imposed on him a sum of money, then he shall



pay to redeem his life, whatever isimposed on him” (v. 30). But these are contrary
instructions about punishing murderers.

SOLUTION: The reason for the difference is clearly stated in the text—one was willful
murder, and the other was just negligent homicide. In the first case there was malice,
but in the second case there wasno evil intent. In fact, in the latter instance the guilty
had not actually taken the other person’s life. Rather, he had simply been negligent
about confining an ox that was known to gore people ( Ex. 21:28-29). In such a case
afine could be levied rather than capital punishment.

EXODUS 23:19 —Why isboiling a kid in itsmother’s milk prohibited?

PROBLEM: This verse commands. “Y ou shall not boil ayoung goat in its mother’s
milk.” What does this mean and why were the | sraelites commanded not to do this?

SOLUTION: There are two distinct questions here, and they should be separated. First
of all, what does this passage mean? Second, why was God opposed to their doing
this? The answer to the first question is easy. Every word in the sentenceis clear. The
|sraelites knew exactly what to do. They were not supposed to cook a baby goat inits
mother’s milk. So there was absolutely no problem in their knowing what God did
not want them to do.

Thereal problem iswhy did God forbid this? There are many possible reasons
given by commentators:

1. Because it was an idolatrous practice.

2. Because it was amagical (occult) practiceto try to make the land more
productive.

3. Because it was cruel to destroy a baby goat in the very milk which sustained it.
4. Because milk and meat are difficult to digest.

5. Because it shows contempt for the parent-child relationship.

6. Because it would symbolically profane the Feast of Ingathering.

7. Because God wanted them to cook with olive oil, not butter.

8. Because it was too luxurious or Epicurean.

Thetruth is that we do not know for sure why God commanded this. But it does

not really matter, since the Israglites knew exactly what they were not to do, even if
they did not fully understand why. So while there is a problem in understanding the



purpose of this passage, there is no problem in understanding its meaning. It means
exactly what it says.

EXODUS 24:4 —How could M oses have written thiswhen modern scholar s say
several different authors (JEPD) areresponsiblefor it?

PROBLEM: Modern critical scholars following Julius Wellhausen (19th century) claim
that the first five books of the OT were written by various persons known as J
(Jehovist), E (Elohimist), P (priestly), and D (deuteronomist), depending on which
sections reflect the literary characteristics of these supposed authors. However, this
verse declares that “Moses wrote all the words of the Lord.” Indeed, many other
versesin the Bible attribute this book to Moses (see points 6-9 below).

SOLUTION: Hereis another example where negative criticism of the Bible is wrong.
Thereis very strong evidence that Moses wrote Exodus. First of al, no other person
from that period had the time, interest, and ability to compose such a record.

Second, Moses was an eyewitness of the events and as such was qualified to be its
author. Indeed, the record is avivid eyewitness account of spectacular events, such as
the crossing of the Red Sea and receiving the Ten Commandments.

Third, the earliest Jewish teaching ascribes this book to Moses. Thisistrue of the
Jewish Talmud, as well as Jewish writers like Philo and Josephus.

Fourth, the author reflects a detailed knowledge of the geography of the
wilderness (cf. Ex. 14). Thisis highly unlikely for anyone, unlike Moses, who did
not have many years of experience living in this area. The same is true of the author’s
knowledge of the customs and practices of the people described in Exodus.

Fifth, the book explicitly claimsthat “Moses wrote all the words’ ( Ex. 24:4). If
he did not, then it is aforgery which cannot be trusted, nor could it be the Word of
God.

Sixth, Moses' successor Joshua claimed that Moses wrote the Law. In fact, when
Joshua assumed |eadership after Moses, he exhorted the people of Israel that “ This
Book of the Law” should not depart out of their mouths ( Josh. 1:8 ) and that they
should “observe to do according to all the law which Moses ... commanded” ( Josh.
1.7).

Seventh, along chain of OT figures after Moses attributed this book to him,
including Joshua ( 1:7-8), Josiah ( 2 Chron. 34:14 ), Ezra( 6:18 ), Daniel ( 9:11),
and Malachi (4:4).

Eighth, Jesus quoted from Exodus 20:12 , using the introduction “for Moses said”
(Mark 7:10; cf. Luke 20:37). So either Christ isright or the critics are. Sincethereis



strong evidence that He is the Son of God, the choiceis clear (see Geisler and Brooks,
When Skeptics Ask, Victor Books, 1990, chap. 6).

Ninth, the Apostle Paul declared “Moses writes about the righteousness which is
of thelaw” ( Rom. 10:5, citing Ezek. 20:11 ). So we have it on apostolic authority, as
well as on the authority of Christ, that M oses wrote Exodus.

EXODUS 24:9-11 —How could these people see God when God said in Exodus
33:20, “no man shall seemeand live’?

PROBL EM: Exodus 24:9-11 records that Moses, Aaron, Nadab, Abihu, and seventy of
the elders of Israel ascended the mountain of God and “saw the God of Isragl.”
However, Exodus 19:12-13 says that the people could not even touch the base of the
mountain without being put to death. And in Exodus 33:20 God says that no one can
see Him and live. How could these people go up the mountain and see God and yet
live?

SOLUTION: Firgt, it should be noted that God invited them to see Him. In Exodus
19:12-13 God told Moses to set the boundaries around the mountain so that no one
should even touch its base without the punishment of death. However, God
specifically invited these people to ascend the mountain in order to consecrate them
for the service to which they had been appointed, and to seal the covenant which had
been established between God and the nation of Isragl.

Second, it is clear from the description and from other passages of Scripture ( Ex.
33:19-20 ; Num. 12:8 ; John 1:18), that what these people saw was not the essence
of God, but rather avisual representation of the glory of God. Even when Moses
asked to see God' s glory ( Ex. 33:18-23), it was only alikeness of God which Moses
saw (cf. Num. 12:8 where the Hebrew word temunah —“form,” “likeness’—is used),
and not the very essence of God.

EXODUS 24:10 —Can God be seen?

PROBLEM: According to this verse, Moses and the elders “saw the God of Isragl.” Yet
God told Moses that he could not see God' s face ( Ex. 33:20 ), and John states flatly
that “No one has seen God at any time” ( John 1:18).

SOLUTION: God cannot be known directly in thislife, nor can He be known
completely. For “now we see in amirror, dimly, but then face to face. Now | know in
part, but then | shall know just as| aso am known” ( 1 Cor. 13:12). God can be
known “by the things that are made” ( Rom. 1:20 ), but He cannot be known in
Himself. The following contrast summarizes the ways God can and cannot be known:

HOW GOD CANNOT BE HOW GOD CAN BE KNOWN



KNOWN

Completely Partially
Directly Indirectly
In Himself (His essence) In His creation (His effects)
As Spirit Asincarnatein Christ

While “no one has seen God [in His essence]” ( John 1:18 ), nonetheless, His only
begotten Son has revealed Him. Thus, Jesus could say, “He who has seen Me has
seen the Father” ( John 14:9).

EXODUS 25:18 ff—If it iswrong to make graven images, why did God command
M osesto make one?

PROBLEM: God clearly commanded in Exodus 20:4 : “Y ou shall not make for yourself
any carved image, or any likeness of anything that isin heaven above, or that isin the
earth beneath.” Y et here Mosesis instructed by God to “make two cherubim of gold;
of hammered work” (v. 18). If making images of any heavenly object iswrong, then
why did God command M oses to make some on the ark of the covenant?

SOLUTION: The prohibition against making graven images was distinctly set in the
context of worshiping idols. There are, then, several reasons why making the
cherubim does not conflict with this command not to bow down to graven images.
First, there was no chance that the people of Israel would fall down before the
cherubim in the most holy place, since they wereforbidden to go in the holy place at
any time. Even the high priest went only once ayear on the Day of Atonement ( Lev.
16).

Further, the prohibition is not against making any carved image for decorative
purposes, but of those used in religious worship. In other words, they were not to
worship any other God or any image of any god. These cherubim were not given to
Israel asimages of God; they were angels. Nor were they given to be worshiped.
Hence, there is no way in which the command to make them violated the
commandment in Exodus 20 .

Finally, the prohibition in Exodus 20 is not against religious art as such, which
includes thingsin heaven (angels) and on earth (humans or animals). Rather, it was
against using any image as an idol. That idolatry envisioned is evident from the fact
they were instructed not to “bow down to them nor serve them” ( Ex. 20:5). The
distinction between non-religious use of images and areligious use is important:

THE USE OF IMAGES OR REPRESENTATIONS OF GOD

FORBIDDEN PERMITTED
* Object of worship  Not an object of worship
 Appointed by man * Appointed by God



* Religious purposes * Educational purposes

* To represent essence about * To affirm truth of God
truth
* Used without qualifications * Used with qualifications

Even language about God in the Bible contains images. God is both a shepherd
and afather. But each of these is appropriately qualified. God is not just any father.
Heis our Heavenly Father. Likewise, Jesusis not just any shepherd, but the Good
Shepherd who gave Hislife for His sheep ( John 10:11 ). No finite image can be
appropriately applied to the infinite God without qualification. To do so isidolatry.
And idols are idols whether they are mental or metal.

EXODUS 31:17 —Can God get tired?

(See commentson Gen. 2:1.)

EXODUS 31:18 —Does God have fingers?

PROBLEM: Thisverse says that the Ten Commandments were “written with the finger

of God.” But, elsewhere the Bible insists that “God is spirit” ( John 4:24 ) and that
spirits do not have “flesh and bones” ( Luke 24:39 ). How, then, can God have
fingers?

SOLUTION: God does not literally have fingers. The phrase “finger of God” isafigure

of speech indicating God' s direct involvement in producing the Ten Commandments.
It is called an anthropomorphism (speaking of God in human terms).

The Bible uses many figures of speech when referring to God, including “arm” (
Deut. 7:19), “wings’ ( Ps. 91:4), and “eyes’ ( Heb. 4:13). None of these should be
taken literally, though all of them depict something that is literally true of God. For
example, athough God does not have literal arms, nonetheless, it is literally true that
God can and does extend His strength to do great things that, were humans to do, it
would require strong arms.

EXODUS 32:14 —Does God change His mind?

PROBL EM: While Moses was upon the mountain receiving the Law from God, the

people were at the foot of the mountain worshiping the golden calf which they had
constructed ( 32:4-6 ). When God instructed Moses to go down to them, He told
Moses that He would “ consume them” and make a great nation from Moses ( 32:10).
When Moses heard this, he pleaded with God to turn from His anger. Verse 14 states,
“So the Lord relented from the harm which He said He would do to His people.” This
implies that God changed His mind. However, in 1 Samuel 15:29 God says that “He
isnot aman, that He should relent,” and in Malachi 3:6 God says, “For | am the Lord,



| do not change.” Also, in Hebrews, God demonstrated the “immutability of His
counsel” ( Heb. 6:17 ) by swearing an oath. Does God change His mind or doesn’t
He?

SOLUTION: It must be emphatically maintained that God does not change (cf. Mal. 3:6
; James 1:17 ). He neither changes His mind, Hiswill, nor His nature. There are
several arguments that demonstrate the immutability of God. We will consider three.

First, anything that changes does so in some chronological order. There must be a
point before the change and a point after the change. Anything that experiences a
before and an after exists in time, because the essence of timeis seen in the

chronological progress from before to after. However, God is eternal and outside time
(John 17:5; 2 Tim. 1:9). Therefore, there cannot be in God a series of before’' s and

after’s. But, if God cannot be in a series of before’ s and after’s, then God cannot
change, because change necessarily involves before and after.

Second, anything that changes must change for better or for worse, for a change
that makes no difference is not a change. Either something that is needed is gained
that was previously absent, which is achange for the better, or something that is
needed is lost that was previously possessed, which is a change for the worse. But, if
God is perfect He does not need anything, therefore He cannot change for the better,
and if God were to lose something He would not be perfect, therefore He cannot
change for the worse. Therefore, God cannot change.

Third, if anyone were to change his mind, it must be because new information has
cometo light that was not previously known, or the circumstances have changed that
require adifferent kind of attitude or action. Now, if God changed His mind, it cannot
be because He has learned some bit of information that He did not previously know,
for God is omniscient—He knows all ( Ps. 147:5). Therefore, it must be because the
circumstances have changed that require a different attitude or action. But, if the
circumstances have changed, it is not necessarily the case that God has changed His
mind. It may simply be the case that, since the circumstances have changed, God's
relationship to the new circumstances are different because they have changed, not
God.

When Israel was at the foot of the mountain engaged in idol worship, God told
Moses that His anger was burning against them and He was prepared to destroy them
in judgment. However, when Moses interceded for them, the circumstances were
changed. God' s attitude toward sin is always anger, and His attitude toward those
who call to Him is always an attitude of mercy. Before Moses prayed for Israel, they
were under God' s judgment. By Moses' intercession for the people of Israel, he
brought them under God’'s mercy. God did not change. Rather, the circumstances
changed. The language used in this passage is called anthropomorphic, or man-
centered, language. It is similar to someone moving from one place to another and
saying, “Now the houseis on my right,” “Now the houseis on my left.” Neither of
these statements is meant to imply that the house has moved. Rather, it islanguage



from a human perspective to describe that | have changed my position in relation to
the house. When Moses said that God relented, it was afigurative way of describing
that Moses' intercession successfully changed the relationship of the people to God.
He brought the nation under the mercy of God’ s grace, and out from under the
judgment of God. God does not change, neither His mind, Hiswill, nor His nature.

EXODUS 33:3 —Did God change His mind about going with the I sraelitesinto the
Land of Promise?

PROBLEM: Here God declares “1 will not go up in your midst.” Yet later God did go

with them in amighty and victorious way, leading them to victory under Joshua (see
Josh. 1-11).

SOLUTION: These passages speak of different times. The first addresses the first
generation of rebellious Israelites, and the second speaks about the second generation
who believed God and followed Joshua into the land. Not all of God'’ s threats (or
promises) are unconditional. This one was conditional. God would go with them if
and when they trusted Him (which the second generation did), but He would not go
with them if and when they did not (which the first generation did). God'sirreversible
purpose to bring them into the land allowed for some temporarily reversible
conditions in attaining this end.

EXODUS 34:20 —Were unclean animalsto be redeemed with money or killed?

PROBL EM: Numbers 18:15-16 instructs that unclean beasts should be redeemed with
money. But Exodus had commanded that they be killed. How can this discrepancy be
reconciled?

SOLUTION: God apparently instructed Moses to modify the earlier law in favor of
revenues for the sanctuary. Money would be more useable than so many animals.
Thus, the essence of the first law was being implemented in another way, due to the
circumstances. Actually, their obedience to the first law may have occasioned the
need for the second. There may have simply been too many animals given to the
service of the tabernacle, when other things that money could buy were in greater
demand.



LEVITICUS

LEVITICUS 3:2 —Wasthe blood poured on thealtar or sprinkled on it?

PROBLEM: In Leviticus 3:2, the priest was commanded to “sprinkle the blood all
around on the atar.” But, in Deuteronomy 12:27 , the blood was to be “poured” on
the altar.

SOLUTION: The great Jewish scholar Maimonides said that part of the blood was
sprinkled on the altar and the rest was poured at the bottom of it. Others believe that
the word “pour” could mean sprinkle. Just as today when rain is coming down
strongly in sprinkles, we say it is pouring. In any event, there is no contradiction
between the two passages.

LEVITICUS5:18 —Wasthe sacrifice to be brought to the priest or tothe Lord?

PROBLEM: Leviticus 5:15 instructs that one “bring to the Lord an offering.” But afew
verses later it saysto “bring it to the priest” (v. 18).

SOLUTION: It was brought to the priest to be offered to the Lord. In Israel, the priests
were the representatives of the people to God, as prophets were God'’ s representatives
to the people.

LEVITICUS 11:5-6 —How can the Bible say that the hyrax and the rabbit chew the
cud when science now knowsthat they do not?

PROBLEM: In Leviticus 11:5-6 , two animals, the rock hyrax and the rabbit, were
designated as unclean by Leviticus because, although they chew the cud, they do not
divide the hoof. But, science has discovered that these two animals do not chew the
cud. Isn’t it an error when the Bible says they chew the cud when in fact they do not?

SOLUTION: Although they did not chew the cud in the modern technical sense, they
did engage in a chewing action that looked the same to an observer. Thus, they are



listed with other animals that chew the cud so that the common person could make
the distinction from his or her everyday observations.

Animals which chew the cud are identified as ruminants; they regurgitate food
into their mouths to be chewed again. Ruminants normally have four stomachs.
Neither the rock hyrax (translated “rock badger” in the NASB ) nor the rabbit are
ruminants and technically do not chew the cud. However, both animals move their
jaws in such amanner as to appear to be chewing the cud. This action was so
convincing that the great Swedish scientist Linnaeus originally classified them as
ruminants.

It is now known that rabbits practice what is called “reflection,” in which
indigestible vegetable matter absorbs certain bacteria and is passed as droppings and
then eaten again. This process enables the rabbit to better digest it. This processis
very similar to rumination, and it gives the impression of chewing the cud. So, the
Hebrew phrase “chewing the cud” should not be taken in the modern technical sense,
but in the ancient sense of a chewing motion that includes both rumination and
reflection in the modern sense.

Thelist of clean and unclean animals was intended as a practical guide for the
Israelite in selecting food. The average Israelite would not have been aware of the
technical aspects of cud chewing, and may have otherwise considered the hyrax and
rabbit as clean animals because of the appearance of cud chewing. Consequently, it
was necessary to point out that, although it may appear that these were clean animals
because of their chewing movement, they were not clean because they did not divide
the hoof. We often follow a similar practice when talking to those who are not
familiar with more technical aspects of some point. For example, we use
observational language to talk about the sun rising and setting when we talk to little
children. To asmall child the daily cycle of the sun has the appearance of rising and
setting (see comments on Josh. 10:12-14 ). The description is not technically correct,
but it is functionally useful for the level of understanding of the child. Thisis
analogous to the use here in Leviticus. Technically, although the hyrax and the rabbit
do not chew the cud, this description was functional at the time in order to make the
point that these animals were considered unclean.

LEVITICUS 12:5, 7 —If motherhood was so blessed by God, why did mothers have
to bring a sacrificeto God to expiate for having children?

PROBLEM: The Bible exalts the position of motherhood saying, “Y our wife shall be
like afruitful vine ... your children like olive plants” ( Ps. 128:3 ). Nevertheless,
mothers were commanded to bring a sacrifice to the altar for “ purification” and
“atonement” after the birth of achild (Lev. 12:5-7).

SOLUTION: Some take this sacrifice as merely symbolic, but even then it must

symbolize something that is literally true. It seems best to make a distinction between
the office of motherhood as such and motherhood in afallen world. God did create a



wife for Adam and command them to have children ( Gen. 1:27-28). In this original
and pristine sense, motherhood is pure and unstained.

Unfortunately, since the Fall of Eve (with Adam) motherhood is not without the
taint of sin. David confessed, “in sin my mother conceived me” ( Ps. 51:5). Since
motherhood, like everything else in this fallen world, is subject to sin, it too needed
purification. After all, “the plowing of the wicked are sin” ( Prov. 21:4) in afdlen
world. Asaresult of the Fall, every woman bears children in pain ( Gen. 3:16). It is
appropriate, then, that mothers be reminded of God’ s gracious provision for them and
through them by the offering of a sacrifice on the birth of a child.

LEVITICUS 13:47-59 —How can the Bible say that leprosy infected clothing?

PROBLEM: Leviticus 13 gives the laws concerning leprosy. In verses 47-59 there are
laws concerning leprosy in garments. However, leprosy is an infectious disease
caused by a bacterium and does not affect inanimate objects like garments. Was not
the Bible wrong to talk about |eprous garments?

SOLUTION: Itissimply amatter of the confusing of names. The disease which has
been identified in modern times as leprosy, commonly known as Hansen’s Diseasg, is
not the same type of infection that is described in the OT and is translated by the
English word “leprosy.” The disease which isidentified today as leprosy is caused by
a bacterium and does not produce the kinds of symptoms which are described in
various OT passages. The Hebrew termtsaraath, translated “leprosy,” isamore
general term for any serious skin disease or sign of infection or defilement on the
surface of inanimate objects. The defilement on garments, or wallsasin Leviticus
14:33-57 , was probably some type of fungus or mold which attacks these types of
material. Garments found to be infected were burned ( Lev. 13:52). Infected houses
were cleansed. If the infection could not be eradicated, the houses were demolished
and the ruins were taken outside the city ( Lev. 14:45).

LEVITICUS 16:6-22 —Why did God set up the procedure of the scapegoat, and
what doesit represent?

PROBLEM: Leviticus 16 sets up the procedure for the Day of Atonement of killing one
goat as a sin offering to make atonement for the Holy Place, and then confessing the
sins of Isragl upon the head of another goat and sending it away into the wilderness.
However, this does not present a unified picture, for there is only one sacrifice for our
sins, not two ( Heb. 10:14).

SOLUTION: The procedure relating to the scapegoat does not present a confused or
disunited picture of redemption. Each animal referred to in the description of the
procedures to be taken on the Day of Atonement represents some aspect of the work
of Christ in making a once for all atonement for our sins. The first goat was killed and
his blood was shed ( Lev. 16:15 ), representing the substitutionary death of Christ and



the shedding of His blood for our sins. The High Priest was then to take the
scapegoat, to confess the sins of Israel upon the head of the goat, and to send it out
into the wilderness. This represented the carrying away of Isragl’ s sins and
symbolizes the work of Christ in bearing away our sins. As Isaiah 53:6 prophesied,
“And the Lord has laid on Him the iniquity of us all.” The various aspects of the work
of Christ in redemption are symbolized by the different parts which the different
animals played on the Day of Atonement.

LEVITICUS 18:22 —Have the laws against homosexuality been abolished along
with laws against eating pork?

PROBLEM: Thelaw against homosexuality isfound in the levitical law ( Lev. 18:22)
along with laws against eating pork and shrimp ( Lev. 11:2-3, 10). But these
ceremonial laws have been done away with ( Acts 10:15 ). This being the case, some
insist that the laws prohibiting homosexual activity are no longer binding either.

SOLUTION: The laws against homosexual practices are not merely ceremonial. Simply
because the Mosaic prohibition against homosexuality is mentioned in Leviticus does
not mean that it was part of the ceremonial law that has passed away.

First of al, if laws against homosexuality were merely ceremonial (and therefore
abolished), then rape, incest, and beastiality would not be morally wrong either, since
they are condemned in the same chapter with homosexual sins ( Lev. 18:6-14 , 22-23
).

Second, homosexual sins among Gentiles were also condemned by God ( Rom.
1:26), and they did not have the ceremonial law ( Rom. 2:12-15). It was for this
very reason that God brought judgment on the Canaanites ( Gen. 18:1-3, 25).

Third, even in the Jewish levitical law there was a difference in punishment for
violating the ceremonial law of eating pork or shrimp (which was afew days
isolation) and that for homosexuality which was capital punishment ( Lev. 18:29).

Fourth, Jesus changed the dietary laws of the OT ( Mark 7:18 ; Acts 10:15), but
the moral prohibitions against homosexuality are still enjoined on believersinthe NT
(Rom. 1:26-27 ; 1 Cor. 6:9; 1 Tim. 1:10 ; Jude 7).

LEVITICUS 18:22-24 —I sthe cur se of barrenness the reason God condemned
homosexuality?

PROBLEM: According to Jewish belief, barrennesswas a curse ( Gen. 16:1 ; 1 Sam.
1:3-7). Children were considered a blessing from the Lord ( Ps. 127:3). The blessing
of God in the land was dependent on having children ( Gen. 15:5). In view of the
stress laid on having children, some have argued that it is not surprising that the OT
Law would frown on homosexual activity from which no children come. Thus, they



conclude that the Bible is not condemning homosexual activity as such, but only the
refusal to have children.

SOLUTION: Thereisno indication in Scripture that homosexuality was considered
sinful because no children resulted from it. First of all, at no placein the Bible is any
such connection stated.

Second, if homosexuals were punished because they were barren, then why were
they put to death? The dead can’t have any more children! Since it isagainst the
desires of homosexuals, heterosexua marriage would have been a more appropriate
punishment!

Third, the prohibition against homosexuality was not only for Jews, but for
Gentiles ( Lev. 18:24 ). But Gentile blessings were not dependent on having heirsto
inherit the land of Israel.

Finally, if barrenness was a divine curse, then singleness would be sinful. But
both our Lord ( Matt. 19:11-12 ) and the Apostle Paul ( 1 Cor. 7:8) sanctioned
singlehood by both precept and practice.

LEVITICUS 23:32 —Wasthe feast observed on the ninth day or on thetenth day?

PROBLEM: According to this verse the fast associated with the Day of Atonement was
to begin on the “ninth day of the month.” But earlier in Leviticus 16:29 they were to
begin fasting on the “tenth day of the month.”

SOLUTION: Thisfast began on the ninth day and extended over to the tenth day (cf.
Lev. 23:27 ). Hence, it was appropriate to speak of it as being either day. There are
several other problems of a similar nature. For example, in like manner the feast was
both seven days ( Ex. 12:15) or six days ( Deut. 16:8 ). God ended His work of
creation on the seventh day ( Gen. 2:2) and yet did it in six days ( Ex. 20:11). Also,
“after eight days’ means the next Sunday ( John 20:26 ; cf. 20:19).

LEVITICUS 23:42-43 —Did I srael dwell in boothsor in tents?

PROBLEM: Here the people of Israel aretold to “dwell in booths.” But earlier in
Exodus 16:16 , it speaks of everyone being “in histent.”

SOLUTION: Since the people moved throughout the wilderness for 40 years, their
homes were tents. However, the Leviticus passage does not speak of their homesin
the wilderness, but about later instructions for celebrating the Feast of Tabernacles
(Booths) in Jerusalem. Since it was only for aweek, they were instructed to make
temporary boothsin which to live while at the feasts. There was, after al, no Holiday
Innin Jerusalem at the time.



LEVITICUS 26:30 —Did God abhor Israel?

PROBLEM: Time and time again God reminded Israel that they were the “apple of His
eye’ ( Zech. 2:8), the object of His specia blessing ( Gen. 12:1-3). Yet here God
says, “My soul shall abhor you.”

SOLUTION: Only afew verseslater (v. 44 ), God says, “I will not cast them away, nor
shall | abhor them.” The difference is due to the fact that He is speaking of two
different timesin which Isragl isin two different conditions. When they are faithful to
Him, God will not abhor them. But, when they worship other gods, He promises to
“cast your carcasses on the lifeless forms of your idols’ (v. 30). God hates the
practice of idolatry, whether by His people or by pagans.



NUMBERS

NUMBERS 1:1—How could M oses have written Numberswhen criticsclaim it was
written centuries after hisdeath?

PROBLEM: Many modern critics claim that Moses did not write the first five books of
the Bible traditionally attributed to him (see comments on Ex. 24:4 ). But the Bible
declares here that “the Lord spoke to Moses’ ( 1:1) and that “Moses wrote down” the
events of thisbook ( 33:2).

SOLUTION: The critics have no real evidence for their claim, either historical or
literary. The fact that Moses used different names for God (Elohim, Jehovah
[Yahweh]) is no proof. Each name of God informs us of another characteristic of God
that fits the narrative in which it is used (see comments on Gen. 2:4).

Furthermore, there is strong evidence that M oses wrote the Book of Numbers.
Firgt, thereis all the evidence mentioned earlier (in comments on Ex. 24:4 ) that the
book reflects a detailed, first-hand knowledge of the time, places, and customs of the
period it describes— all of which Moses possessed.

Second, the book claims to have been written by Moses ( 1:1 ; 33:2). Thiswould
make the book an outright fraud, unless Moses isreally its rightful author.

Third, there are anumber of NT citations from the Book of Numbers which are
associated with Moses (Acts 7 ; 13 ; 1 Cor. 10:2-8 ; Heb. 3:7-16). If Moses did not
write Numbers, then these inspired NT books would bein error too.

Fourth, our Lord quoted from Numbers and verified that it was indeed Moses who

lifted up the serpent in the wilderness ( John 3:14 ; cf. Num. 21:9). This places the
stamp of Christ’s authority on the authenticity of the question.

NUMBERS 1:1-4:49 —How accurateisthis census of thetribes of | srael?



PROBLEM: According to the census taken in chapters 1-4 of Numbers, the newly
formed nation of Israel must have numbered about 2 million people. According to
Numbers 1:1 , this census was taken while the people were in the wilderness of Sinai
at the beginning of their 40 years of wandering. However, the dry and desolate
conditions of the Sinal desert would have made it impossible for such alarge group to
survive. So, is the census inaccurate?

SOLUTION: The naturalistic presupposition of this criticism is contrary to the historic
facts. Although there has been some controversy over the meaning of the Hebrew
word which istranslated “thousand,” the evidence is clear that thisis the proper
understanding of this word in this context. For example, Numbers 1:21 does not say,
as some have claimed, that the children of Reuben numbered 46 families and 500.
The verse clearly states that the number of individual men from twenty years old and
up was 46 thousand and 500. According to the census in these chapters, the total
number of male Israglites from 20 years old and up was 603,550. This number is
confirmed by the passage in Exodus 12:37 which states that 600,000 males, along
with women and children, departed from Egypt.

The fact that the arid and barren desert would not be able to sustain such alarge
group of peopleisavalid observation. However, the problem which modern
scholarship has with the size of the multitude and the possibility of their survival in
the wilderness rests upon an unwillingness to consider the supernatural element.
Modern scholarship is decidedly anti-supernatural. Since the Book of Exodus records
the divine judgments upon Egypt, and the miraculous deliverance of Israel from
bondage, the daily provision for the people by the mighty hand of God is sufficient to
explain the survival of the people of God in that destitute land. Indeed, many passages
record the miracul ous provisions which God made for His people, from the daily
supply of manna ( Ex. 16 ), which was provided for the whole nation until the new
generation ate the food of the Promised Land ( Josh. 5:12 ), to the miraculous
provision of water from that supernatural rock which followed them ( 1 Cor. 10:4 ;
Ex. 17:6), to the miraculous provision of meat in Numbers 11:31 , to the fact that
neither their clothes nor their sandals wore out in all their wanderings ( Deut. 29.5).
God was able to meet al their needs. Although the desert was not able to sustain, the
Lord God of Isradl certainly was (see also discussion on Deut. 32:13-14 ).

NUMBERS 1:46—Wasthis census made hereor earlier?

PROBLEM: According to Exodus 40:2 , Moses took the census of the people of Israel
the “first day of the first month.” But in Numbers, the same census, yielding the same
number of 603,550, was taken on “the first day of the second month” ( Num. 1:1).

SOLUTION: These are apparently two different censuses for two different purposes.
Thefirst one ( Ex. 38 ) was for religious purposes and the second for military
purposes. The first one was connected with the “inventory of the tabernacle” ( Ex.
38:21), that is, a collection of the offering used for the tabernacle. The later one had



to do with how many men were “ableto go to war in Israel” ( Num. 1:3). Both yield
the same result since they were taken so close together.

NUMBERS 3:12—If God commanded that firstborn sons from all thetribes be

given Him, why wasthetribe of Levi given instead?

PROBLEM: God had commanded Moses that “all the firstborn of man among your sons

you shall redeem” ( Ex. 13:13; cf. 22:29 ). However, this was never done. Instead,
one whole tribe was set apart to God for the work of the priesthood ( Num. 3:12).

SOLUTION: The reason for the substitution is given in Numbers 3:12 . The Lord

declared: “I Myself have taken the Levites from among the children of Israel instead
of every firstborn who opens the womb among the children of Isragl.” Since they
belonged to Him, God had the right to make the substitution.

NUMBERS 4:3—How can the age for Levitical service be 30, when Numbers 8:24

says 25, and Ezra 3:8 says 20?

PROBLEM: According to Numbers 4.3, at 30 years of age a Levite would “enter the

service to do the work in the tabernacle of meeting.” However, Numbers 8:24 states,
“thisiswhat pertains to the Levites. From twenty-five years old and above one may
enter to perform service in the work of the tabernacle of meeting,” and Ezra 3:8 says
that Levites “from twenty years old and above’ were appointed to oversee the work
of rebuilding the house of the Lord. Isthere a contradiction between these passages?

SOLUTION: Firgt, thereis adistinction made in the text between the type of service

which isrendered in each case. In Numbers 4:3 the passage talks about anyone
entering into the service to perform the business (melakah, business or occupation) of
the tabernacle. Numbers 8:24 is referring to those who come “to perform servicein
the work (baabodath, meaning work or labor) of the tabernacle.” The difference
indicates that the younger men, referred to in Numbers 8:24 , were probably
apprentices who engaged in the manual labor while in training. Later they were
admitted to the official service of the tabernacle business at age 30 according to
Numbers4:3 .

Second, Ezra 3:8 specifically states that these L evites were appointed “to oversee
the work of the house of the Lord.” Thiswas not the official service of the tabernacle.
Rather, this was the work of overseeing the rebuilding of the temple. Also, due to the
fact that the number of Levites who had returned from the captivity was, according to
Ezra 2:40 and Nehemiah 7:43 , only 74, it was necessary to employ them at a younger
age to have a sufficient number to oversee the work. Also, David employed the
Levites from age twenty, and he did so because, “ They [the Levites] shall no longer
carry the tabernacle, or any of the articles for its service” ( 1 Chron. 23:26).
Apparently the work of transporting the tabernacle from place to placein the



wilderness journeys required a more mature and stronger person. This practice,
apparently begun by David, was followed down to Ezra stime.

NUMBERS 4.6 —Werethe stavesto remain in the Ark or to be removed?

PROBLEM: According to Exodus 25:15 , “The poles shall bein the rings of the ark:
they shall not be taken from it.” But, in the Numbers passage it says that when the ark
was moved by the Levites “they shall insert its poles.” This seemsto be conflicting
instructions.

SOLUTION: The Hebrew word for “insert” (sum or sim) has a wide range of meanings,
including, leave, put, place, set, and turn. Hence, it may mean no more than the
priests were to fasten or adjust the poles when they moved the ark so that it did not
dlip when being moved. This would make sensein view of the command not to
remove the poles from the ark.

NUMBERS 5:13-22 —Doesn’t the Bible condone a super stition here?

PROBLEM: Paul condemns “old wives fables” (1 Tim. 4:7). But, Moses here
commands the practice of a superstition that has no basisin science. The accused wife
was found guilty after drinking bitter water only if her stomach swelled. But, both the
innocent and guilty wives drank the same bitter water, thus showing that there was no
chemical or biological basis for one swelling and the other not.

SOLUTION: The text does not say that the difference in the guilty woman’s condition
had achemical or physical cause. Infact, it indicates that the cause was spiritual and
psychological. “ Guilt” is not aphysical cause. The reason the belly of a guilty woman
might swell can be easily explained by what is known scientifically about
psychosomatic (mind over matter) conditions. Many women have experienced “false
pregnancies’ where their stomachs and breasts enlarge without being pregnant. Some
people have even experienced blindness from psychological causes. Experiments with
placebo pills (sugar pills) indicate that many people with terminal illnesses get the
same relief from them as from morphine. So, it is a scientific fact that the mind can
have a great effect on bodily processes.

Now, given that the text says the woman was placed under an “oath” before God
with the threat of a“curse” (v. 21) if she was actually “quilty,” the bitter water would
have worked like a psychosomatic lie detector. A woman who believed she would be
cursed and knew she was guilty would be so affected. But those who knew they were
innocent would not.

Furthermore, the text does not say anyone actually drank the water and
experienced an enlarged stomach. It simply says“if ” (cf. vv. 14 , 28) she does, then
thiswill result. No doubt just the belief that this would happen and that one would be



found guilty would have convinced the woman who knew she was guilty not even to
subject herself to the process.

NUMBERS 6:5—Does the vow of the Nazarite contradict Paul’s prohibition against
long hair?

PROBLEM: Paul affirmed that it is against “nature” for men to have long hair ( 1 Cor.
11:14). But the vow of the Nazarite demanded that one not cut his hair.

SOLUTION: The general rule was for men not to dress like women (see comments on
Deut. 22:5), nor to wear long hair like women (see commentson 1 Cor. 11:14). Any
exception was born out of either perversity (e.g., homosexuality), necessity (health,
safety), or specia sanctity. The vow of the Nazarite falls into the latter category and
is an exception that helps establish the rule. God wished to distinguish the sexes for
purposes of social and moral propriety. However, a special vow of dedication to God
involving long hair but not wearing women'’ s clothes would scarcely tend to violate
the spirit of the divine design of keeping the sexes distinguishable. No one with evil
intentions of confusing the sexes for perverse reasons would be making such a self-
sacrificing spiritual vow.

NUMBERS 10:31—If God lead I srael by a cloud then why was Hobab needed asa
guide?

PROBLEM: Exodus 13:21-22 affirms that God supernaturally lead Israel through the
wilderness by a cloud that was illuminated by night. However, Moses asked his
father-in-law, Hobab, to come with them “inasmuch as you know how we are to camp
in the wilderness, and you can be our eyes’ ( Num. 10:31 ). But why did they need a
human guide when they had divine guidance?

SOLUTION: Inresponse, several things should be observed. Oneisthat Moses saw no
contradiction between these and even mentions both the usefulness of Hobab ( Num.
10:31) and the leadership of the pillar of cloud ( Num. 10:34 ) only three verses |ater!
Furthermore, there is an important difference between the general route to take (and
how long to stay) provided by the cloud and specific arrangements for the camp
supplied by human wisdom. An experienced person in the way of this wilderness
could be invaluable for finding the most advantageous places for pasture, shelter, and
other needed supplies. The critic shows alack of understanding of the principle that
God does not do for us what we can do for ourselves.

NUMBERS 10:33—Wasthe Ark placed in the middle of the camp or in front of it?

PROBLEM: Inthistext, we read that “the ark of the covenant of the Lord went before
them.” Y et, earlier the tabernacle (with its ark) are said to be “in the middle of the
camps’ ( Num. 2:17).



SOLUTIONS: Some scholarsclaim there were two arks, one made by Moses which was
carried in front of the camp and which the Philistines later captured. The other was
made by Bezaleel, containing the tables of the law, which stayed in the middle of the
camp.

Other scholars believe that the ark was generally in the middle of the camp but
that on certain occasions, as the three day journey ( Num. 10:33), it wastaken out in
front of the camp.

Still others believe that the phrase “went before them” ( Num. 10:33 ) does not
imply locality but leadership. Just as agenera “went before” hisarmy (that is, led
them) and yet was surrounded by troops protecting them, even so the ark lead Israel,
even though it was in the middle of them.

Finally, it is possible that the ark was only in the middle of the people while they
were camped ( Num. 2). But that as they broke camp, the ark then went out before
them to lead them to their next destination. Any one of these suggestions would
resolve the difficulty.

NUMBERS 11:8—Did the mannataste like a honey wafer or like fresh oil?

PROBLEM: Here the manna' s “taste was like the taste of pastry prepared with oil.” But
in Exodus 16:31 asserts that the “taste of it was like wafers made with honey.”

SOLUTION: The latter description may have been what the mannatasted likein its
natural state; the former, after it was cooked. Notice that in the same verse it speaks
of the people who “ground it on millstones’ and “cooked it in pans.” But even
granting the two passages are speaking about the manna in the same condition, they
are not mutually exclusive.

NUMBERS 11:24—Wasthe taber nacle outside the camp of Israel or insideit?

PROBLEM: Numbers 2 places the tabernacle inside the camp, but here in Numbers
11:24 (cf. 12:4) it is said to be outside the camp.

SOLUTION: It was both. The twelve tribes were camped around the tabernacle ( Num.
2:3,10, 18, 25), with a space between them and the tabernacle in the center ( Num.
2:2). Hence, to get to the tabernacle they would have to go “outside” their camping
area. And yet the tabernacle was literally “in the middle” of them.

NUMBERS 11:31-34 —How could God bring judgment on the people for eating the
quail that He provided?



PROBLEM: God miraculously provided quail for the people to eat. However, the wrath
of the Lord was aroused against them, and He struck them with a great plague so that
many of them died (v. 33 ). How could the wrath of God be aroused against the
people for eating the very meat that He had miraculously provided?

SOLUTION: Itis necessary to seethe judgment of God in light of events which led up
toit. In Numbers 11:1-3 , we find that the people of God began to complain. In fact,
the text indicates that they were acting like people who had suffered some misfortune.
Numbers 11:1 says, “Now when the people complained, it displeased the Lord.” This
was adirect rejection of God's provisions for them. They had apparently forgotten the
bondage from which they had been rescued. This attitude displeased God, and He
brought judgment upon them as a disciplinary act.

Inverse 4, the people began to complain again because they wanted meat to eat
instead of the manna which God was providing for them. They had apparently not
learned the lesson, and their attitude displeased God again. In fact, verse 10 says,
“Mosesalso was displeased.” God brought disciplinary judgment upon them again,
this time by giving them exactly what they asked for. In response to their disobedient
and ungrateful attitude, God told Moses to tell the people, “ Therefore the Lord will
give you meat, and you shall eat ... until it comes out of your nostrils and becomes
loathsome to you, because you have despised the Lord who is among you, and have
wept before Him, saying, "Why did we ever come up out of Egypt? ” ( Num. 11:18—
20)

Even after this warning they did not get the point. When God brought the quail,
verse 32 says, “And the people stayed up all that day, all that night, and al the next
day, and gathered the quail.” The lust and unrepentant attitude of the people brought
the judgment of God upon them. Verse 34 states, “ So He called the name of that place
Kibroth Hattaavah, because there they buried the people who had yielded to craving.”
So, God did not bring judgment on the people for eating the quail, but because of
their lustful and ungrateful hearts.

NUMBERS 12:3—How can this statement have been written by M oses?

PROBLEM: Numbers 12:3 says, “Now the man Moses was very humble, more than all
men who were on the face of the earth.” The conservative view of the Pentateuch is
that M oses was the author of these five books. But, how could Moses make such a
statement about himself if he were really humble?

SOLUTION: Of course, no one would claim that Jesus was being boastful or prideful by
saying “1 am meek and lowly in heart” ( Matt. 11:29 , KJv ). Jesus was simply stating
the facts. Likewise, Mosesis not boasting or being prideful about his humility.
Rather, he was simply stating a fact which was crucial for understanding the
significance of the events he was reporting.



Earlier in chapter 11 , after the Spirit of the Lord came upon Eldad and Medad so
that they began to prophesy, Joshua approached Moses and said, “Moses my lord,
forbid them!” ( Num. 11:28 ) Moses’ response is a perfect illustration of the humility
that 12:3 describes: “ Are you zed ous for my sake? Oh, that all the Lord’ s people
were prophets and that the Lord would put His Spirit upon them!” ( Num. 11:29)
Moses exhibited the character of a humble man who was not interested in his own
glory, but only in the glory of the Lord.

When Moses is confronted by Miriam and Aaron in 12:1 , Moses did not respond
in his own defense. A humble person does not usually rise to his own defense. Why
didn’t Mosesjust tell them? Why didn’t he set them straight? Why did God have to
speak to Miriam and Aaron in Moses' behalf? The explanation isfound in 12:3.
Moses was not out for his own glorification. If Moses had responded in his own
defense, he would have been justifying their complaints against him. But, Moses was
not the leader of the people because of any ambition on his own part, or any self-
confidence or self-assertive ladder climbing. He was appointed by God. So verse 12:3
isavindication of Moses' character. It is not a statement of boastful pride. It is simply
a statement of fact.

NUMBERS 13:16—How can this passage say that Moses called Hoshea by the
name Joshua since he was called Joshua in Exodus 17:9 ?

PROBLEM: Numbers 13:16 says that Moses called Hoshea the son of Nun, Joshua. But,
as early as Exodus 17:9 Joshuais referred to by that name. How can this passage say
that Moses was the one to give Hoshea the name Joshua?

SOLUTION: First, it must be remembered that M oses probably wrote this toward the
end of the 40 years of wandering in the wilderness. Although Joshua may not have
been given this name until the time referred to in Numbers 13:16 , it would have been
natural for Moses to refer to Hoshea as Joshua while composing the final drafts of the
books of the Pentateuch. Also, the point at which Moses notes the fact that he referred
to Hoshea as Joshua is quite appropriate. In recording the names of the spies whom he
sent into the land, Moses endeavored to make it clear that Hoshea was the very same
person to whom he had frequently made reference in other parts of the Pentateuch by
the name Joshua.

Second, it is not necessarily the case that Hoshea was not called Joshua until this
point in the process of the historical events. Perhaps it was simply the case that
Hoshea was commonly known as Hoshea, but that Moses had called him Joshua from
the beginning. The text does not say that M oses began to call Hoshea, Joshua at this
point in time. The text simply states that Moses called Hoshea by the name Joshua. It
may be significant to realize that the name Hoshea means “salvation,” while the name
Joshua means “Y ahweh is salvation.”



NUMBERS 13:32—How could the ten spiesreport that the land devoured its
inhabitants?

PROBLEM: In Numbers 13:32, ten of the spies who had been sent by Moses reported
that the land was “aland that devoursits inhabitants.” However, in addition to the
fact that Joshua and Caleb had reported that the land flowed with milk and honey (
Num. 13:27 ), the spies had come back with evidence of the abundance of the land (
Num. 13:26 ). How could the ten spies claim that the land was “aland that devoursits
inhabitants’?

SOLUTION: It would be a misunderstanding of the text to assume that this epithet
indicated that the land was actually a desolate place. The testimony of all the spies
agreed upon the richness of the land in its capacity to produce food and sustain life.
Rather, it was precisely because the land was so rich that the ten spies could give their
pessimistic report. The fertility of the land caused many different peoplesto desireto
dwell in the land, which caused much blood shed between inhabitants and invaders.
Thereisno contradiction in this statement. The land was so rich, and desired by so
many different peoples, it facilitated many conflicts resulting in the inhabitants being
devoured in the midst of the conflicts to own the land.

NUMBERS 14:25—Did the Amalekiteslive in the mountain or in the valley?

PROBLEM: This verse says the Amalekites and Canaanites “dwell in the valley.” But
verse 45 says the opposite, namely, they “dwelt in that mountain.”

SOLUTION: There aretwo possibilities. One is that these two verses may be referring
to different groups. Some of them may have lived in the mountain and somein the
valley. Or, it may have reference to the same people who lived in avalley or plateau
which was also a mountain relative to the lower area around it from which they
“came down” to fight (v. 45).

NUMBERS 14:29—If nearly all the men from twenty yearsup died in the
wilder ness, why have none of their graves been discovered?

PROBLEM: According to Numbers 14:29 , the corpses of all the men older than 20
yearswould fall in the wilderness. The total was over 600,000. But, if so many died
in the wilderness, why do their grave sites not litter the landscape?

SOLUTION: Because the people were condemned to wander in the wilderness, the
conditions were such that they were not able to construct graves that could withstand
the weather conditions or even the ravages of wild beasts. The graves were probably
shallow burial placesjust beneath the sand or gravel. Consequently, neither the grave
sites nor the skeletons of those who were buried could be preserved for any length of
time.



NUMBERS 15:24—Aretheretwo kinds of sin offerings, or only one?

PROBLEM: Leviticus states that for unintentional sins of the whole congregation, when
the sin is made known, “the assembly shall offer ayoung bull for thesin” ( Lev. 4:14
). However, here Numbers 15 speaks of offering two different sacrifices for the same
sin—"“one young bull as aburnt offering ... and one kid of the goatsasasin
offering” (v. 24).

SOLUTION: Some Bible scholars think the difference here may be due to the fact that
the Leviticus passage refers to sins of commission, and the Numbers text to sins of
omission. Others believe that in Numbers the sacrifices for the rulers and the people
are listed separately, but in Leviticus, for brevity, the sacrifices for the rulers and for
the congregation are listed together. In any event, the fact that one passage specifies
two and the other specifies one, does not mean that the second passage contradicts
the first passage, but that one merely supplementsthe other.

NUMBERS 16:31—Was K orah swallowed by the earth or burned?

PROBLEM: In verses 31-32 it says the earth opened and swallowed Korah and his 250
rebellious associates. Y et verse 35 asserts that fire came from God and consumed
Korah and his associ ates.

SOLUTION: Some scholars have suggested that Korah was burned along with the 250

other rebels. However, no verse actually affirms this and other verses seem to deny it
(noted below).

It seems better to understand it as follows: Korah, Dathan, and Abiram (v. 27')
were swallowed by the earth, while at the same time (cf. 26:10) afire from God
consumed the 250 other rebels who offered incense in the tabernacle (cf. Ps. 106:17—
18).

NUMBERS 16:32—Were all Korah’sfamily killed with him or only some?

PROBLEM: This verse states that “the earth opened its mouth and swallowed them up,
with their households and all the men with Korah.” However, Numbers 26:11 speaks
about Korah' s descendants who did not perish in the judgment.

SOLUTION: Those who perished with Korah were all his followers, but not all his
family. Numbers 26:11 states clearly: “Nevertheless the children of Korah did not
die.” Indeed, the prophet Samuel was a descendant of Korah ( 1 Chron. 6:22-28).

NUMBERS 20:1 —Was K adesh in the wilderness of Zin or in Paran?



PROBLEM: Inthistext Kadesh is said to be in the “Wilderness of Zin.” But in Numbers
13:26 it issaid to be in the “Wilderness of Paran.” Which wasit?

SOLUTION: There are severa possible explanations, any one of which resolves the
problem. First, some believe there were two places named Kadesh, one in each
wilderness. Second, the name Kadesh could have been applied to both a city and a
region in which the city lay. Third, that the same city was positioned between two
wildernesses so as to be appropriately associated with either.

NUMBERS 20:21—How could thisverse say that | srael went around Edom when
Deuteronomy 2:4 saysthey passed through it?

PROBLEM: God would not alow Israel to do battle with the Edomites because He had
given the land of Edom to Esau as an everlasting possession. Numbers 20:21 states
that “Israel turned away from him.” However, when Moses reviews these eventsin
Deuteronomy 2:4 , he states tha the Lord said, “Y ou are about to pass through the
territory of your brethren, the descendants of Esau.” Likewise, Deuteronomy 2:8 says
Israel “passed beyond our brethren the descendants of Esau.” Did they pass through
Edom or did they go around it?

SOLUTION: Inone senseit can be said that Israel passed through Edom when they
entered it in order to make the request to continue their journey along the King's
highway that ran through their land. However, the text never actually says that they
did, or that they would pass through the land. Actually, the same Hebrew word ( abar
) isused in each case. It can be used to mean pass through or pass by. The historical
record clearly describes their journey as passing along the eastern border of Edom (
Deut. 2:8). God had warned Israel that as they would pass along the eastern border,
they should not provoke the Edomitesto war ( Deut. 2:5).

NUMBERS 21:9—Wasn't making this bronze serpent a form of idolatry?

PROBLEM: God commanded Moses not to make “any carved image” ( Ex. 20:4), lest
it be used asan idol. Y et here Moses was commanded to “make a bronze serpent, and
put it on apole.” Later, the people worshiped this very image ( 2 Kings 18:4 ). Does
not God command Moses to violate the very command He gave him against idolatry?

SOLUTION: First of al, the command against making “ carved images’ was a command
against making idols. God did not command Moses to make an idol for the peopleto
worship but a symbol to which they could look in faith and be healed. Later, the
people made this symbol into an idol. But this does not make the symbol wrong.
After al, people have worshiped the Bible. This does not mean that the Bible was
intended by God asanidol.



Further, not all “images” areidols. Religious art contains images but is not
thereby idolatrous. God also instructed Moses to make cherubim (angels) for the ark,
but they were not idols. There is a difference between a God-appointed representation
of symbol (e.g., the bread and wine in the Lord’'s Supper) and a man-made idol (see
comments on Ex. 20:4).

NUMBERS 22:33—Why did the angel of the Lord try to kill Balaam, since God
had given him permission to go to the plains of Moab?

PROBLEM: In Numbers 22:20 God had told Balaam to go with the men to the plains of
Moab. However, verse 22 says, “Then God' s anger aroused because he went, and the
Angel of the Lord took His stand in the way as an adversary against him.” Also, in
verse 33 the angel of the Lord says, “If she [the donkey] had not turned aside from
Me, | would also have killed you by now, and let her live.” Why did the angel of the
Lord try to kill Balaam when God had already given him permission to go with the
men from Moab?

SOLUTION: The account of Balaam'’s activities demonstrates that Balaam was torn
between obeying the command of God, and the greed in his heart for the riches that
Balak had promised. Although God had flatly told Balaam not to go with the men to
Balak ( Num. 22:12 ), Balak’ s offer of riches (v. 17 ) tempted Balaam, and he went to
God a second timeto seek permission to go to Balak. It was because of Balaam'’ s evil
heart of greed that the Lord sent His angel to stand in the way as Balaam'’ s adversary.
The intent was not to kill Balaam, evidenced by the fact that the angel of the Lord
allowed Balaam’ s donkey to see him and, by turning aside, to prevent Balaam’'s
death. Rather, the angel’ s purpose was to present a forceful reminder that Balaam was
to speak only what the Lord would tell him.

Balaam’'s greed is clearly demonstrated in the fact that, although he would not
curse Israel because the Lord would only allow him to bless His people, Balaam
counseled Balak to corrupt Israel by allowing his women to marry the men of Israel
and to lead them into idolatry ( 2 Peter 2:15 ; Rev. 2:14 ). Balaam’ s greed had devised
away to help Isragl’ s enemies while not directly disobeying the Lord’s command to
speak only the words that He would give to him ( Num. 31:16).

NUMBERS 24:7—How could thisoraclerefer to Agag when helived much later, in
the time of Saul?

PROBLEM: The oracle of Balaam makes reference to the exaltation of Israel over Agag
and his kingdom. However, Agag was an Amalekite king during the time of Saul who
was king of Israel in the 11th century, amost 400 years later. How could this oracle
refer to Agag when he lived later in the time of Saul?



SOLUTION: First, the name Agag was probably aroyal title which the Amalekite kings
took for themselves— comparable to the title Pharaoh. The Amalekite king whom
Saul would later defeat would have taken this title al so.

Second, if Agag was a proper name, it is not necessary to conclude that the
reference in Numbersis anachronistic. It was not uncommon for kingsto have the
same name as previous kings. Even in the history of Israel there were two kings with
the name Jeroboam. This practice was common in Phoenicia, Syria, and Egypt. In
Egypt there were four Pharaohs named Amenemhet in the 12th Dynasty alone.

Third, since the oracle of Balaam was given to him by the Spirit of God, it is
possible that thisis a prophetic announcement of the dominance which Isragl would
have over those people who were the first to attack them upon their departure from
Egypt ( Ex. 17:8ff ). In any case, this reference is not anachronistic.

Other examples of so-called “premature mention” can be explained in similar
ways. For example, the Amalekites may be mentioned by historic anticipation (in
Gen. 14:7)), even though they flourished much later (cf. Num. 13:29 ; 14:25; Jud. 6:3
). Likewise, “the land of the Hebrews” ( Gen. 40:15 ) could have been so named by
anticipation of later fulfillment of God's promise (in Gen. 12:1-3 ; 15:4—7 ) or by the
fact that Abraham and his descendants had already lived there for centuries. Hebron (
Gen. 13:18 ) may have been its original name, later called Kirjath-Arba, and then
replaced again by Hebron ( Josh. 14:15). Or, alater editor of the OT manuscript may
have ssimply updated the name, so that the people of his day would understand the
place to which it referred. For example, one of the present authors was born in a city
then called Baseline, Michigan but was no part of Warren, Michigan. When asked by
people today about the city of his birth, he generally says “Warren,” even though that
was not its name at the time. Also, the Levite'sland ( Lev. 25:32—34 ; Num. 35:2-8)
was probably mentioned by way of anticipation. And the “mountain” where the
“sanctuary” of the Lord was ( Ex. 15:13-17 ) was simply speaking about the way it
would be when they got into the Land of Promise.

NUMBERS 25:9—Why doesthisverse say that 24,000 died when 1 Corinthians
10:8 offers a different number?

PROBLEM: Theincident at Baal-Peor resulted in God’ s judgment upon Israel, and,
according to Numbers 25:9 , 24,000 died in the plague of judgment. However,
according to 1 Corinthians 10:8 , only 23,000 died. Which is the correct number?

SOLUTION: There are two possible explanations here. First, some have suggested that
the difference is due to the fact that 1 Corinthians 10:8 is speaking only about those
who died “in one day” (23,000), whereas Numbers 25:9 is referring to the complete
number (24,000) that died in the plague.



Others believe two different events are in view here. They note that 1 Corinthians
10:7 isaquote of Exodus 32:6 and indicates that the 1 Corinthians passage is actually
referring to the judgment of God after the idolatrous worship of the golden calf ( Ex.
32). The Exodus passage does not state the number of people that died as aresult of
the judgment of God, and the actual number is not revealed until 1 Corinthians 10:8 .
According to 1 Corinthians 10:8 , 23,000 died as a result of the judgment of God for
their worship of the golden calf. According to Numbers 25:9 , 24,000 died as aresult
of the judgment of God for Israel’ sworship of Baal at Baal-Peor.

NUMBERS 31 —How can it be morally right for thelsraelitesto totally destroy the
Midianites?

PROBLEM: According to the record of eventsin Numbers 31, Moses commanded the
Israelites to utterly destroy the Midianites. Verse 7 states that they killed every
Midianite male. Verse 9 records that they took all the women and children as
captives, and verse 10 states that the I sraglites burned all the cities and camps of the
Midianites. Again, in verse 17 , Moses commanded the people to kill every male
child of the Midianites and every Midianite woman who had intercourse with a man,
leaving only the female children and young virgins. How can such atotal destruction
be morally justified?

SOLUTION: First of al, it must be remembered that it was the Midianites who
corrupted God' s people by leading them into idolatry at Baal-Peor so that 24,000
Israelites died in the plague ( Num. 25:9). It was necessary to totally eliminate this
evil influence from Israel.

Further, it was not on the authority of Moses that Israel performed this
destruction. Rather, it was at the direct command of God. Verse 2 records God' s
command to Moses to carry out the Lord’ s vengeance upon the Midianites. The
abominable nature of the influence which the Midianites had upon Isragl in leading
them into idolatry merited the destructive judgment of God. God dealt severely and
decisively with this cancer. The moral justification for this action is found in the fact
that God has the right to give and take life. Since the wages of sin is death, and the
Midianites engaged in aterrible sin, they justly reaped the consequences of God's
vengeance (see comments on Joshua 6:21).

NUMBERS 33:44-49 —Why isthelist of places|srael stopped different herefrom
theones stated earlier (in Numbers21)?

PROBL EM: Numbers 21 speaks of the Isradlites stopping off at Oboth, Ije Abarim,
Zered, Arnon, Beer, Mattanah, Nahaliel, Bamoth, and Mt. Pisgah in Moab. But the
Numbers 33 list of stopoffsincludes Oboth, Ije Abarim, Dibon Gad, Almon
Diblathaim, mountains of Abarim near Mt. Nebo, and the Plains of Moab.



SOLUTION: Understanding several factors helps to reconcile the apparent discrepancy.
First, both lists begin with the exact same names and end in the exact same place (east
of Jordan near Jericho). Second, since both listsare in the same book the author saw
no contradiction between them. Third, some places may have had more than one
name. lje Abarim, for example, isalso called Ijim ( Num. 33:44-45 ). Fourth, neither
list may be complete, listing only the names that the author wished to stress at that
time. Numbers 21 lists six places in between |je Abarim and Moab, whereas Numbers
33 lists only three. The more complete list may be astatistic account and the smaller
one ahistorical perspective. Fifth, the list in Numbers 33 may be the head quarters of
Moses and the tabernacle. Sixth, since there were millions of people who covered a
broad stretch of land, more than one city may have been occupied at the same time.
Seventh, in their wandering Israel may have covered the same ground twice, first the
more circuitous one and then a more direct route (cf. Num. 33:30-33).

NUMBERS 35:19—Why did God permit avenging blood and yet forbid murder?

PROBLEM: God forbade murder ( Ex. 20:13). Yet here He says, “ The avenger of blood
himself shall put the murderer to death; when he meets him, he shall put him to
death.”

SOLUTION: First of al, thiswas not an act of murder, but an act of capital punishment
which God had ordained before the law ( Gen. 9:6 ), and Moses had reaffirmed it
under the Law ( Ex. 21:12). Further, notice that it was only to be doneto a
“murderer,” not simply to anyone. Also, the avenger had to be the nearest male
relative of the one who was murdered, not just anyone who wished to take justice in
his own hands. In short, what is forbidden in Exodus 20 is the recognized crime of
murder, and what is permitted in Numbers 35 is the recognized responsibility of
capital punishment. These are not in conflict.

NUMBERS 35:30—Does the need for two witnesses mean that it iswr ong to
condemn someone on other evidence?

PROBLEM: According to Numbers 35:30 , aman accused of murder could be convicted
and condemned on the testimony of two witnesses, but not on the testimony of only
one witness. However, the great majority of crimesare not committed in the open for
people to witness. Does this make it wrong to convict and condemn someone on the
basis of other evidence when there have been no eyewitnesses?

SOLUTION: It would be wrong to assume that the Hebrew word translated “witness” (
ed ), is exactly equivalent to the English usage. Leviticus 5:1 gives a good example of
the wider range of use of this Hebrew word: “If a person sinsin hearing the utterance
of an oath, and is a witness, whether he has seen or known of the matter — if he does
not tell it, he bears guilt.” Inthis verse, the same Hebrew word translated “witness’
refers to someone who has either seen or known of a matter. According to the Mosaic
Law, then, there were two types of witnesses who could offer testimony to the guilt of



an individual. One was an eyewitness, the other was one who, though not an
eyewitness, could provide testimony to the identity of the offender. This verse does
not make it wrong to convict a person on evidence that is other than direct eyewitness
evidence. Further, the OT writer did not have in view, nor intend to exclude, such
modern things as fingerprints and audio and video tapes.



DEUTERONOMY

DEUTERONOMY 1:1—How could Moses have written thiswhen biblical criticism
claimsit waswritten many centurieslater?

PROBLEM: According to this verse, “these are the words which Moses spoke.”
However, many biblical critics claim that Deuteronomy was written in the third
century B.C. , many centuries after Moses' time.

SOLUTION: There are many arguments that support the claim that M oses wrote the
Book of Deuteronomy.

First, thereis the repeated claim of the book that “these are the words of Mases (
1:1; 4:44; 29:1). To deny thisisto claim the book is atotal fraud.

Second, Joshua, Moses' immediate successor, attributed the Book of
Deuteronomy to Moses, exhorting the people of Isragl to “observeto do ... all the law
which Moses ... commanded” ( Josh. 1:7).

Three, the remainder of the OT attributes Deuteronomy to Moses (cf. Jud. 3:4 ; 1
Kings2:3; 2Kings 14:6 ; Ezra3:2; Neh. 1:7 ; Ps. 103:7 ; Dan. 9:11 ; Mal. 4:4).

Fourth, Deuteronomy is the book of the Law most quoted in the NT, often with
words like “Mosestruly said” ( Acts 3:22 ), “Moses says’ ( Rom. 10:19), or “itis
written in the law of Moses” (1 Cor. 9:9).

Fifth, our Lord quoted the Book of Deuteronomy ( 6:13, 16 ) as the authoritative
Word of God when He resisted the devil ( Matt. 4:7, 10 ), and He also directly
attributed it to the hand of Moses, saying, “Moses said” ( Mark 7:10) or “Moses
wrote” ( Luke 20:28).

Sixth, the geographical and historical details of the book display afirsthand
acquaintance such as Moses would have had.



Seventh, scholarly studies of the form and content of Near Eastern covenants
indicate that Deuteronomy is from the period of Moses (see Meredith Kline, Treaty of
the Great King, Eerdmans, 1963).

In addition to all of this, the apparent references within the book to alater period
are easily explained (see comments on Deut. 2:10-12 ). Of course, the last chapter of
Deuteronomy, being about Moses' death (chap. 34) was probably written by his
successor Joshua, in accordance with the custom of the day.

DEUTERONOMY 1:6 ff—How could any from the for mer generation be present
when they all died in thewilder ness?

PROBLEM: According to Numbers 26:64-65 , all the unbelieving generation of
Israelites died in the wilderness, with “not a man of those who were numbered by
Moses’ remaining to go into the Promised Land. However, when Moses spoke to the
people at the end of the wanderings he referred repeatedly to their being witnesses to
what happened before the wanderings (cf. Deut. 1.6 ,9,14;5:2,5; 11:2,7).

SOLUTION: First of al, in Deuteronomy, Moses is addressing the nation as a nation
and, therefore, may not be making a distinction between individuals in the earlier
period as opposed to those in the later period. Second, there were alarge number of
women present who had personally remembered the things to which Moses referred.
Third, both the Levites and those who were under 20 years of age before the 40 years
were exempt from the general pronouncement that none of the men would enter the
Promised Land ( Num. 26:64 ). So also were Joshua and Caleb, who had been faithful
spies ( Num. 32:12). So there were plenty of people present who could witness to
what M oses was saying, even though awhole generation of men (above the age of
20) had perished in the wilderness, as God had said.

DEUTERONOMY 1:13—Did Moses appoint thejudges or did the people?

PROBL EM: Exodus 18:25 declares that “Moses chose able men out of al Israel, and
made them heads over the people.” However, here Moses told the people to choose
their own judges ( Deut. 1:13).

SOLUTION: Both are correct, asisindicated only two verses later, where it says Moses
“took the heads of your tribes ... and made them heads [judges] over you.” The
people had chosen their leaders and M oses appointed these astheir judges. Soitis
proper to speak of either Moses or the people as choosing the judges.

DEUTERONOMY 2:7—Werelsrad’s conditionsin the wilderness comfortable or
destitute?



PROBLEM: Many passages speak of Israel’s privations in the wilderness (cf. Ex. 16:2,
3; Num. 11:4-6). Y et here Moses declared that they “lacked nothing.”

SOLUTION: The passages are easily reconciled if it is kept in mind that their general
state was relatively comfortable. They had ample food and clothes at al times.
However, their murmuring and complaining brought acts of judgment from God
which could be described as occasions of destitution. So, while the wandering
Israelites “lacked nothing” in daily necessities, they certainly did not lack in plagues
and punishment from the hand of God.

DEUTERONOMY 2:10-12 —How could this have been written by M oseswhen it
referstotheland of promise which he never entered?

PROBLEM: Moses died before he could enter the Promised Land and was buried
outside of it on the east side of the Jordan river ( Deut. 34 ). But, this passage refersto
the “land of their possession” as something that Israel possessed at the time it was
written. Therefore, it would appear that Deuteronomy could not have been written by
Moses, asit istraditionally claimed.

SOLUTION: Some scholars claim that these verses are parenthetical and may have been
added by alater editor. This view is supported by noting the brevity of the verses, the
fact that they are in parentheses, and that M oses was already buried before the
children of Israel entered the Land ( Deut. 34:4-6 ), afact that was obviousto all
readers. However, there is no need to conclude that Moses did not write these
sections, since “the land of their possession” can easily refer to the Tribes who had
already taken their possession on the east side of Jordan before Moses died ( Deut.
3:12-17).

While most evangelical scholars recognize that there are small editorial and
explanatory changes, like updating names, they oppose the critical belief that Moses
did not write al of the first five books of the OT (except Deut. 34 ). These verses here
seem to be more than minor explanatory insertions for later readers.

Evangelical scholars stress the difference between minor editorial changesin
accordance with the original author’s meaning and later redactional changes that are
contrary to the meaning of the original text. The following chart illustrates the
differences between the two.

EVANGELICAL VIEW CRITICAL VIEW
Editing the text Redacting the text
Grammatical changes Theological changes
Changesin form Changesin fact
Transmitting truth Tampering with truth

Changing the medium Changing the message



Updating names Redacting events

There are serious problems with the claims of critics that |ater redactors changed
the content of previous prophetic writings.

1. Itis contrary to the repeated warning God gave not to “add to the word which |
[God] command you” ( Deut. 4:2 ; cf. Prov. 30:6 ; Rev. 22:18-19).

2. The redaction theory confuses canonicity and lower textual criticism. The question
of scribal changes in transmitting a manuscript of an inspired book is one of textual
criticism, not canonicity.

3. The “inspired redactor” theory is contrary to the biblical use of the word “inspired”
(2Tim. 3:16 ). The Bible does not speak of inspired writers, but only of inspired
writings. Furthermore, inspired ( theopneustos ) does not mean to “breathe into” the
writers, but to “breath out” the writings.

4. The redaction theory is contrary to the evangelical view that only the autographs
(original writings) are inspired. If it is only the final redacted version that isinspired,
then the original writings were not the ones breathed out by God.

5. Inspired redaction would also eliminate the means by which prophetic utterance
could be tested by those to whom it was given.

6. The redaction model shifts the locus of divine authority from the original prophetic
message (given by God through the prophet) to the community of believers

generationslater. It is contrary to the true principle of canonicity that God determines
canonicity and the people of God merely discover what God determined and inspired.

7. A redaction model of canonicity entails acceptance of deception as a means of
divine communication. It asserts that a message or book that claims to come from a

prophet (such as Isaiah or Daniel) did not really come from him in its entirety, but
rather from later redactors.

8. The redaction model of the canon confuses legitimate scribal activity, involving
grammatical form, updating of names, and arrangement of prophetic material with the
illegitimate redactional changesin actual content of a previous prophet’s message.

9. The redaction theory assumes there were inspired redactions of the OT well beyond
the period in which there were no prophets (namely, the 4th century B.C. ). There can
be no inspired works unless there are living prophets. (See Geisler and Nix, A

General Introduction to the Bible, Moody Press, 1986, 250-55.)

DEUTERONOMY 2:19—Wastheland of Ammon given to I srael or not?



PROBLEM: Here God told Moses, “I will not give you any of the land of the people of
Ammon.” But elsewhere it asserts that Joshua gave Isragl “half the land of the
Ammonites’ as a possession from God ( Josh. 13:25).

SOLUTION: These passages speak of two different tracts of land. The land that the
Ammonites possessed in Moses' time ( Deut. 2) was not given to nor occupied by the
Israelites. However, the Amorites had previously overpowered the Ammonites and
taken atract of land which Israel later occupied ( Joshua 13).

DEUTERONOMY 4:10-15—Wasthelaw given at Horeb or at Mt. Sinai?

PROBLEM: Exodus 19:11 affirmsthat Moses received the Law at “Mt. Sinai” (cf. v. 18
). But here in Deuteronomy 4:10 it claims that Moses got it “in Horeb.” Which was
it?

SOLUTION: There are several possible explanations of this discrepancy. Some scholars
believe Sinai may be the older and Horeb the later name for the same place. Others
hold that Horeb may be the general name of the mountain range and Sinai the
particular pegk. Still others believe Sinal is the name of the entire group of mountains,
while Horeb refers to one specific mountain. Or, the two names could be
interchangeable.

In any event, the biblical authors, many centuries closer to the original event than
we are, saw no problem in using both names. Horeb is used 17 times and Mt. Sinai 21
timesin the OT. Employing two different namesis not uncommon. Mt. McKinley in
Alaska, the official name of the highest peak in North America, is called Denali by
native Americans and many others.

DEUTERONOMY 5:6-21 —How could Moses alter the wording of the Ten
Commandments from that which God spoketo him?

PROBLEM: In Deuteronomy 5:6-21 Moses repeats the Ten Commandments to Israel.
In reviewing the covenant which God made with Israel, Moses reviews the
commandments which God gaveto Israel at Sinai. However, Moses wording of the
commandments in this passage is not exactly the same as the wording of God in
Exodus 20:2-17 . How could Moses ater the wording of the Ten Commandments
from wording which God gave to him?

SOLUTION: Firgt, it must be remembered that Moses' purpose in reviewing the Law is
not to provide an exact word-for-word recitation of the statements in Exodus. Moses
isnot only reviewing the Law, but heis expounding and explaining the Law and its
implications and applications for entrance into and life in the Promised Land.



Second, Moses was also under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit as he spoke and
wrote the words in these passages in Deuteronomy. Consequently, it is under the
inspiration of the Holy Spirit that M oses altered, omitted, or added aword or phrase
in his presentation of the Decalogue.

DEUTERONOMY 5:15—Wasthe Sabbath instituted because of God’srest from
creation or Hisredemption of I1srael from Egypt?

PROBLEM: When Moses first gave the Law to Isragl, the reason stated for the Sabbath
observance was because “in six daysthe Lord made the heavens and the earth ... and
rested the seventh day. Therefore, the Lord blessed the Sabbath day and hallowed it” (
Ex. 20:11). But, when Moses repeated the Law to the new generation entering the
Promised Land, the reason given was that “ God brought you out from there [Egypt]
by a mighty hand and by an outstretched arm; therefore the Lord your God
commanded you to keep the Sabbath” ( Deut. 5:15 ). Why two different reasons?

SOLUTION: These are ssimply two reasons for the same observance. The first reason
was patterned after God'’ s rest from creation and the second after His act of
redemption. Both are true and legitimate reasons. The former was the initial reason,
and the latter was the subsequent reason. Since God had performed both mighty acts
for them, He had aright to state both as grounds for observing His law.

DEUTERONOMY 8:2—Didn’'t God know what | srael would do?

PROBLEM: This passage says that God led Israel into the wildernessin order “to know
what they would do. But if God knows everything already ( Ps. 139:7-10 ; Jer. 17:10
), then why did He need to do this to know whether they would obey Him?

SOLUTION: God in His omniscience was already aware of what they would do. He led
them into the wildernessin order to provethem. The parallel expression in this very
verseisto “test you, to know what was in your heart.” (See also discussion under
Gen. 22:12 )

DEUTERONOMY 9:3 —Werethe Canaanites destroyed quickly or slowly?

PROBLEM: This verse claims the Canaanites were destroyed “quickly” ( maher ), but
an earlier passages ( Deut. 7:22) said it would not be quickly, but “little by little.”

SOLUTION: There are two different ways to understand this. First, it may be an
example where the same term is applied to the same thing in different senses. It was
quick, relative to the magnitude of the work, but slow with regard to the rate of their
occupation.



Or, it may be referring to two different things in the same basic sense. The initial
victorieswere rapid, but mop-up activity took much longer. They conquered the land
in ashort time, but they occupied it much more slowly. Themajor battles did not take
long, but all the subsequent minor skirmishes took some time.

DEUTERONOMY 10:1-3 —When wasthe Ark made?

PROBLEM: According to many other verses, the ark was made before the 40 years
wandering ( Ex. 25:10; 35:12 ; 37:1). But according to this passage Moses made the
ark of the covenant after the 40 years wandering.

SOLUTION: Some believe thefirst ark may have been atemporary one and the later
one more permanent (cf. Ex. 33:8). Some Jewish commentators believe there were
two arks, one to go to war and the other to stay in the tabernacle. Other scholars
believe Moses may have ordered the construction of the ark before he went up into
Mt. Sinai by way of Bezaledl. Still others believe Moses may be combining here (in
Deut. 10:1-3) things that were closely related in concept but separated in time. Thus,
the phrase “ make yourself an ark of [acacia] wood” would refer to the command
given earlier ( Ex. 25:10 ) and the command to hew two new tables of stone after
Moses had seen the glory of God ( Ex. 33).

DEUTERONOMY 10:6—Did Aaron dieat Moserah, or did hedie at thetop of
Mount Hor ?

PROBLEM: According to Deuteronomy 10:6 , Aaron died in Moserah and was buried
there. However, according to Numbers 20:27-28 and 33:38 , Aaron died at the top of
Mount Hor and was buried there. Where did Aaron die, in Moserah or on the top of
Mount Hor?

SOLUTION: Both statements are true. Moserah was alocation in which Isragl camped
during their journey from Egypt to the Promised Land. M oserah was probably an area
near the border of Edom. It is reasonable to assume that Mount Hor was located
within the boundaries of this area. Similarly, Horeb was the name of a group of
mountains in which Mount Sinai was located. Consequently, it is not a contradiction
to claim that Aaron died and was buried both in Moserah and on the top of Mount
Hor. Moserah was the district, and Mount Hor the specific location.

DEUTERONOMY 10:8-9 —Are priestsdistinguished from L evites or not?

PROBLEM: In this passage priests and Levites are not distinguished from each other,
but in other placesthey are (cf. Lev. 1.5, 8, 11 ; Num. 6:23).

SOLUTION: When severa things are kept in mind, the problem disappears. First of all,
the priests were also Levites, al being sons of Aaron. Second, in Deuteronomy,



Moses is speaking in general terms to the whole nation and thus avoids the finer
distinctions.

Third, some 38 years separate the two passages. It may be that the earlier
distinction was no longer in general currency after the wilderness wandering.

DEUTERONOMY 11:25 —Isn’t thisa false prophecy?

PROBLEM: Mosestold the children of Israel that “No man shall be able to stand against
you; the Lord your God will put the dread of you and the fear of you upon all the land
where you tread, just as He has said to you.” But this seems clearly false both in the
short view and in the long run. Even under Joshua, Israel lost some battles ( Josh 7:4
). And in the long run, they were overrun by the Assyrians ( 2 Kings 16:9 ) and the
Babylonians ( 2 Kings 25:22).

SOLUTION: Thiswas not a false prophecy—it was aconditional promise. Noticeitis
prefaced by the condition “if you diligently obey My commandments which |
command you” (v. 13), and “if you carefully keep al these commandments’ (v. 22).
In short, these were not categorical predictions, but conditional projections. When the
people of Israel obeyed God, they were invincible against the most formidable foe
(cf. Josh. 6). But when they did not obey Him, they fled in the face of the tiniest
adversary (cf. Josh. 7).

DEUTERONOMY 12:24 —Wasthe blood poured out aswater or covered with
dust?

PROBLEM: According to this verse, the priest was to take the blood of the sacrifice and
“pour it on the earth like water.” But, earlier in Leviticus 17:13 they were instructed
to “cover it with dust.” How can these be reconciled?

SOLUTION: The fact that some critics raise this kind of problem shows how desperate
they are to find something wrong with the Bible. The full passage in Leviticus
provides the answer: “he shall pour out its blood and cover it with dust” (Lev. 17:13
). So there is absolutely no problem whatsoever.

DEUTERONOMY 14:22 ff—Doesn’t this contradict M oses other command not to
redeem animals with money?

PROBLEM: In Numbers 18:17 , the law commands, “The firstborn of a cow, the
firstborn of a sheep, or the firstborn of a goat you shall not redeem; they are holy.”
However, in Deuteronomy 14:25 they were instructed to “exchangeit for money” if
they desired. Thisisin direct conflict with the other instructions.



SOLUTION: Contrary to what some infer, the Deuteronomy passage does not actually
allow them to buy afirstborn sheep or goat for their consumption, rather than give it
to the Lord. On the contrary, it smply allows them to “exchange it for money,” which
would be more convenient for traveling, so they could “go to the place which the
Lord your God chooses’ ( Deut. 14:25). In short, it was ssimply adivinely appointed
accommodation to make it easier for the offerer. The money they received for it had
to be taken to the divinely prescribed place and spent for the prescribed purpose.

DEUTERONOMY 14:26 —How can this passage permit the use of strong drink
when other passages condemn its consumption?

PROBLEM: According to Deuteronomy 14:26 , God permitted the purchase of wine or
strong drink for conducting a feast before the Lord. However, Leviticus 10:8-9
forbids the use of strong drink by the priests, and passages like Proverbs 20:1 , 23:29-
35, and 31:4-5 seem to forbid the use of strong drink by all. How can this passage
permit the use of strong drink when these other passages clearly condemn its use?

SOLUTION: Itisclear that the Scriptures condemn the use of strong drink. For
example, Leviticus 10:8-9 forbids the priest from drinking wine or strong drink when
he is supposed to minister in thetent of meeting. Also, Proverbs forbids the use of
wine or strong drink by kings or rulers, lest they pervert justice. Further, many
passages warn of the deceitfulness of strong drink ( Prov. 20:1) and condemn the use
of itin general.

Theword translated “eat” in Deut. 14:26 is a general term for consuming and may
include the idea of drinking as well as eating solid food. However, the passage does
not grant permission to drink strong drink or to drink to excess. Such action is
specifically condemned in the NT aswell asthe OT. It was a common practice to
dilute the strong drink (i.e., normally fermented grape juice) with about three parts
water to one part wine. In this weaker form, imbibed with mealsin moderation, there
was no fear of excess. Itisonly in this sense that “wine” was permitted in the
Scriptures and then only in a culture that was not alcoholic. While moderate drinking
of this diluted wine may be permissible, in a culture shot through with alcoholism
(such asours), it isnot profitable. Paul warnsusin 1 Corinthians 6:12 that “All things
are lawful for me, but all things are not helpful.” Paul declared that “It is better not to
eat meat or drink wine or to do anything else that will cause your brother to fall” (
Rom. 14:21 ,N1v ). God desires that our lives be influenced by the Spirit, not by the

spirits.

The Bible is opposed to both strong drink and drunkenness ( 1 Cor. 6:9-10 ; Eph.
5:18). It pronounces woes on those who drink either strong drink or who drink in
excess (Isa. 5:11; Amos6:1, 6 ; Micah 2:11). Christian leaders are urged to be
temperate (1 Tim. 3:3, 8). All are warned that too much alcohol is abhored by God (
Amos 6:1-8 ). And although moderate amounts were recommended for medicinal
purposes ( 1 Tim. 5:23 ), nowhere does the Bible commend strong drink as a



beverage. The only reference to taking “strong drink” isasapain killer in extreme
circumstances: “Give strong drink to him who is perishing” ( Prov. 31:6).

Deuteronomy 14:26 should not be taken as an excuse to imbibe strong drink for
several reasons. First, the stated command was not to drink it, but simply to buy it.
There were other legitimate uses for owning alcohol, namely for cooking, healing (cf.
Luke 10:34), and paint-killing. Second, the very next verse speaks only of “eating”
food, not of drinking strong drink. Third, even if drinking isimplied along with eating
(v. 26), the Jews aways diluted it with about three parts water to one part wine
before they drank it in moderation with their meals. Done inthis light form in such
moderate amounts with food guaranteed them against the excesses known in today’ s
alcohalic cultures. Fourth, it is still alwayswrong to use an unclear passage (such as
Deuteronomy 14:26 ) to contradict al the clear ones (cited above) against strong
drink.

Inview of all these factors, it is best to conclude with the Apostle Paul, “It is good
neither to eat meat nor drink wine nor do anything by which your brother stumbles or
is offended or is made weak” ( Rom. 14:21).

DEUTERONOMY 15:4 —How can this passage say therewould be no poor among
them when 15:11 saysthe poor will alwaysbein theland?

PROBLEM: According to Deuteronomy 15:4 , God promises that there will not be any
poor among the people. However, 15:11 clearly states, “For the poor will never cease
from the land.” How can one passage say there would be no poor among the people
while another says that the poor will never cease from the land?

SOLUTION: Careful consideration of the context shows that thereis no contradiction
here. The promise of verse 4 is conditioned upon the people “carefully obey[ing] the
voice of the Lord your God, to observe with care all these commandments which |
command you today” ( Deut. 15:5). One of the commandments was that if there was
apoor man in Israel, the people were not to harden their hearts. Rather, they were to
open their hands and lend him money and goods sufficient for his needs—"whatever
he needs’ ( Deut. 15:8). Obvioudly, if this commandment were to be fulfilled by the
people, then, for every poor person there would be one who was not poor.
Conversdly, if they did not obey God’'s command to supply for all the needs of every
poor person in the land, then the poor would never ceaseto be in the land. Thereisno
contradiction here. God promised that if the people would obey His command to
supply for the poor, then there would be no poor among them. Each time the
circumstances overcame someone, so that they lost everything and were left in
poverty, the people of the land would come to their aid and supply their needs.

Verse 11 can be understood as a statement that there would always be individuals
in need of assistance and that others would be required to supply their needs. If the
people obeyed God in this, He would so prosper the land that there would always be
an abundant supply to enable someto care for the needs of others. Verse 11 may also



be viewed as a prophetic pronouncement of Israel’ s failureto obey God and the
consequent continual presence of the poor in the land. In either case, thereisno
contradiction.

DEUTERONOMY 16:5—Wasthe passover lamb to be slain at home or at the
sanctuary?

PROBLEM: Exodus 12:7 instructs that the passover lamb be killed in one’s place of
residence, but Deuteronomy declares that it should not be slain “within any of your
gates.”

SOLUTION: Thisisan example of achange in revelation (see Introduction “Mistake
17") because of achange in conditions. When the Passover instruction was first given
( Ex. 12), they had no common sanctuary. Later in Deuteronomy, they did and were
instructed to kill the passover lamb there “in the place where the Lord chooses to put
Hisname” ( Deut. 16:2).

DEUTERONOMY 18:10-22 —How can false prophets be distinguished from true
prophets?

PROBLEM: The Bible contains many prophecies which it calls upon usto believe
because they come from God. However, the Bible also acknowledges the existence of
false prophets ( Matt. 7:15 ). Indeed, many religions and cults claim to have prophets.
Hence, the Bible exhorts believersto “test” those who claim to be prophets ( 1 John
4:1-3). But what is the difference between afal se prophet and a true prophet of God?

SOLUTION: There are many tests for afalse prophet. Several of them arelisted in these
very passages. Put in question form, the tests are:

1.

2.

Do they ever give false prophecies? ( Deut. 18:21-22)

Do they contact departed spirits? ( Deut. 18:11)

Do they use means of divination? ( Deut. 18:11)

Do they involve mediums or witches? ( Deut. 18:10)

Do they follow false gods or idols? ( Ex. 20:34 ; Deut. 13:3)
Do they deny the deity of Jesus Christ? ( Col. 2:8-9)

Do they deny the humanity of Jesus Christ? ( 1 John 4:1-2)

Do their prophecies shift the focus off Jesus Christ? ( Rev. 19:10)



9. Do they advocate abstaining from certain foods and meats for spiritual reasons?
(1Tim. 4:34)

10. Do they deprecate or deny the need for marriage? ( 1 Tim. 4:3)

11. Do they promote immorality? ( Jude 7)

12.  Dothey encourage legalistic self-denia? ( Col. 2:16-23)

(See Geider and Nix, A General Introduction to the Bible, Moody Press, 1986, 241-42.)

A positive answer to any of thisis an indication that the prophet is not speaking
for God. God does not speak or encourage anything that is contrary to His character
and commands. And most certainly the God of truth does not give false prophecies.

DEUTERONOMY 18:15-18 —Isthisa prophecy about the prophet Mohammed?

PROBLEM: God promised Moses here, “1 will raise up for them [Israel] a Prophet like

you from among their brethren, and will put My words in His mouth, and He shall
speak to them all that | command Him” (v. 18 ). Muslims believe this prophecy is
fulfilled in Mohammed, as the Koran claims when it refers to “ The unlettered Prophet
[Mohammed], Whom they find mentioned in their own [scriptures], in the Law and
the Gospels’ (Surah 7:157).

SOLUTION: This prophecy could not be a reference to Mohammed for several reasons.

Firgt, the term “brethren” refersto Israel, not to their Arabian antagonists. Why would
God raise up for Isragl aprophet from their enemies.

Second, in this very context, the term “brethren” means fellow Israglites. For the
Leviteswere told “they shall have no inheritance among their brethren” (v. 2). Third,
elsewherein this book the term “brethren” aso means fellow Israglites, not a
foreigner. God told them to choose a king “from among your brethren,” not a
“foreigner.” Israel has never chosen a non-Jewish king.

Fourth, Mohammed came from Ishmael, as even Muslims admit, and heirsto the
Jewish throne came from Isaac. When Abraham prayed, “ Oh that I1shmael might live
before You!” God answered emphatically: “My covenant | will establish with Isaac
.7 (Gen. 17:21). Later God repeated: “In Isaac your seed shall be called” ( Gen.
21:12).

Fifth, the Koran itself states that the prophetic line came through Isaac, not
Ishmael: “ And We bestowed on him Isaac and Jacob, and We established the
Prophethood and the Scripture among his seed” (Surah 29:27). The Muslim scholar
Y usuf Ali adds the word “Abraham” and changes the meaning as follows, “We gave
(Abraham) Isaac and Jacob, and ordained Among his progeny Prophethood and



Revelation.” By adding Abraham, the father of 1shmael, he can include Mohammed, a
descendent of Ishmael, in the prophetic line! But Abraham’s name is not found in the
original Arabic text.

Sixth, Jesus perfectly fulfilled this verse, since 1) He was from among His Jewish
brethren (cf. Gal. 4:4). 2) Hefulfilled Deuteronomy 18:18 perfectly: “He shall speak
to them all that |1 [God] command Him.” Jesus said, “1 do nothing of Myself; but as
My Father taught Me, | speak these things’ ( John 8:28 ). And, “| have not spoken on
My own authority; but the Father who sent Me gave Me a command, what | should
say and what | should speak” ( John 12:49). 3) He called Himself a“prophet” ( Luke
13:33), and the people considered Him a prophet ( Matt. 21:11 ; Luke 7:16 ; 24:19 ;
John 4:19; 6:14; 7:40 ; 9:17 ). Asthe Son of God, Jesus was prophet (speaking to
men for God), priest ( Heb. 7:10, speaking to God for men), and king (reigning over
men for God, Rev. 19-20).

Finally, there are other characteristics of the “Prophet” to come that fit only Jesus,
not Mohammed, such as, He spoke with God “face toface” and He performed “signs
and wonders’ (see comments on Deut. 34:10).

DEUTERONOMY 20:16-18 —How can the command for wholesale slaughter of
innocent lives bejustified?

(See comments on Josh. 6:21 .)
DEUTERONOMY 20:16-18 —Werethe captivesto be spared or killed?

PROBLEM: In Deuteronomy 20:11, 15, Moses commanded the Israglites to spare the
lives of their captives and make them servants. But only afew verses later he instructs
them to “let nothing that breasthes remain alive” (v. 16).

SOLUTION: The general rulewas to make captives of the people conquered. Only in
the specific case of the “seven nations’ of Canaan were they to exterminate them (see
comments on Josh. 6:21 ). This was because of their “abominations’ which were so
obnoxious to God that the land “vomits out itsinhabitants’ ( Lev. 18:25).

DEUTERONOMY 22:5—Why did God call it an abomination for men to dresslike
women and vice versa?

PROBLEM: What is wrong with wearing the clothes of the opposite sex? Isn’t thisjust a
matter of cultural preference, with nothing intrinsically immoral about it?

SOLUTION: God's design here was apparently to make it possible to distinguish one
sex from the other. Without distinctive clothes and length of hair (see commentson 1
Cor. 11:14), the sexes could be more easily confused and the bounds of socia and



moral impropriety would have been more easily transgressed. Of course, which
clothes are masculine and which are feminine will be determined in large part by the
culture. But whatever the case, transvestites were hereby excluded.

DEUTERONOMY 22:13-21 —Why isthe method of testing chastity different here
than in Numbers5?

PROBLEM: The Numberstext instructed that chastity be tested by drinking bitter water
and seeing if the woman’s stomach would swell (see comments on Numbers 5:13-22
). But, Deuteronomy 22 provides the blood stained sheet from the wedding night as
evidence of virginity (cf. vv. 14-17).

SOLUTION: Thetwo situations are different. The Numbers passage is atest for aleged
unchastity after marriage. And the Deuteronomy text deals with aleged
unfaithfulnessbefore marriage.

DEUTERONOMY 23:17 —Was homosexuality condemned because it was
connected with idolatry?

PROBL EM: Some argue that the biblical condemnations used against homosexuality
were because of the temple cult-prostitutes who were associated with these idolatrous
practices ( Deut. 23:17 ). They insist that homosexuality as such is not thereby
condemned, but only homosexual acts that are associated with idolatry, such as, the
shrine prostitute (cf. 1 Kings 14:24 ).

SOLUTION: Homosexual practices are not condemned in the Bible simply because they
were connected with idolatry. Thisis made evident by several things. First, the
condemnations on homosexual practices are often given apart from any explicit
idolatrous practice ( Lev. 18:22 ; Rom. 1:26-27 ).

Second, when homosexuality is associated with idolatry (such asin temple cult-
prostitution), it is not essentially connected. It is only a concomitant sin, but not an
equivalent one.

Third, sexual unfaithfulnessis often used as an illustration of idolatry (e.g., Hosea
3:1; 4:12), but it has no necessary connection with it. Idolatry is a spiritual form of
immorality. But immorality iswrong not only if it is done in connection with idol
worship.

Fourth, idolatry may lead to immorality (cf. Rom. 1:22-27 ), but they are different
sins.

Fifth, even the Ten Commandments distinguishes between idolatry (First Table of
the Law, Ex. 20:3-4 ) and sexual sins (Second Table, Ex. 20:14, 17).



DEUTERONOMY 23:19 —Why was usury (interest) forbidden only on some but
not on all Jews?

PROBLEM: In Exodus 22:25 , lending money with interest was only forbidden with the
poor. But, here in Deuteronomy 23:19 it is forbidden with any other Jew. This raises
two probems. First, why the change? Second, why the partiality?

SOLUTION: Firgt, the change from Exodus to Deuteronomy was necessary because of
the change in circumstances. Perhaps it was because it became difficult, in the
process of time, to determine who was to be considered poor. Hence, it was deemed
necessary to extend the prohibition to all Hebrews. Otherwise, no poor person would
ever have gotten aloan, since loans would only have been made to those who could
pay interest on it.

Of course, usury was not forbidden with strangers (non-Jews), but only with
brothers (other Jews). If this seems partial, it is only because the laws forbidding
usury on the poor (or on€e's brothers) were adivinely enjoined act of benevolence, not
strictly a matter of business. When it comesto doing business, oneis entitled to a
reasonable profit on hisinvestment. Since the risk of loss (from non-payment) must
be covered, it isjust to pay the investor an appropriate amount for his risk.

DEUTERONOMY 24:1-4 —IsMoses teaching on divorce contrary to the teaching
of Jesusand Paul?

PROBLEM: According to Deuteronomy 24:1-4 , aman was allowed to divorce hiswife
if he had found her to be unfaithful. However, according to the teaching of Jesusin
Mark 10:1-12 , and the teaching of Paul in 1 Corinthians 7:10-16 , it seemsthat a
man is not permitted to divorce hiswife and remarry. Isthe teaching in Deuteronomy
contrary to the teaching of Jesus and Paul?

SOLUTION: It would be a mistake to assume that the statements of Moses here gave
divine sanction to divorce. The passage presents a hypothetical situation which was
likely to happen among the people. It simply says that if a man divorces hiswife
because of some uncleannessin her, and if she remarries, and if her new husband dies
or divorces her, it isunlawful for the first husband to take her back. Thisisnot a
sanction of divorce. Rather, it is an acknowledgement of the fact of divorce and the
implementation of regulation concerning remarriage.

As Jesus said in Mark 10:5, Moses allowed divorce and gave the people this
precept because of the hardness of their hearts, but thisis not God'sideal. God' sidedl
for marriage was that there be alifetime commitment between husband and wife.
There is no contradiction here between Moses' teaching and the teaching of Jesus and
Paul. Moses simply recognizes the fact of divorce, while Jesus and Paul present
God'sideal for marriage, asit was from the beginning.



DEUTERONOMY 24:16 —How can this passage state that children will not be
killed for the sins of their parentswhen there are examples of thisin other
passages?

PROBLEM: Deuteronomy 24:16 clearly states that the children shall not be put to death
for the sins of their fathers. However, in 2 Samuel 12:15-18 , the child of David and
Bathshebadied as aresult of David’s sins. How can this passage say that the children
will not be put to death for the sins of their fathers if thisis what happened to David’s
child?

SOLUTION: Firgt, the passage in Deuteronomy is a precept laid down by which the
legal system of Isragl would function once they were established in the land. It was
not the right of the human courts to exact capital punishment from the children of
guilty parents if the children were not personally guilty of the crime. However, that
which restricts the power of human courts does not restrict the right or authority of
God.

Second, the Scripture does not indicate that David’s child was being punished for
David' s sin. Rather, the Bible indicates that the death of the child was David's
punishment ( 2 Sam. 12:14). If it is thought that allowing the child to die was an
unjust way to punish David, it must be remembered that David trusted in the
righteousness of God when he said in faith, “I shall go to him, but he shall not return
tome’ (2 Sam. 12:23). David trusted that God had taken his child to heaven and that
he would be with the child when he died. God always acts according to His
righteousness, and the restrictions of such precepts as this are designed to prevent
men from perverting justice.

DEUTERONOMY 30:6 —Does God circumcisethe heart or was|srael to
circumcise their own hearts?

PROBLEM: According to this verse, “the Lord your God will circumcise your heart.”
However, earlier in the same book Moses called on Isragl to “circumcise the foreskin
of your heart, and be stiff-necked no longer” ( Deut. 10:16 ). But how can we have it
both ways?

SOLUTION: Thetruthisthat there is both an active and passive role for humansin
salvation. We are active in receiving the gift, but we were not active in the giving of
the gift. We actively submit our heartsto God, but we are not active in saving our
own hearts. In short, while we are active in receiving or accepting salvation, we had
absolutely nothing to do with providing or accomplishing salvaion. Even though the
one rescued is active in receiving the lifeline, nonetheless, heis passivein being
rescued by the rescuer who pullsin the rope. Likewise, we actively submit to the life
saving operation, but we are passive in receiving the physician’s skillful surgery that
saves our life. The situation can be summarized as follows:



OURACTIVEROLEIN OUR PASSIVE ROLE IN SALVATION

SALVATION
Reception of the gift Giving of the gift
Submitting to salvation Being saved
Believing Being redeemed
Accepting salvation Accomplishing salvation

DEUTERONOMY 32:13-14 —How could ther e be sufficient pasturefor the herds
of 2 million peoplein adesert?

PROBLEM: The Bibleinforms us that the children of Israel wandered in the “desert” for
40 years (cf. Ex. 19:2; 23:31). They numbered over 600,000 adult men ( Ex. 12:37;
Num. 1:1-4:49 ), which would be atotal population of some 2 million. But,
Deuteronomy 32:13-14 speaks of there being plenty of produce for them and their
flocks, which seems highly improbable for this many people and flocksin a*“ desert.”

SOLUTION: Several things should be kept in mind. First of all, the Hebrew word
“desert” does not imply the total desolation that it may connote today. It can be
trandated “wilderness.” There were rivers and pastures in this wilderness.

Second, there is good evidence, even from modern times, that this wilderness had
far more water and vegetation than it presently does, asis demonstrated by
archaeol ogical exploration of the remains of previous civilizations inthat area.

Finally, God Himself provided for all their needs in the wildernessin several
ways:

1. God provided them ample food (manna) for the entire 40 years ( Ex. 16:35).
2. He a'so gave water “abundantly” for them and their flocks ( Num. 20:11 ).

3. Snce they came with “agreat deal of livestock” ( Ex. 12:38), they would
naturally have plenty of milk to drink.

4. Since the land was apparently more arid than today, there were undoubtedly
natural rivers, springs, and pastures as well.

5. By commerce with the surrounding nations (Midianites, Edomites, and

Ishmaelites), they could obtain other needed things with the large amount of silver
and gold they took from Egypt (cf. Ex. 12:35-36 ).

DEUTERONOMY 33:2—Isthisa prediction of the Prophet Mohammed?



PROBLEM: Many Islamic scholars believe this verse predicts three separate visitations
of God—one on “Sinai” to Moses, another to “ Seir” through Jesus, and athird in
“Paran” (Arabia) through Mohammed who came to Meccawith an army of “ten
thousand.”

SOLUTION: First of all, this contention can be easily answered by looking at a Bible
map. Paran and Seir are near Egypt in the Sinai peninsula (cf. Gen. 14:6 ; Num. 10:12
; 12:16-13:3 ; Deut. 1:1), not in Palestine where Jesus ministered. Nor was Paran
near Mecca, but hundreds of miles away near southern Palestine in the north eastern
Sinal.

Furthermore, this verseis speaking of the “LORD” (not Mohammed) coming.
And Heis coming with “ten thousands of saints,” not ten thousand soldiers, as
Mohammed did. Thereis asolutely no basisin this text for the Muslim contention.

Finally, this prophecy is said to be one “with which M oses the man of God
blessed the children of Israel before his death” (v. 1). If it were a prediction about
Islam, which has been a constant enemy of Isradl, it could scarcely have been a
blessing to Israel. In fact, the chapter goes on to pronounce a blessing on each of the
tribes of Israel by God, who “will thrust out the enemy” (v. 27).

DEUTERONOMY 34:1 ff—How could M oses have written this chapter which
records his own death?

PROBLEM: Deuteronomy 34 is arecord of the death of Moses in the valley of Moab.
However, the Book of Deuteronomy has traditionally been held to be the work of
Moses. How could Moses have written this chapter that records his own death and
burial?

SOLUTION: Firgt, it isnot necessary to conclude that Moses could not have written his
own obituary. It is entirely within the power of God to reveal the future in minute
detal (cf. Daniel 2;7;9; 12). Itisnot unreasonable to believe that the Spirit of
God, through Moses, penned this final chapter. Whether we take this chapter as from
the pen of Moses or from the pen of Joshua or some other author, it does not at all
imply that Moses was not the author of the text of Deuteronomy or the other four
books of the Pentateuch.

Second, it is entirely reasonable to assume that someone, perhaps Joshua, added
this final chapter to the books of Moses as a fitting conclusion to the life of this great
man of God. Itisnot at all an uncommon practice for someone to add an obituary to
the end of awork by agreat man. Thiswould be similar to the practice of one author
writing a preface to the work of another author.

DEUTERONOMY 34:10 —Was M oses unpar alleled among prophets or were others
equal to him?



PROBLEM: Thistext claimsthat “since then there has not arisen in Israel a prophet like
Moses.” However, there were others, like Elijah and Eli- sha, who got revelations
from God and performed miracleslike Moses did (cf. 1 Kings 17:22 ; 2 Kings 1:10 ;
2:14; 4:34).

SOLUTION: First of all, thisclaim is qualified by the phrase “since then,” which refers
to the time these words were written, possibly by Joshua, hisimmediate successor
(see comments on Deuteronomy 34:1ff ). Further, even if one extends thetimeto a
much later period, thereis still another qualification that makes Moses unique. It adds
“whom the Lord knew face to face” (v. 10). This has not been true of any mere
human prophet since Moses' day. Moses was the great lawgiver, whom God spoke to
directly and intimately, in a manner not repeated since Moses' day until the coming
of Jesus, who was face to face with God ( John 1:1).

DEUTERONOMY 34:10 —Doesthisverse support the Muslim claim that Jesus
could not bethe predicted prophet (of Deut. 18:18)?

PROBLEM: Thisverse claimsthat “there arose not a prophet sincein Israel like unto
Moses.” (KJv ) Muslims argue that this proves that the predicted prophet could not be
an Israelite, but was Mohammed instead.

SOLUTION: Inresponse, several things should be noted. First, the “since” means since
Moses death to the time this last chapter was written, probably by Joshua (see
comments on Deut. 34:1ff ). Even if Deuteronomy was written much later, as some
critics believe, it still was composed many centuries before the time of Christ and,
therefore, would not eliminate Him. Second, Jesus was the perfect fulfillment of this
prediction of the prophet to come, not Mohammed (see comments on Deut. 18:15-18
). Third, this could not refer to Mohammed, since the prophet to come was like M oses
who did “all the signs and wonders which the Lord sent” ( Deut. 34:11 ). Mohammed
by his own confession did not perform signs and wonders like Moses and Jesus did
(see Surah 17:90-93). Finaly, the prophet to come was like Moses who spoke to God
“faceto face” ( Deut. 34:10 ). Mohammed never even claimed to speak to God
directly, but got his revelations through angels (cf. Surah 2:97). Jesus, on the other
hand, like Moses, was a direct mediator ( 1 Tim. 2:5 ; Heb. 9:15 ) who communicated
directly with God (cf. John 1:18 ; 12:49).



JOSHUA

JOSHUA 2:4-5 —How could God bless Rahab for lying?

PROBL EM: When the spies came to Jericho, they sought refuge in the house of Rahab.
When the king of Jericho commanded Rahab to bring out the men, she lied saying
that the men had already gone and that she did not know where they went. However,
when Israel finally destroyed Jericho, Rahab and all her family were saved alive.
How could God bless Rahab for lying?

SOLUTION: Some argue that it is not clear that God blessed Rahab for lying. God
certainly saved Rahab and blessed her for protecting the spies and assisting in the
overthrow of Jericho. However, nowhere does the Bible explicitly say that God
blessed Rahab for lying. God could have blessed her in spite of her lie, not because of
it. Actually, Rahab'’s act of protecting the spies was a demonstration of great faith in
the God of Israel. She firmly believed that God would destroy Jericho, and she
exhibited that belief by siding with Israel against the people of Jericho when she
protected the spies from being discovered.

Othersinsist that Rahab was faced with areal moral conflict. It may have been
impossible for her to both save the spies and tell the truth to the soldiers of the king.
If so0, God would not hold Rahab responsible for this unavoidable moral conflict.
Certainly a person cannot be held responsible for not keeping alesser law in order to
keep a higher obligation. The Bible commands obedience to the government ( Rom.
13:1; Titus 3:1; 1 Peter 2:13), but there are many examples of justified civil
disobedience when the government attempts to compel unrighteousness ( Ex. 5 ; Dan.
3,6; Rev. 13). The case of the Hebrew midwives lying to save the lives of the male
children is perhaps the clearest example (see comments on Ex. 1:15-21).

JOSHUA 3:17—Did Israel crossthe Jordan hereor not?

PROBLEM: According to Joshua 3:17 , the people crossed over the Jordan on dry
ground. However, 4.5, 10-11 indicate that they had not yet crossed the river. How
can these verses be reconciled?



SOLUTION: In 3:17 , Joshua records that the priests who were carrying the ark of the
covenant stood in the middle of the river while the people crossed over on dry
ground. Chapter 4 begins with the statement, “And it came to pass, when all the
people had completely crossed over the Jordan, that the Lord spoke to Joshua.” The
passage then goes on to describe how Joshua, according to the command of the Lord,
directed twelve men, one from each tribe, to go back to the spot where the priests
were till standing with the ark in order to dig up twelve stones from the midst of the
river bed. Verses 10 and 11 describe how the priests, who were carrying the ark of the
covenant, finally left their spot in the middle of the river bed after everything had
been completed which the Lord had commanded Joshua.

JOSHUA 6:1 ff—Hasn’t ar chaeology shown that the account of the conquest of
Jerichoisinaccurate?

PROBL EM: Joshua 6 records the conquest and destruction of the city of Jericho. If this
account is accurate, it would seem that modern archaeol ogical excavations would
have turned up evidence of this monumental event. However, haven’t these
investigations proven that the account in Joshua is inaccurate?

SOLUTION: For many yearsthe prevailing view of critical scholars has been that there
was no city of Jericho at the time Joshua was supposed to have entered Canaan.
Although earlier investigations by the notable British archaeol ogist Kathleen Kenyon
confirmed the existence of the ancient city of Jericho, and its sudden destruction, her
findings led her to conclude that the city could have existed no later than ca. 1550
B.C. Thisdate is much too early for Joshua and the children of Isragl to have been
party to its demise.

However, recent reexamination of these earlier findings, and a closer look at
current evidence indicates that not only was there a city that fits the biblical
chronology, but that its remains coincide with the biblical account of the destruction
of thiswalled fortress. In a paper published in Biblical Archaeology Review
(Mach/April, 1990), Bryant G. Wood, visiting professor to the department of Near
Eastern Studies at the University of Toronto, has presented evidence that the biblical
report is accurate. His detailed investigation has yielded the following conclusions:

1. That the city which once existed on this site was strongly fortified,
corresponding to the biblical record in Joshua2:5,7,15; 6.5, 20.

2. That the ruins give evidence that the city was attacked after harvesttime in the
spring, corresponding to Joshua 2:6 , 3:15, 5:10 .

3. That the inhabitants did not have the opportunity to flee with their foodstuffs
from the invading army, as reported in Joshua 6:1 .



4. That the siege was short, not allowing the inhabitants to consume the food
which was stored in the city, as Joshua 6:15 indicates.

5. That the walls were leveled in such away to provide access into the city for the
invaders, as Joshua 6:20 records.

6. That the city was not plundered by the invaders, according to God's
instructionsin Joshua 6:17-18 .

7. That the city was burned after the walls had been destroyed, just as Joshua 6:24
says.

JOSHUA 6:21—How can thetotal destruction of Jericho be morally justified?

PROBLEM: This passage states that the Israglites “ utterly destroyed al that wasin the
city, both man and woman, young and old, ox and sheep and donkey, with the edge of
the sword.” But how can such aruthless destruction of innocent life and property be
justified?

SOLUTION: First, the Canaanites were far from “innocent.” The description of their
sinsin Leviticus 18 isvivid: “The land is defiled; therefore | visit the punishment of
itsiniquity upon it, and the land vomits out its inhabitants” (v. 25). They were
cancerously immoral, “defiled” with every kind of “abomination,” including child
sacrifice (vv. 21,24 ,26).

Second, it must be remembered that God had given the people of Palestine over
400 yearsto repent of their wickedness. The people of that land had every
opportunity to turn from their wickedness. According to Genesis 15:16, God told
Abraham that in 400 years the descendants of Abraham would return to inherit this
land, but that the iniquity of the people was not yet full. This prophetic statement
indicated that God would not destroy the people of the land, including thosewho
dwelt in Jericho, until their sins were such that their guilt merited their complete
destruction in judgment.

Third, asfor the killing of the little children, several things should be noted. (1)
Given the cancerous state of the society into which they were born, they had no
chanceto avoid its fatal pollution. (2) Children who die before the age of
accountability go to heaven (see comments on 2 Sam. 12:23 ). Thiswas an act of
God’s mercy to their souls to take them into His holy presence from such an unholy
environment. (3) God is sovereign over life ( Deut. 32:39 ; Job 1:21 ) and can order
its end according to Hiswill and in view of the creature’ s ultimate good.

Fourth, Joshua and the people of Isragl were acting according to the direct
command of God, not on their own initiative. The destruction of Jericho was carried
out by the army of Israel, but the army of Israel was the instrument of judgment upon



the sins of these people by the righteous Judge of all the earth. Consequently, anyone
who would question the justification of this act is questioning God' s justice.

Fifth, it was necessary to completely exterminate any trace of the city and its
people. If anything had remained, except that which was taken into the treasure house
of the Lord, there would have always been the threat of heathen influence to pull the
people away from the pure worship of the Lord. Sometimes radical surgery is
required to completely eliminate a deadly cancer from the body.

JOSHUA 7:15, 24—Was God just in punishing Achan’s family along with him?

PROBL EM: When Achan committed a capital crime against God, the Bible saysthe
children were stoned along with their parents, and then “they burned them with fire
after they had stoned them with stones” (v. 25). Yet the Scripturesingst that God
does not punish the children for the sins of their parent ( Ezek. 18:20 ), nor destroy
the righteous with the wicked ( Gen. 18:23).

SOLUTION: There are two responsesto this problem.

Some have argued that Achan’s children were not given capital punishment with
him, but merely brought along so that the event could be an example to them. In favor
of this, several things are offered. First, it is noted that nowhere does the text say
anyone beside Achan committed the crime. God speaks of the guilty as“hewho is
taken with the accursed thing” (v. 15). Also, Achan confesses aone: “I have sinned”
(v.20) and “I coveted” (v. 21).

Second, the text declares that “Israel stoned him” (v. 25). Thereference to
“burning them” (v. 25) alludes to the silver, gold, and garment he had taken (see vv.
21 and 24).

Third, stoning Achan’s family for his crime would be a clear violation of the OT
law which says emphatically that “the son shall not bear the guilt of the father” (
Ezek. 18:20).

The most seriousproblem with this position is that verse 25 says, “they burned
themwith fire after they had stoned themwith stones.” Stoning an inanimate object
does not seem to make good sense. Rather, it seemsto be areference to Achan and
his family.

Another view acknowledges that Achan’s family was stoned with him, but argues
that they were complicit with his crime, so they were being punished for their own
sins, not his. This position notes the following:



First, itisargued that it is unlikely that Achan could have accomplished this deed
and hidden the stolen material in the family tent without their knowing something
about it.

Second, the guilt of the family isimplied in their very punishment. Since it was
forbidden to punish someone for another’ s sin, the family must have sinned with him
or else they would not have been punished with him.

Third, God had the right to take life, sinceit is He who gaveit ( Deut. 32:39 ). Job
rightly declared: “The Lord gave, and the Lord has taken away; Blessed be the name
of theLord” (Job 1:21).

Fourth, there is no reference to small children in the family, but evenif there
were, God has the sovereign right to take them and sometimes does in sickness
without implying their guilt. Further, if the parents were killed, then there would be
no parentsto care for them. It would be more merciful for God to take them into His
direct care. Thisis so because children who die before the age of accountability are
saved (see comments on 2 Sam. 12:23); there is no problem about their eterna
destiny.

JOSHUA 8:30—How can Joshua’s altar on Mount Ebal be justified when the Bible
clearly condemnsthe building of “high places’?

PROBL EM : Joshua 8:30 records that Joshua built an altar to the Lord on Mt. Ebal and
offered burnt offerings to the Lord and sacrificed peace offerings upon that altar.
However, many passages indicate that the construction of high places was condemned
by God (1 Kings12:31 ; 15:14 ; etc.). How can Joshua's atar be justified in light of
God’ s condemnation of high places?

SOLUTION: The high places which were later to be condemned by God were not altars
built to the Lord or built according to the requirements laid down in Deuteronomy
27:5-6 . Those high places were usually elevated sites that were employed in the
worship of false gods. By contrast, Joshua 8 states that the altar was built “as Moses
the servant of the Lord had commanded the children of Israel” ( Josh. 8:31). Infact,
Deut. 27:2-8 records that M oses commanded that the people of Israel build an altar at
Mt. Ebal asasign of their commitment to the covenant and to the commandments of
the Lord. Joshua’ s construction of this altar was not only in keeping with the dictates
of how an altar should be built, but was in fact done in obedience to the command of
Moses.

JOSHUA 9:1 ff—Why did Israel honor their contract with the Gibeonites once they
discovered they had been deceived?

PROBL EM: Joshua 9 records how the Gibeonites deceived Isragl into thinking that they
were not actually people from the land which God had commanded Isragl to destroy,



but were from afar country. Thus, Joshuaand all Isragl entered into a contract not to
destroy them. However, when they discovered that the Gibeonites had deceived them
and were actually people whom God had commanded Isragl to destroy, why did Israel
not ignore this contract and exterminate the Gibeonites as God had originally
commanded?

SOLUTION: Perhaps under different circumstances the contract which Joshua and Israel

had made would have been nullified by the discovery of fraud. However, this contract
had been entered into on the basis of a solemn oath sworn in the name of the Lord
God of Israel (v. 18). This unfortunate situation befell Israel because “they did not
ask counsel of the Lord” (v. 14 ). Because they had bound themselves by their oathin
the name of the Lord, they could not break the covenant they had made with the
Gibeonites. Although the Gibeonites did become the servants of the people of Isragl,
they were aso a constant source of trouble throughout Israel’ s history.

JOSHUA 10:12-14 —How isit possible for the sun to stand still for a whole day?

PROBL EM: During the battle with the kings of the land, God gave Israel the power to

overcome their enemies. Asthe armies of the people of the land fled from before
Israel, Joshua sought the Lord to cause the sun to stand still so that they might have
sufficient daylight to complete the destruction of their enemies. But how could the
sun stand still in the midst of the heaven for a whole day?

SOLUTION: Firgt, it isnot necessary to conclude that the earth’ s rotation was totally

halted. Verse 13 states that the sun “did not hasten to go down for about awhole
day.” This could indicate that the earth’ s rotation was not completely halted, but that
it was retarded to such a degree that the sun did not set for about awhole day. Or, itis
possible that God caused the light of the sun to refract through some cosmic “mirror”
so that it could be seen a day longer.

Even if the earth’ s rotation was completely stopped, we must remember that God
is not only capable of halting the rotation of the earth for awhole day, but He is also
able to prevent any possible catastrophic effects that might result from the cessation
of the earth’ s rotation. Although we do not necessarily know how God brought about
this miraculous event, we know that He did it.

Finally, the Bible speaks in everyday observational language. So the sun did not
actually stop; it only appeared to do so (see Introduction “Mistake 127).

JOSHUA 11:18 —Was Canaan conquered quickly or only gradually?

PROBLEM: This verse declares that “ Joshua made war along time with al those

kings.” But earlier (in Joshua 10:42 ) it affirmsthat “all these kings and their land
Joshua took at one time.”



SOLUTION: These two texts refer to different kings at different times. The first passage
speaks of the southern campaigns which went rapidly. But the other verse has
reference to the northern battles which took much longer.

JOSHUA 12:1-24 —Werethese kings defeated here or not until later?

PROBLEM: Thetext declaresthat “these are the kings of the land whom the children of
Israel defeated.” However, many of these cities were not captured until later (cf. Josh.
15:63; 17:12; Jud. 1:22, 29).

SOLUTION: Thereis adifference between defeating a king’'s army on the field of battle
and later destroying his capital city. Once defeated in battle, the king and his
remaining troops would retreat to their stronghold where it was much more difficult
to root them out. Sudden victory and permanent vanquishing are two different things.
So understood, there is absolutely no contradiction between these texts.

JOSHUA 13:9-12 —What wasthe correct eastern boundary of the Promised Land?

PROBLEM: God promised Abraham, “To your descendants | have given this land, from
the river of Egypt to the great ... River Euphrates’ ( Gen. 15:18 ; cf. Deut. 11:24).
However, when Joshua divided the land Israel inherited, the boundaries listed do not
mention the Euphrates, but cities to the west of it ( Josh. 13:9-12).

SOLUTION: Joshuais simply dividing up the land that wastaken by the Israglites, not
everything that wasgiven to them. Even though Joshua' s forces conquered the land as
awhole(cf. Josh. 11:23), they obviously did not occupy all the land in particular (cf.
Jud. 1:27-36 ). Much later in David' s day they were still extending their border
toward the Euphrates ( 2 Sam. 8:3). Thisreveal s that they understood the repeated
promise (cf. Gen. 15:18 ; Deut. 1.7 ; 11:24 ) to include land up to the Euphrates as
their eastern border. Indeed, even Joshua mentions this same border when he repeats
the pomiseto Israel ( Josh. 1:4).

JOSHUA 18:28 —Was Jerusalem in the territory of Benjamin or in Judah?

PROBLEM: Joshua 15:8 lists Jerusalem in Judah, but Joshua 18:28 saysitisin
Benjamin.

SOLUTION: Both are true. Some scholars also point to a Jewish tradition that held the
altars and sanctuary were in Benjamin, while the courts of the temple were in Judah.
Bethat asit may, the city was actually within the limits of Benjamin’ s territory, but it
was also on the border of Judah’s land. So it may properly be described as being part
of both.



JOSHUA 19:2-7 —Werethesecitiesin theterritory of Judah or of Simeon?

PROBLEM: Herethey arelisted in the land of Simeon, but in Joshua 15:26-32 they are
in Judah.

SOLUTION: The inheritance of Simeon fell within the boundaries of Judah ( Josh. 19:1
, 9). So it was proper to speak of them asin either place.

JOSHUA 23:16 —Was God’s promise of theland to I srael conditional or
unconditional ?

PROBLEM: When God gave the Promised Land to Abraham ( Gen. 12-15), Isaac (
Gen. 26 ), and Jacob ( Gen. 46 ), there were no conditions. It was an unconditional
covenant (“I will bless you”) with no conditions (“If you do such and such”) in which
God swore by His own unchangeable nature (cf. Heb. 6:13-18 ). However, later both
Moses ( Deut. 31:16-17 ) and Joshua ( 23:16 ) speak of God expelling Israel from the
land if they sinned against God.

SOLUTION: There are two ways Bible scholars attempt to respond to this criticism:
spiritually and literally.

Soiritual Fulfillment in the Church. Some claim this promise does not find any
fulfillment in literal Israel, but in spiritual Israel, the church. They appeal to the verse
which calls believersthe “Isragl of God” ( Gal. 6:16 ) and the spiritual “seed” of
Abraham ( Gal. 3:29). They point to Romans 11 which saysthat Israel was “broken
off” because of their rgjection of their Messiah (v. 17 ). Thus, while litera Israel
sinned, God nevertheless will keep the Abrahamic covenant with NT believers who
were unconditionally elected in Christ ( Eph. 1:4).

Literal Future Fulfillment in Israel. Other Bible scholars take the eternal land
promises to Abraham’ s descendants literally, pointing to a future fulfillment of these
when Christ returnsto earth to reign (cf. Matt. 19:28 ; Rev. 19-20). In support of
their position they note the following points.

First, the promises of possessing the land of Palestine “forever” (see Gen. 13:15)
have never been fulfilled.

Second, unlike the Mosaic covenant ( Ex. 19:1-8), this was an unconditional
covenant based on God'’ s unchangeable character (cf. Gal. 3:18 ; Heb. 6:17-18).
Thus God must literally fulfill it to the very people to whom He promised it, or else
God would have reneged on an uncondtional promise—in which case, He is not God.

Third, the NT church does not fulfill theliteral land promisesto Israel, but only
the promises to receive the spiritual blessings of salvation through the seed of
Abraham, who is Christ (cf. Gal. 3:16 , 29).



Fourth, the NT could not be the fulfillment of these unconditional promisesto
Abraham’ s descendants because they speak of them as yet future. Paul not only spoke
of the nation Israel being cut off, but of their being “grafted in again” and being
“saved”’ (Rom. 11:23, 26). Indeed, the Book of Revelation speaks of “one hundred
and forty-four thousand of al thetribesof ... Israel” being reinstated in the end times
( Rev. 7:4). Those who advocate this position also note that the word “tribe” is never
usedin aspiritual sensein Scripture.

Finally, Scripture makes a clear distinction between covenants that are
unconditional (e.g., the Abrahamic) and those that are conditiona (e.g., the Mosaic
law). Paul told the Galatians clearly that “if the inheritanceis of the law, it isno
longer of promise; but God gave it to Abraham by promise” ( Gal. 3:18). In view of
thisliteral interpretation, all threats of non-fulfillment of a covenant refer either to the
conditional covenant made with Moses ( Ex. 19) or else they are merely exhortations
about relating to temporary delays in fulfillment of the Abrahamic covenant ( Josh.
23:16).

JOSHUA 24:26 —Wasthe sanctuary originally at Shechem or at Shiloh?

PROBLEM: According to Joshua 24:25-26 (cf. v. 1), the sanctuary was at Shechem.
But earlier (1 Sam. 3:21; 4:3), it was said to be in Shiloh.

SOLUTION: Theterm “sanctuary” ( migdash ) here simply means “holy place” or
“sacred spot.” It need not refer to the “tabernacle” ( mishkan ) where the ark of the
covenant rested, but simply to a sacred location, such as one consecrated by Abraham
(cf. Gen. 12:6-7 ) and Jacob ( Gen. 33:19-20 ; 35:2-3). The tabernacle was at
Shiloh, as Joshua himself acknowledged earlier in this same book ( Josh. 18:1).



JUDGES

JUDGES 1:20 —Did Caleb kill the sons of Anak or just expel them?

PROBLEM: In Judges 1:10, the three sons of Anak were “killed” by Judah. But, in
verse 20 it says they were merely “expelled” from the land, which is what Joshua
15:14 saysaswell. Which was it?

SOLUTION: There are two basic views in response to this problem. One view assumes
that these two passages refer to the same event, while the other view maintains that
they refer to different events.

The Same Event. According to this position, the children of Judah were led by
Caleb. Thus, one passage could refer to the men who did it and the other to their
leader. Further, the Hebrew word for “expel” can mean to “drive out” or “destroy.” In
this sense they were expelled not only from the land of Judah, but aso from the land
of theliving.

Different Events. According to this view, the first chapter of Judges does not
follow in chronological order, being almost verbatim from Joshua 15:13-19 . If so,
the events would be as follows. when Joshua conquered the land, the sons of Anak
were ssmply “expelled,” only to return when Joshua turned elsewhere. Later, after the
initial campaigns, Judah settled the land and Caleb and his men actually “killed”
them. Either position would resolve the difficulty.

JUDGES 1:28 ff—Werethe Canaanites destroyed or merely subjugated?

PROBL EM: Joshua 10:40 declares that “ Joshua conquered all theland ... he left none
remaining, but utterly destroyed all that breathed, as the Lord God of Israel had
commanded.” But only a short time later, when the people occupied the land they had
conquered, Judges 1:28 says Israel “did not completely drive them out,” but “put the
Canaanites under tribute.” But if they had been utterly destroyed, then how could they
still be there afew years later?



SOLUTION: It seems evident that Joshua at first only conquered the land as a whole,
but did not literally destroy every part of it. He first swept through and gained the
major victories, leaving the minor battles for the later settlersto fight. So, “ utterly
destroying all that breathed” is either afigure of speech for his genera victory or a
hyperbole for his complete success. However, even if it is understood more literally,
itisqualified by the phrase “left none remaining” ( Josh. 10:40 ). This says nothing
about those who fled only to return after Joshua’ s armies turned northward to fight
other battles. No doubt, in thisinterim, many of the Canaanites returned to occupy
their homes and to be a continual thorn in Isragl’ sflesh.

JUDGES 3:20-21 —Doesthe Bible appr ove of assassinations?

PROBLEM: The Bible says “the Lord raised up adeliverer” ( Jud. 3:15) for Israel over
their oppressor, King Eglon of Moab. Then it records how Ehud “took the dagger
from hisright thigh, and thrust it into his[Eglon’ ] belly” (v. 21 ). How can the God
who forbids murder ( Ex. 20:13 ) condone a brutal assassination like this?

SOLUTION: Thisincident, and otherslikeit (cf. Jud. 4:21 ), are a good example of the
principle that “Not everything recorded in the Bible is approved by the Bible” (see
Introduction). First of all, the text does not say that God approved of this evil act. It
simply states that it occurred.

Second, the fact that God had “raised up” Ehud does not justify everything he did.
God “raised up” Pharaoh too (cf. Rom. 9:17 ), but God nevertheless judged Pharaoh

for hissins (cf. Ex. 12).

Third, there are many sins contained in the Bible which are not condoned by it.
These include Abraham’slie ( Gen. 20 ), David's sin with Bathsheba ( 2 Sam. 11),
and Solomon’s polygamy ( 1 Kings 11).

Fourth, while assassinations as such are wrong, God reserves the right to life (
Deut. 32:39 ; Job. 1:21 ). Should He desire to take alife He gives, He has the right to

do so through any instrument He may desire, natural or artificial (see comments on
Josh. 6:21).

JUDGES 4:21 —Does God condone assassinations?
(See comments on Jud. 3:20-21 .)

JUDGES 4:21 —Was Sisera lying down when Jael killed him, or was he upright as
Judges 5:27 seemsto indicate?

PROBLEM: According to Judges 4:21 , Siserawas lying down fast asleep when Jael
approached him softly and drove the tent peg through his temple and into the ground.



However, Judges 5:27 seems to indicate that Siserafell down after Jael pierced his
head with the tent peg. Was Siseralying down or was he upright when Jael killed
him?

SOLUTION: The poetic description of Judges 5:27 can be understood to describe
possible convulsions which Sisera’ s body exhibited after the blow to the head. Also,
the term “fell” is frequently used in afigurative sense to indicate someone’s demise.
Thiswould be especidly likely in the poetic structure of chapter 5. The poem is not
describing aliteral falling down to the ground, asif Siserawas upright. Rather, it is
poetically picturing Siserd s demise. At the hand of this maiden, the mighty Sisera,
captain of the army of the Canaanite king, has fallen. There is no contradiction here,
merely the difference between historical narrative accurately reporting the eventsin a
literal manner, and poetic expression accurately reporting the eventsin a poetic
figure.

JUDGES5:6 ff—How can Jael be commended for such a cruel act of murder?

PROBLEM: The story of the death of Sisera at the hands of Jael depicts a violent and
cruel murder (Jud. 4:21). However, the song of Deborah recorded in Judges 5
commends Jael for killing Sisera. How can Jael be praised for committing such a
violent murder?

SOLUTION: First, it should be remembered that Siserawas a mighty warrior. When he
cameto Jael’ s tent, Jael was hardly in a position to refuse him entrance. Although it
was Jael who went out to meet Siserato encourage him to find refugein her tent, it is
clear from 4:17 that he was aready planning to go to Jael’ s tent.

Second, Siserawas a cruel warrior who had viciously oppressed God's people. If
Sisera had escaped from the battle, he would most certainly have lived to brutalize
God' s people again. If Jael had not acted, she would have been party to any future
slaughter or oppression of God' s people by this godless man.

Third, Jael’ s own commitment to the Lord God of Isragl dictated the only course
of action she could take. The enemies of the Lord and the Lord’ s people were Jagl’s
enemies. She had to kill him. She could not hope to face such awarrior in combat.
Her action had to be swift and certain. She could not take a chance on failing to kill
him and perhaps merely wound him. She had to take decisive action that would result
in the certain and sudden death of Sisera. Faced with the alternatives, Jael chose the
greater good. To prevent the future slaughter and oppression of the people of God,
Jael killed Sisera.

Fourth, although there is no place in the Bible where God honors or praises Jael
for the manner in which she killed Sisera, the song of Deborah certainly praises her
for her decisive action. Jagl was an instrument in the hands of God to bring judgment
upon thisterrible enemy of God' s people.



JUDGES 11:26 —How long did I srael dwell in Heshbon?

PROBLEM: Thisverse affirmsthat Israel was in the land from the time of Moses to the
time of Samuel, a period of about “three hundred years.” However, if one adds up all
the reigns of the judges, it totals some 410 years.

SOLUTION: The obvious solution isthat, like the later kings of Israel, there were
overlapping reigns. In other words, while some of the land was under oppression by a
foreign ruler, other parts may have been delivered by ajudge of Israel. Furthermore,
it was common for aruler to claim the whole year when he reigned only a part of it.
Thus, the same year would be counted by different judges.

Furthermore, the 300 years total between Joshua and Samuel (ca. 1400-1100 B.C.
) fitswell with other verses that place the whole time period from the Exodus to
Solomon at 480 years ( 1 Kings 6:1 ), and Acts 13:20 which speaks of 450 years
between Israel’ s conquering the Land and Solomon’ s death (ca. 1381931 B.C. ).

JUDGES 11:29-40 —How could God allow Jephthah to offer hisdaughter up asa
burnt offering?

PROBLEM: Just before Jephthah went into battle against the people of Ammon, he
made a vow to the Lord. The vow he made was that if God would grant him victory
over his enemies, then “whatever comes out of the doors of my house to meet me,
when | returnin peace ... | will offer it up asaburnt offering” ( Judges 11:31). When
Jephthah returned, the first one to come out to meet him was his daughter. Jephthah
refused to go back on the vow he had made. But, the Bible clearly states that human
sacrificeis an abomination to the Lord ( Lev. 18:21 ; 20:2-5; Deut. 12:31 ; 18:10).
How could God allow Jephthah to offer up his daughter, and then list Jephthah among
the champions of faith in Hebrews 11:32 ?

SOLUTION: Many have taken this to mean that Jepthah offered his daughter’slife to
the Lord, claiming the inviolable nature of an oath made to the Lord (cf. Ecc. 5:2—6).
In addition, they note that a“burnt offering” involves a sacrifice of the life. They
justify it on the grounds that a vow to God takes precedence over all else, even human
life (cf. Gen. 22). God issovereign over life and takes it if He wishes ( Deut. 32:39),
as He does eventualy ( Heb. 9:27).

However, for several reasons, it is not necessary to assume that Jephthah ever
offered a human sacrifice. First, Jephthah was aware of the law against human
sacrifice, and if he had intended to offer a human sacrifice, he would have known this
would have been a blatant rejection of God’s law.

Secondly, the text does not actually say he killed his daughter in a sacrificial
offering. Thisis simply inferred by some from the fact that he promised that whatever
came out of his house first “shall surely bethe Lord’'s, and | will offer it up asaburnt



offering” ( 11:31). As Paul indicated, human beings are to be offered to God “as a
living sacrifice” ( Rom. 12:1), not as dead ones. Jephthah could have offered his
daughter to the Lord as aliving sacrifice. For the remainder of her life, she would
serve the Lord in the temple and remain avirgin.

Third, aliving sacrifice of perpetual virginity was atremendous sacrifice in the
Jewish context of that day. As aperpetual virgin dedicated to the service of the Lord,
she would not be able to bring up children to continue her father’ s lineage. Jephthah
acted as aman of honor and great faith in the Lord by not going back on the vow that
he had made to the Lord his God.

Fourth, this view is supported by the fact that when Jephthah’ s daughter went out
to weep for two months, she did not go out to mourn her impending death. Rather,
she went out “and bewailed her virginity” (v. 38).

Finally, if she was facing death at the end of the two month period, it would have
been very simple for her to marry some young man and live with him for the two
months prior to her death. There was no reason for Jephthah’ s daughter to mourn her
virginity unless she was facing alife of perpetual virginity. Being the only child of
Jephthah, his daughter was not mourning her virginity because of any illicit sexual
desire.

JUDGES 14:4 —How could God use Samson’slust after the Philistine girl to

accomplish the deliverance of |srael from oppression?

PROBL EM: When Samson went to Timnah, he saw a Philistine woman whom he

wanted to marry. Although his parents warned him not to pursue such arelation with
this godless pagan woman, Samson refused to listento their counsel. However,
Judges 14:4 indicates that Samson’s desire for this woman was the work of God to
use Samson to defeat the Philistines. How could God use the evil lusts of Samson to
accomplish the deliverance of Israel from Philistine oppression?

SOLUTION: It must be realized that, although Samson had been dedicated by his

parents from birth to serve the Lord as a Nazarite, he was not totally committed to the
Lord. Samson became awillful and self-centered person. He was not of amind to go
to battle against the Philistines for spiritual reasons. Consequently, to arouse him to
do battle with the Philistines, God used Samson’s own self-interests to incite his
anger against the Philistines and to bring about the deliverance of Israel from
oppression. God sometimes uses evil men to accomplish His good purposes.

JUDGES 15:4 —How could Samson captur e 300 foxes?

PROBLEM: According to Judges 15:4 , Samson captured 300 foxes, tied torches

between the tails of two foxes, lit the torches, and released the foxes into the fields of
the Timnite farmers. But, how could Samson have captured this many foxes?



SOLUTION: It must be remembered that Samson was endowed with supernatural
strength. Although the passage does not describe how Samson was able to capture so
many foxes, it isnot difficult to see that a man who could use the jawbone of an assto
kill “athousand” warriors ( Jud. 15:15 ) would have little problem capturing 300
foxes.

JUDGES 16:26-27 —If suicide iswrong, why did God bless Samson for doing it?

PROBLEM: Suicide is murder, and God said, “Y ou shall not murder” ( Ex. 20:13).
There were many suicides in the Bible (see comments on 1 Sam. 31:4 ), and none of
them received divine approval. Y et Samson committed suicide here with God's
apparent blessing.

SOLUTION: Samson never took hislife; he sacrificed it for his people. Thereisabig
difference. Jonah prayed, “Lord, pleasetake my life from me, for it is better for me to
diethantolive!” ( Jonah 4:3) But he never took his own life. Suicideis acting “ for
one' s salf.” What Samson did wasto lay hislife on the line for others—his people.
Samson'’ s act was no more suicide than Christ’s, when He said, “1 lay down my life,”
for “the good shepherd gives His life for the sheep” ( John 10:11, 17). Infact,
“greater love has no one than this, than to lay down one'slife for hisfriends’ ( John
15:13).

Of course, not every apparent death “for others’ isreally an act of love. Paul
made this plain in his great |love chapter: “though | give my body to be burned, but
have not love, it profits me nothing” (1 Cor. 13:3). Even amartyr may not be dying
out of love, but in an obstinate commitment to his own self-centered cause. Saul took
self-death “lest these uncircumcised men come and thrust me through and abuse me”
(1Sam. 31:4). Abimelek sought death for himself “lest men say of me, "A woman
killed him’ " ('Jud. 9:54 ). Samson by contrast asked God for permission to die,
praying, “Let me die with the Philistines’ (Jud. 16:30 ). God granted his request, “so
the dead that he killed at his death were more than he had killed in hislife” (v. 30).
Paul also was willing to be “accursed from Christ for my brethren” ( Rom. 9:3). The
soldier who falls on a hand grenade to save his buddies is not taking hislife by
auicide; heisgiving hislifefor others. Likewise, Christ did not commit suicide when
He cameto “give Hislife aransom for many” ( Mark 10:45).

JUDGES 18:30 —How could thisbook have been written in thetime or shortly after
thetime of the judges?

PROBLEM: The events of the Book of Judges cover a period from circa 1380 to 1050
B.C. Judges 18:30 makes reference to the fact that the sons of Jonathan were priestsin
Dan “until the ... captivity of the land.” However, the captivity of the land took place
in 722 B.c. How could this book have been composed during the time or shortly after
the time of the Judges?



SOLUTION: The phrase “until the day of the captivity of the land” does not necessarily
refer to the captivity of the nation of Isragl in 722 B.C. The context of the passage
indicates that the term “land” in verse 30 is not a reference to the entire nation of
Israel, but the land of Dan. Consequently, the captivity of the land would refer to an
overwhelming defeat of the people of Dan by some foreign invader about 1000 B.C. ,
not to the captivity of 722 B.C.

Second, the description of the sudden destruction of the people of Laish by the
Danites (v. 27) indicates that this same type of destruction came upon the Danites
because they “ set up for themselves the carved image” (v. 30 ). The people had been
warned on several occasions that if they turned back from following after the Lord,
that He would bring upon them all the trouble that He had brought upon the
inhabitants whom Israel had driven out of the land ( Deut. 4:25ff , 31:1-29 ; Josh. 23—
24). Although the Scripture does not specifically record this type of event in Dan, the
context clearly indicates that this reference is to a devastating defeat and captivity of
the peoplein the land of Dan.



RUTH

RUTH 3:7—Doesn’t this verseimply that Ruth had inter course with Boaz after he
was drunk in order to obligate him to redeem her?

PROBLEM: After Boaz had eaten and drunk, he went to lie down. After he lay down,
Ruth came up softly, uncovered Boaz' s feet, and lay with him. Doesn’t thisimply that
Ruth had intercourse with Boaz to obligate him to redeem her?

SOLUTION: No! Thereis nothing in the text of Ruth that indicates any moral
impropriety on the part of either Boaz or Ruth. First, Ruth did not come at night to
hide an immoral relationship with Boaz. Rather, she camein the night so that Boaz
would not feel the pressure of public scrutiny. Boaz would have the opportunity to
decline the proposal to redeem Naomi and marry Ruth without facing any public
embarrassment.

Second, the uncovering of the feet is not a euphemism indicating that Ruth had
intercourse with Boaz. Rather, it isaliteral description of a customary practice to
demonstrate subjection and submission. Ruth merely pulled back the covering from
over the feet of Boaz as a symbol of her submission to Boaz and willingness to
become his wife.

Third, the passage states that after uncovering the feet of Boaz, Ruth lay down (v.
7). However, thisis not the normal way to indicate sexual intercourse. Sexual
intercourse is usually indicated by the phrase, “he lay with her.” Without the
accompanying indication of laying “with” someone, the word normally indicates
merely that someone reclines.

Fourth, it was also a symbolic act for Boaz to spread the corner of his garment
over Ruth. Thisrefersto the practice of a man spreading a covering over hiswife as
well as himself. Ruth reminds Boaz of his responsibility according to the law of
levirate marriage ( Deut. 25:5-10 ). The word trandated “wing” in the NKJv recalls
the earlier blessing which Boaz pronounced upon Ruth at their first encounter ( 2:12
). Ruth had sought refuge under the wings of the God of Israel, now she seeks refuge
under the wing of Boaz.



RUTH 4:3-8 —Isn’t the arrangement between Boaz and Ruth contrary to the law of
the Levirate marriage?

PROBL EM: Deuteronomy 25:5-10 delineates what is known as the law of the levirate
marriage. If aman dies and leaves his wife childless, the man’s brother was morally
obligated to take his brother’ s wife and raise up children in the name of his deceased
brother. This practice insured that the brother’ s name would not die out. However,
Boaz was not the brother of Ruth’s dead husband. Wasn't this marriage arrangement
contrary to the law of the levirate marriage?

SOLUTION: Although it was a more complicated incident, the arrangement between
Boaz, Naomi, and Ruth was certainly not contrary to the law of the levirate marriage.
The primary concern of the levirate marriage was to perpetuate the family line of the
deceased. Certain factors indicate that by the time of Boaz and Ruth, some additional
provisions had become customary. First, if there was no surviving brother in the
immediate family, then the obligation of the levirate marriage became the
responsibility of the nearest surviving male relative. In this case, there was one
individual who was nearer to Naomi’ s family than Boaz. However, when he declined
the invitation, Boaz became the nearest male relative and the next in line to legally
fulfill this moral obligation.

Second, along with the responsibility to raise up children in the name of the
deceased, there came the responsibility to redeem any property that belonged to the
deceased and that had been sold or forfeited ( Lev. 25:25 ). Because the nearest
kinsman was not financially able to assume this responsibility ( Ruth 4:6), he
relinquished his right and responsibility to redeem Naomi and marry Ruth and passed
that obligation on to Boaz. Thereis nothing in the account of the redemption of
Naomi and the marriage of Boaz and Ruth that is contrary to the law of levirate
marriage.



JUDGES

JUDGES 1:20 —Did Caleb kill the sons of Anak or just expel them?

PROBLEM: In Judges 1:10, the three sons of Anak were “killed” by Judah. But, in
verse 20 it says they were merely “expelled” from the land, which is what Joshua
15:14 saysaswell. Which was it?

SOLUTION: There are two basic views in response to this problem. One view assumes
that these two passages refer to the same event, while the other view maintains that
they refer to different events.

The Same Event. According to this position, the children of Judah were led by
Caleb. Thus, one passage could refer to the men who did it and the other to their
leader. Further, the Hebrew word for “expel” can mean to “drive out” or “destroy.” In
this sense they were expelled not only from the land of Judah, but aso from the land
of theliving.

Different Events. According to this view, the first chapter of Judges does not
follow in chronological order, being almost verbatim from Joshua 15:13-19 . If so,
the events would be as follows. when Joshua conquered the land, the sons of Anak
were ssmply “expelled,” only to return when Joshua turned elsewhere. Later, after the
initial campaigns, Judah settled the land and Caleb and his men actually “killed”
them. Either position would resolve the difficulty.

JUDGES 1:28 ff—Werethe Canaanites destroyed or merely subjugated?

PROBL EM: Joshua 10:40 declares that “ Joshua conquered all theland ... he left none
remaining, but utterly destroyed all that breathed, as the Lord God of Israel had
commanded.” But only a short time later, when the people occupied the land they had
conquered, Judges 1:28 says Israel “did not completely drive them out,” but “put the
Canaanites under tribute.” But if they had been utterly destroyed, then how could they
still be there afew years later?



SOLUTION: It seems evident that Joshua at first only conquered the land as a whole,
but did not literally destroy every part of it. He first swept through and gained the
major victories, leaving the minor battles for the later settlersto fight. So, “ utterly
destroying all that breathed” is either afigure of speech for his genera victory or a
hyperbole for his complete success. However, even if it is understood more literally,
itisqualified by the phrase “left none remaining” ( Josh. 10:40 ). This says nothing
about those who fled only to return after Joshua’ s armies turned northward to fight
other battles. No doubt, in thisinterim, many of the Canaanites returned to occupy
their homes and to be a continual thorn in Isragl’ sflesh.

JUDGES 3:20-21 —Doesthe Bible appr ove of assassinations?

PROBLEM: The Bible says “the Lord raised up adeliverer” ( Jud. 3:15) for Israel over
their oppressor, King Eglon of Moab. Then it records how Ehud “took the dagger
from hisright thigh, and thrust it into his[Eglon’ ] belly” (v. 21 ). How can the God
who forbids murder ( Ex. 20:13 ) condone a brutal assassination like this?

SOLUTION: Thisincident, and otherslikeit (cf. Jud. 4:21 ), are a good example of the
principle that “Not everything recorded in the Bible is approved by the Bible” (see
Introduction). First of all, the text does not say that God approved of this evil act. It
simply states that it occurred.

Second, the fact that God had “raised up” Ehud does not justify everything he did.
God “raised up” Pharaoh too (cf. Rom. 9:17 ), but God nevertheless judged Pharaoh

for hissins (cf. Ex. 12).

Third, there are many sins contained in the Bible which are not condoned by it.
These include Abraham’slie ( Gen. 20 ), David's sin with Bathsheba ( 2 Sam. 11),
and Solomon’s polygamy ( 1 Kings 11).

Fourth, while assassinations as such are wrong, God reserves the right to life (
Deut. 32:39 ; Job. 1:21 ). Should He desire to take alife He gives, He has the right to

do so through any instrument He may desire, natural or artificial (see comments on
Josh. 6:21).

JUDGES 4:21 —Does God condone assassinations?
(See comments on Jud. 3:20-21 .)

JUDGES 4:21 —Was Sisera lying down when Jael killed him, or was he upright as
Judges 5:27 seemsto indicate?

PROBLEM: According to Judges 4:21 , Siserawas lying down fast asleep when Jael
approached him softly and drove the tent peg through his temple and into the ground.



However, Judges 5:27 seems to indicate that Siserafell down after Jael pierced his
head with the tent peg. Was Siseralying down or was he upright when Jael killed
him?

SOLUTION: The poetic description of Judges 5:27 can be understood to describe
possible convulsions which Sisera’ s body exhibited after the blow to the head. Also,
the term “fell” is frequently used in afigurative sense to indicate someone’s demise.
Thiswould be especidly likely in the poetic structure of chapter 5. The poem is not
describing aliteral falling down to the ground, asif Siserawas upright. Rather, it is
poetically picturing Siserd s demise. At the hand of this maiden, the mighty Sisera,
captain of the army of the Canaanite king, has fallen. There is no contradiction here,
merely the difference between historical narrative accurately reporting the eventsin a
literal manner, and poetic expression accurately reporting the eventsin a poetic
figure.

JUDGES5:6 ff—How can Jael be commended for such a cruel act of murder?

PROBLEM: The story of the death of Sisera at the hands of Jael depicts a violent and
cruel murder (Jud. 4:21). However, the song of Deborah recorded in Judges 5
commends Jael for killing Sisera. How can Jael be praised for committing such a
violent murder?

SOLUTION: First, it should be remembered that Siserawas a mighty warrior. When he
cameto Jael’ s tent, Jael was hardly in a position to refuse him entrance. Although it
was Jael who went out to meet Siserato encourage him to find refugein her tent, it is
clear from 4:17 that he was aready planning to go to Jael’ s tent.

Second, Siserawas a cruel warrior who had viciously oppressed God's people. If
Sisera had escaped from the battle, he would most certainly have lived to brutalize
God' s people again. If Jael had not acted, she would have been party to any future
slaughter or oppression of God' s people by this godless man.

Third, Jael’ s own commitment to the Lord God of Isragl dictated the only course
of action she could take. The enemies of the Lord and the Lord’ s people were Jagl’s
enemies. She had to kill him. She could not hope to face such awarrior in combat.
Her action had to be swift and certain. She could not take a chance on failing to kill
him and perhaps merely wound him. She had to take decisive action that would result
in the certain and sudden death of Sisera. Faced with the alternatives, Jael chose the
greater good. To prevent the future slaughter and oppression of the people of God,
Jael killed Sisera.

Fourth, although there is no place in the Bible where God honors or praises Jael
for the manner in which she killed Sisera, the song of Deborah certainly praises her
for her decisive action. Jagl was an instrument in the hands of God to bring judgment
upon thisterrible enemy of God' s people.



JUDGES 11:26 —How long did I srael dwell in Heshbon?

PROBLEM: Thisverse affirmsthat Israel was in the land from the time of Moses to the
time of Samuel, a period of about “three hundred years.” However, if one adds up all
the reigns of the judges, it totals some 410 years.

SOLUTION: The obvious solution isthat, like the later kings of Israel, there were
overlapping reigns. In other words, while some of the land was under oppression by a
foreign ruler, other parts may have been delivered by ajudge of Israel. Furthermore,
it was common for aruler to claim the whole year when he reigned only a part of it.
Thus, the same year would be counted by different judges.

Furthermore, the 300 years total between Joshua and Samuel (ca. 1400-1100 B.C.
) fitswell with other verses that place the whole time period from the Exodus to
Solomon at 480 years ( 1 Kings 6:1 ), and Acts 13:20 which speaks of 450 years
between Israel’ s conquering the Land and Solomon’ s death (ca. 1381931 B.C. ).

JUDGES 11:29-40 —How could God allow Jephthah to offer hisdaughter up asa
burnt offering?

PROBLEM: Just before Jephthah went into battle against the people of Ammon, he
made a vow to the Lord. The vow he made was that if God would grant him victory
over his enemies, then “whatever comes out of the doors of my house to meet me,
when | returnin peace ... | will offer it up asaburnt offering” ( Judges 11:31). When
Jephthah returned, the first one to come out to meet him was his daughter. Jephthah
refused to go back on the vow he had made. But, the Bible clearly states that human
sacrificeis an abomination to the Lord ( Lev. 18:21 ; 20:2-5; Deut. 12:31 ; 18:10).
How could God allow Jephthah to offer up his daughter, and then list Jephthah among
the champions of faith in Hebrews 11:32 ?

SOLUTION: Many have taken this to mean that Jepthah offered his daughter’slife to
the Lord, claiming the inviolable nature of an oath made to the Lord (cf. Ecc. 5:2—6).
In addition, they note that a“burnt offering” involves a sacrifice of the life. They
justify it on the grounds that a vow to God takes precedence over all else, even human
life (cf. Gen. 22). God issovereign over life and takes it if He wishes ( Deut. 32:39),
as He does eventualy ( Heb. 9:27).

However, for several reasons, it is not necessary to assume that Jephthah ever
offered a human sacrifice. First, Jephthah was aware of the law against human
sacrifice, and if he had intended to offer a human sacrifice, he would have known this
would have been a blatant rejection of God’s law.

Secondly, the text does not actually say he killed his daughter in a sacrificial
offering. Thisis simply inferred by some from the fact that he promised that whatever
came out of his house first “shall surely bethe Lord’'s, and | will offer it up asaburnt



offering” ( 11:31). As Paul indicated, human beings are to be offered to God “as a
living sacrifice” ( Rom. 12:1), not as dead ones. Jephthah could have offered his
daughter to the Lord as aliving sacrifice. For the remainder of her life, she would
serve the Lord in the temple and remain avirgin.

Third, aliving sacrifice of perpetual virginity was atremendous sacrifice in the
Jewish context of that day. As aperpetual virgin dedicated to the service of the Lord,
she would not be able to bring up children to continue her father’ s lineage. Jephthah
acted as aman of honor and great faith in the Lord by not going back on the vow that
he had made to the Lord his God.

Fourth, this view is supported by the fact that when Jephthah’ s daughter went out
to weep for two months, she did not go out to mourn her impending death. Rather,
she went out “and bewailed her virginity” (v. 38).

Finally, if she was facing death at the end of the two month period, it would have
been very simple for her to marry some young man and live with him for the two
months prior to her death. There was no reason for Jephthah’ s daughter to mourn her
virginity unless she was facing alife of perpetual virginity. Being the only child of
Jephthah, his daughter was not mourning her virginity because of any illicit sexual
desire.

JUDGES 14:4 —How could God use Samson’slust after the Philistine girl to

accomplish the deliverance of |srael from oppression?

PROBL EM: When Samson went to Timnah, he saw a Philistine woman whom he

wanted to marry. Although his parents warned him not to pursue such arelation with
this godless pagan woman, Samson refused to listento their counsel. However,
Judges 14:4 indicates that Samson’s desire for this woman was the work of God to
use Samson to defeat the Philistines. How could God use the evil lusts of Samson to
accomplish the deliverance of Israel from Philistine oppression?

SOLUTION: It must be realized that, although Samson had been dedicated by his

parents from birth to serve the Lord as a Nazarite, he was not totally committed to the
Lord. Samson became awillful and self-centered person. He was not of amind to go
to battle against the Philistines for spiritual reasons. Consequently, to arouse him to
do battle with the Philistines, God used Samson’s own self-interests to incite his
anger against the Philistines and to bring about the deliverance of Israel from
oppression. God sometimes uses evil men to accomplish His good purposes.

JUDGES 15:4 —How could Samson captur e 300 foxes?

PROBLEM: According to Judges 15:4 , Samson captured 300 foxes, tied torches

between the tails of two foxes, lit the torches, and released the foxes into the fields of
the Timnite farmers. But, how could Samson have captured this many foxes?



SOLUTION: It must be remembered that Samson was endowed with supernatural
strength. Although the passage does not describe how Samson was able to capture so
many foxes, it isnot difficult to see that a man who could use the jawbone of an assto
kill “athousand” warriors ( Jud. 15:15 ) would have little problem capturing 300
foxes.

JUDGES 16:26-27 —If suicide iswrong, why did God bless Samson for doing it?

PROBLEM: Suicide is murder, and God said, “Y ou shall not murder” ( Ex. 20:13).
There were many suicides in the Bible (see comments on 1 Sam. 31:4 ), and none of
them received divine approval. Y et Samson committed suicide here with God's
apparent blessing.

SOLUTION: Samson never took hislife; he sacrificed it for his people. Thereisabig
difference. Jonah prayed, “Lord, pleasetake my life from me, for it is better for me to
diethantolive!” ( Jonah 4:3) But he never took his own life. Suicideis acting “ for
one' s salf.” What Samson did wasto lay hislife on the line for others—his people.
Samson'’ s act was no more suicide than Christ’s, when He said, “1 lay down my life,”
for “the good shepherd gives His life for the sheep” ( John 10:11, 17). Infact,
“greater love has no one than this, than to lay down one'slife for hisfriends’ ( John
15:13).

Of course, not every apparent death “for others’ isreally an act of love. Paul
made this plain in his great |love chapter: “though | give my body to be burned, but
have not love, it profits me nothing” (1 Cor. 13:3). Even amartyr may not be dying
out of love, but in an obstinate commitment to his own self-centered cause. Saul took
self-death “lest these uncircumcised men come and thrust me through and abuse me”
(1Sam. 31:4). Abimelek sought death for himself “lest men say of me, "A woman
killed him’ " ('Jud. 9:54 ). Samson by contrast asked God for permission to die,
praying, “Let me die with the Philistines’ (Jud. 16:30 ). God granted his request, “so
the dead that he killed at his death were more than he had killed in hislife” (v. 30).
Paul also was willing to be “accursed from Christ for my brethren” ( Rom. 9:3). The
soldier who falls on a hand grenade to save his buddies is not taking hislife by
auicide; heisgiving hislifefor others. Likewise, Christ did not commit suicide when
He cameto “give Hislife aransom for many” ( Mark 10:45).

JUDGES 18:30 —How could thisbook have been written in thetime or shortly after
thetime of the judges?

PROBLEM: The events of the Book of Judges cover a period from circa 1380 to 1050
B.C. Judges 18:30 makes reference to the fact that the sons of Jonathan were priestsin
Dan “until the ... captivity of the land.” However, the captivity of the land took place
in 722 B.c. How could this book have been composed during the time or shortly after
the time of the Judges?



SOLUTION: The phrase “until the day of the captivity of the land” does not necessarily
refer to the captivity of the nation of Isragl in 722 B.C. The context of the passage
indicates that the term “land” in verse 30 is not a reference to the entire nation of
Israel, but the land of Dan. Consequently, the captivity of the land would refer to an
overwhelming defeat of the people of Dan by some foreign invader about 1000 B.C. ,
not to the captivity of 722 B.C.

Second, the description of the sudden destruction of the people of Laish by the
Danites (v. 27) indicates that this same type of destruction came upon the Danites
because they “ set up for themselves the carved image” (v. 30 ). The people had been
warned on several occasions that if they turned back from following after the Lord,
that He would bring upon them all the trouble that He had brought upon the
inhabitants whom Israel had driven out of the land ( Deut. 4:25ff , 31:1-29 ; Josh. 23—
24). Although the Scripture does not specifically record this type of event in Dan, the
context clearly indicates that this reference is to a devastating defeat and captivity of
the peoplein the land of Dan.



1 SAMUEL

1 SAMUEL 1:1 —WasElkanah, the father of Samuel, an Ephraimiteor washea
Leviteasindicated in 1 Chronicles 6:16-30 ?

PROBLEM: In the short genealogical notein 1 Samuel 1:1, Elkanah is said to be from
the mountains of Ephraim. However, in 1 Chronicles 6:16-23 , the longer
genealogical record indicates that Elkanah was a Levite. Which is correct?

SOLUTION: Both are correct. The fact that Eli took Samuel into the temple service as
an apprentice, and that Samuel later carried out the functions of the priesthood,
substantiate the genealogical report that Samuel, and his father Elkanah, were of the
tribe of Levi. The statement in 1 Samuel 1:1 simply points out that Elkanah lived in
the mountains of Ephraim. All the Leviteswere assigned to dwell in certain cities that
were scattered throughout the tribes of Israel ( Num. 35:6). It is quite probable that
Ramathaim Zophim, the city where Elkanah lived, was one of these appointed cities.
Elkanah was a Levite by tribal descent and an Ephraimite by geographical location.

1 SAMUEL 2:30-31 —Did God change His mind?
(See comments on Ex. 32:14 )
1 SAMUEL 3:13—0Did Eli correct hissonsor not?

PROBLEM: Thistext informs us that Eli’ s sons “made themselves vile, and he did not
restrain them.” However, in the previous chapter, Eli rebuked his sons for their evil
deeds ( 2:23-24).

SOLUTION: Eli may have reproved his sons too leniently or not soon enough. At any
rate, they became so hardened that his attempt here was futile. Whatever efforts he
made at discipline here were not effective.

1 SAMUEL 6:19 —How could Beth Shemesh have a population of over 50,000 men?



PROBLEM: After the people of the town of Beth Shemesh had received the ark of the
covenant, some of the citizens ignored the sacredness of the ark and looked inside it.
This passage states that the Lord “struck fifty thousand and seventy men of the
people.” However, a population of over 50,000 seems to be much too large for such a
community.

SOLUTION: Firgt, thisis most probably a scribal or transcription error. The numerical
designation in Hebrew usually follows a certain pattern in which the larger number is
written first, then the smaller number. The normal manner to write such a number
would be “fifty thousand men and seventy men.” However, in this instance, the
numbers appear backward. The text actually reads “ seventy men fifty thousand men.”
In addition, numerical designations are almost always connected by the conjunction
“and” so that the statement would read, “fifty thousand men and seventy men.” Again
this passage departs from the normal practice by omitting the “and.” These factors
have lead many to suspect that the text was inadvertently corrupted in transmission.

Second, it is also conceivable that some explanation for the size of the group has
amply eluded investigation to the present. Some future archaeological excavation
may uncover evidence to explain why there was in fact such alarge group present, or
at least involved in the judgment at Beth Shemesh. Although a population of over
50,000 may have been too great for acommunity like Beth Shemesh, such population
sizes were not unheard of in mgjor citiesin the ancient world. This large number may
yet be accounted for in some way.

1 SAMUEL 6:19—Why did God strikethe people of Beth Shemesh with such a
severejudgment for looking into the Ark?

PROBL EM: When the Philistines returned the ark of the Lord to Israel, they placed it on
an ox cart and sent it down the road without a driver. When the oxen had pulled the
cart into the borders of Beth Shemesh, the people of Beth Shemesh took the ark off of
the cart and placed it on alarge stone. However, some of the men of Beth Shemesh
looked into the ark, and the Lord “struck the people with a great slaughter” (v. 19).

But why did God strike the people with such a severe judgment simply because they
looked into the ark?

SOLUTION: The Lord struck the people with judgment because they committed a
terrible sacrilege against God. The ark of the covenant was a symbol of the very
presence of God among His people. Regulations concerning the ark and how it wasto
be treated were of the strictest nature because of the holiness of God and the
sinfulness of man ( Ex. 25:10-22 ; 26:32-34 ; 37:1-9). Such an impious act of
disregard for God’ s holiness certainly merited the sudden and terrible judgment of
God.

1 SAMUEL 7:13—Werethe Philistines expelled once and for all, or only
temporarily?



PROBLEM: Thisverse says that “the Philistines were subdued, and they did not come
anymore into the territory of Israel.” However, only afew chapterslater ( 9:16 ; cf.
10:5; 13:5, 17) they were repeatedly fighting the Philistines.

SOLUTION: There are two waysto explain this difficulty. Oneisthat it may simply be
astrong idiom, not to be taken as excluding all future incursons on their land by the
Philistines. In other words, “they came no more” for sometime. Or, it could ssimply
mean that “they came no more” at that time. A third possibility is that “they came no
more” to occupy and dwell in the territory of Israel, which would not exclude them
coming back to fight again and again.

1 SAMUEL 7:15—Did Samuel judge I sradl all hisdays, or only until Saul was
anointed king?

PROBLEM: Inthisverse, we are informed that “ Samuel judged Israel all the days of his
life.” However, Samuel lived after Saul was anointed king (1 Sam. 8:5; 12:1; 25:1).

SOLUTION: Samuel only gave up his civil authority to Saul, not his spiritual authority.
Under Isragl’ s monarch there was a separation of power. Kings were forbidden to
perform spiritual functions (cf. 2 Chron. 26:16—23 ), and the prophets no longer had
political authority. Even so, the prophets, with their direct revelations from God, were
acontinual moral check on those in political power.

1 SAMUEL 8:7-9 —How could God condemn Israel’srequest for a king when the
rulesfor selecting a king were given by God in Deuteronomy 17 ?

PROBLEM: The Scriptures testify to the fact that God had planned for Isragl to have a
king. Deuteronomy 17:14-20 specifically lays down the rules for selecting aking in
Israel. However, when the people of Israel requested that Samuel appoint aking, the
Lord told Samuel that the people “have not rejected you, but they have rejected Me,
that | should not reign over them” ( 1 Sam. 8:7 ). How could God condemn Isragl’s
request for aking when He had already given them the guidelines for selecting a
king?

SOLUTION: The context of 1 Samuel 8 indicates that the people had the wrong motive
and employed the wrong method in seeking aking for themselves. First of al, the
people had the wrong motive for seeking aking. In the first verse of chapter 8 we read
that Samuel was old when he appointed his sonsto be judgesin Israel. However,
Samuel’ s sons did not do right in the eyes of God. When the people came to Samuel
they requested that he appoint a king, not because they wanted to have God's man to
rule over them. Rather, they wanted to have a man rule over them. The people had
mistaken God’ s administration through Samuel for Samuel’ s acts. At Saul’s
inauguration, Samuel reminded the people that it was “your God, who Himself saved
you out of all your adversities and your tribulations’ ( 1 Sam. 10:19). They



completely ignored the fact that it was God who protected them and led them, not
Samuel or any human king whom Samuel would appoint. Consequently, it was not
Samuel whom they were rejecting. Rather it was God whom they were rejecting.

Second, they failed to seek the Lord concerning a king to rule over them. They did
not bother to ask for God’ s guidance. They simply requested that Samuel appoint a
king. When the elders of Israel came to Samuel, they said, “Now make for us aking
tojudge uslikeall the nations” ( 8:5). However, in Deuteronomy 17:15 God
specifically stated that the people would set a king over them “whom the Lord your
God chooses.” The request of the peoplein 1 Samuel betrays their lack of
consideration for God's part in the process. They had truly rejected God from ruling
over them. The Lord was displeased with the people because they did not seek God's
man, and they did not employ God’ s method.

1 SAMUEL 10:1—Doesthe Scripture give contradictory accounts of the anointing
of Saul?

PROBLEM: According to 1 Samuel 10:1 , Samuel anointed Saul at the outskirts of
Ramah in the territory of Zuph (cf. 9:5). However, 1 Samuel 10:17-24 asserts that
Saul was appointed king of Israel at Mizpah. Are these accounts contradictory?

SOLUTION: No. The only passage that describes the anointing of Saul isfoundin 1
Samuel 10:1 . In 1 Samuel 10:17-24 we read of the public appointment of Saul in the
presence of the whole nation. There is no statement of anointing him at thistime.
Also, in 1 Samuel 12 we find the confirmation ceremony of Saul’s appointment as
king of Israel and Samuel’s farewell address to the nation. Nowhere in this section is
there any reference to an anointing. According to the biblical record, Saul was
anointed only once, and there is no contradiction among these accounts.

1 SAMUEL 10:20-21 —Was Saul chosen by God, by the people, or by casting a lot?

PROBLEM: The Bible says Saul was chosen by the people ( 1 Sam. 8:19 ), by the Lord
(1Sam. 9:17; 10:24), and by casting alot ( 1 Sam. 10:20-21 ). Which wasit?

SOLUTION: All three are true. Since the people demanded of God aking, He granted
their request and guided their choice of Saul by means of casting alot. Proverbs 16:33
declaresthat “thelot is cast into the lap, but its every decision is from the Lord” (cf.

Acts1:26).
1 SAMUEL 13:1—What isthe correct number in thisverse?

PROBLEM: Among the severd trandations of the OT, 1 Samuel 13:1 isrendered as
“oneyear” intheNkJv , by “forty” inthe NASB , by “thirty” for the first number and



“[forty-]two” for the second number inthe . Which of these is the right number or
numbers for this verse?

SOLUTION: The problem arises from the fact that the number is missing in the
manuscripts of the Masoretic text. The verse ssimply reads, “ Saul was the son of ...
years when he became king, and he reigned two years over Israel.” The verse does
not include the word “reigned” in the first part. It literally says that “ Saul was the son
of ... years.” Consequently, the renderings of the various trandations are simply the
attempts of translatorsto fill in the missing information based on other data.

1 SAMUEL 13:5—How could the Philistines have an army of 30,000 chariots?

PROBLEM: According to this passage, the Philistines gathered together 30,000 chariots
and 6,000 horsemen. However, an army of 30,000 chariots has never been recorded in

all of ancient history, even among the most powerful empires. How could the
Philistines have amassed such alarge group of chariots?

SOLUTION: Itisprobably an error that has crept into the manuscripts during
transmission. It is very unlikely that there would be such aratio of chariotsto
horsemen. It is much more likely that the original manuscripts recorded the number of
chariots at 3,000. Thiswould give a better ratio of chariots to horsemen. Because the
Hebrew numbers are very similar, it is quite probable that some copyist simply
miscopied the 3,000 as 30,000. The accurate recording of numerical designationsis
very difficult, leading to this kind of problem.

1 SAMUEL 13:12-13 —Was Saul rejected by God for offering an unlawful sacrifice
(1Sam. 13:12-13), for disobedience ( 1 Sam. 28:18 ), or for consulting the
Witch of Endor (1 Chron. 10:13)?

All of the above. (See comments on Gen. 27:42-44 .)

1 SAMUEL 13:13—How could God have promised Saul a per petual dynasty over
| srael when that had already been prophesied of David?

PROBLEM: After Saul profaned the sacrifice, Samuel rebuked him and told him that,
had he not sinned, God would have established him on the throne of Israel forever.
However, in Genesis 49:10 we find the promise that the throne would be given to the
tribe of Judah forever. How could God promise Saul an eternal kingdom when this
was already promised to Judah?

SOLUTION: The statement of Samuel did not amount to a promise. Rather, Samuel is
telling Saul what he had forfeited by his act of impiety. God knew from the beginning
that Saul would show himself to be unworthy of sitting on the throne of Israel.
However, as afree mora agent, Saul had to actually commit the acts of impiety



which God had foreknown. The statement that God would have established Saul upon
the throne was sincere and legitimate, although hypothetical. For God aso knew that
Saul would disqualify himself, so God prophesied that ultimately the throne would
fall to the tribe of Judah, and David' s line would be established in Israel forever.

1 SAMUEL 15:2-3 —Why did God destroy the Amalekites?

PROBLEM: God is depicted in the Bible as a God of mercy and compassion, freely
forgiving those who turn to Him ( Ps. 94:18-19 ; Lam. 3:22 ; James. 5:11 ; 2 Peter
3:9). By vivid contrast, this text informs us that God commanded the seemingly
merciless slaughter of innocent Amalekites—men, women, and children. Why?

SOLUTION: The Amalekites were far from innocent. In fact, they were utterly
depraved. What is more, they desired to destroy Israel (v. 2), God' s chosen people,
the channel of His redemptive plansfor all humankind ( Gen. 12:1-3). The act of
their total destruction was necessitated by the gravity of their sin. Otherwise, some

hard core remnant might rise to resume their hateful act toward God' s people and
plan.

As to the question about the innocent children, several observations are relevant.
First, weareal borninsin ( Ps. 51:5) and deserve death ( Rom. 5:12). Everyone
will eventually be taken by God in death— it is only a matter of when ( Heb. 9:27).
Second, God is sovereign over life and reserves the right to take it when He will (
Deut. 32:39 ; Job 1:21). Third, al children who die before the age of accountability
are saved (see comments on 2 Sam. 12:23 ). Hence, the act by which God took the
children isfar from merciless (see also comments on Josh. 6:21).

1 SAMUEL 15:11 —How can God say that Heregretted setting up Saul to be king
in Israel?

PROBLEM: After Saul had failed to carry out God's command to utterly destroy the
Amalekites, God said to Samuel, “1 greatly regret that | have set up Saul asking” ( 1
Sam. 15:11 ). However, in 1 Samuel 15:29 , Samuel states that God is not a man that
He should repent. How can God say that He regretted setting up Saul as king when
other passages assert that God does not repent or change His mind?

SOLUTION: The statement which God made to Samuel does not mean that God
relented or changed His mind, but that God was expressing deep emotional sorrow
over Saul’sfailure and the trouble that it would bring upon Israel. God selected Saul
to be king in Isragl to accomplish certain tasks for which Saul was well suited. To
regret some course of action which had to be taken is an experience we have all had.
God does not actually change His mind (see comments under Ex. 32:14 ), but He
does experience deep emotional sorrow over the things which people do.



1 SAMUEL 16:1 ff—Did God encour age Samuel to lie?

PROBL EM: Abraham was judged by God for telling the half-truth that Sarah was his
sister (shewas his half sister) when she was really his wife (see comments under Gen.
12:10-20 ). However, in this passage God actually encourages Samuel to tell only
half of the truth, namely, that he had come to offer a sacrifice, when he had a'so come
to anoint David king as well. Two problems emerge from this. First, did not God
encourage deception here? Second, why did God condemn Abraham for the same
thing that He commanded Samuel to do?

SOLUTION: Thefirst thing to note in response to this problem is that the two situations
are not the same. In Abraham’ s case his so-called “half-truth” was awhole lie, for the
guestion he was asked was, “Is Sarah your wife?’ And his answer in effect wasreally
“No. Sheismy sister.” By this answer to this question Abraham intentionally
misrepresented the facts of the situation, which isalie.

Samuel’ s case was different. The question he was asked is “Why have you come
to Bethlehem?’ His answer was “| have come to sacrifice to the Lord” ( 1 Sam. 16:2
). Thiswas truthful in that it corresponded with the facts, namely, it iswhy he came
and it iswhat he did. The fact that he also had another purpose for coming is not
directly related to the question he was asked and the answer he gave, asit wasin
Abraham’s case. Of course, had Samuel been asked “Do you have any other purpose
for coming?’ then he would have had to come clean. To say “No” would have been a
deception.

Secondly, concealment and deception are not the same. Samuel certainly
concealed one of the purposes of his mission so asto save hislife (1 Sam. 16:2). Itis
not always necessary (even possible) to tell al the truth. The fact that God told
Samuel to conceal one of the purposes of his visit to avoid possible death does not
necessarily mean he was guilty of lying. Not telling part of the truth and telling a
falsehood are not necessarily the same. Secrecy and concealment are not the same as
duplicity and falsehood.

1 SAMUEL 16:9 —What isthe correct spelling of the name of David’s brother?

PROBLEM: According to 1 Samuel 16:9, the name of David's brother is “ Shammah.”
However, in 1 Chronicles 2:13 his nameis“ Shimea.” Which is the correct spelling?

SOLUTION: Itisnot uncommon for proper names to be spelled differently due to
regional patterns of pronunciation. The namein 1 Samuel 16:9 has a double “m.”
This may indicate that the region of Judah tended not to pronounce the guttural letter
“ayin” which appearsin the spelling of the name in 1 Chronicles, and that this was
compensated for by the doubling of the “m.” Perhaps this points to the 1 Chronicles
spelling as the correct spelling and the 1 Samuel spelling as a reproduction of the
pronunciation pattern of the region. (See Appendix 2.)



1 SAMUEL 16:10—Did Jesse have eight sons asindicated in thisverse, or only
seven asindicated in 1 Chronicles 2:13-15 ?

PROBLEM: Although 1 Samuel 16 only names the three oldest brothers of David, verse
10 states that Jesse made seven of his sons pass before Samuel before he brought
David out. However, 1 Chronicles 2:13-15 indicates that David was the seventh son
of Jesse. How many sons did Jesse have?

SOLUTION: The passagein 1 Chronicles records the names of seven sons of Jesse,
perhaps because one of David' s brothers died, and his name was not preserved as late
as the composing of 1 Chronicles. It is not an uncommon practice for the surviving
children to speak of their family in terms of the remaining number, so that any
member of afamily which would have been composed of eight sons, identifies
himself as one of a group of seven brothers. This would very likely be the casein
David sfamily if the brother had died before marriage, leaving no posterity, and had
made no significant contribution during the rise and reign of David. There would
have been no reason to retain his name among the genealogical records of the sons of
Jesse.

1 SAMUEL 17:50 —Why doesthisverse say David killed Goliath when 2 Samuel
21:19 says Elhanan killed Goliath?

PROBLEM: In 1 Samuel 17:50-51, David is said to have cut off the head of Goliath
after striking him with the stone from his sling. However, according to 2 Samuel
21:19, it was Elhanan the son of Jaare-Oregim that killed Goliath. Why does one
passage claim that David killed Goliath when the other claims that Elhanan did?

SOLUTION: The passage in 2 Samuel 21:19 which reads, “Elhanan the son of Jaare-
Oregim the Bethlehemite killed Goliath the Gittite, the shaft of whose spear was like
aweaver’sbeam” (theitalicized words*“ the brother of” are not in the Hebrew text),
is obviously acopyist error. Thisis substantiated by the fact that thereis a parallel
passage in 1 Chronicles 20:5 that reads, “and Elhanan the son of Jair killed Lahmi the
brother of Goliath the Gittite, the shaft of whose spear was like aweaver’s beam.”
The corruption of the passage in 2 Samuel 21:19 is traceabl e to the confusion by a
copyist of several letters and words which, when combined in a certain way, could
yield the reading found in the 2 Samuel passage.

1 SAMUEL 17:54 —How could Goliath’shead be carried to Jerusalem when it was
held then by the Jebusites.

PROBLEM: When David killed Goliath and cut his head off, the city of Jerusalem was
still in the hands of the Jebusites. David did not conquer the city until much later ( 2
Sam. 5:6-9).



SOLUTION: It does not say that Goliath’ s head was taken immediately to Jerusalem.
But David took histrophy there eventually when he made Jerusalem the place of his
throne.

1 SAMUEL 17:57-58 —Why did Saul not recognize his harp player David asthe
one who killed Goliath?

PROBLEM: In 1 Samuel 16, Saul hired David to play the harp for him, and yet, in
chapter 17, after David killed Goliath the giant, Saul did not seem to recognize who
he was.

SOLUTION: There are two possibilities here. First, it would not be unusual that a busy
preoccupied king had not taken enough notice of this humble hired musician so asto
recognize him as the same person who killed Goliath. However, once David
performed the notable feat of killing the giant, the king could not help but take note of
him and ask who he was.

On the other hand, it is possible that Saul knew who David was, but, after David
had performed this feat, was only inquiring who David’ s father was. Thisfits the
exact nature of Saul’s question which was, “Whose son are you, young man?’ ( 17:58
). Had he not recognized David he should have asked “What is your name?’ Saul was
known for placing the most valiant men in his bodyguard ( 14:52 ). Saul may have
wondered if David had any more brave brothers. Or he may have simply wished for
more complete identification of this brave young man so that he could properly
reward his extraordinary accomplishment. In either case there is no contradiction
here.

1 SAMUEL 18:1-4 —Were David and Jonathan homosexuals?

PROBLEM: This Scripture records the intense love David and Jonathan had for each
other. Some see this as an indication that they were homosexual. They infer this from
the fact that Jonathan “loved” David ( 18:3); that Jonathan stripped in David's
presence ( 18:4); that they “kissed” each other with great emotion ( 1 Sam. 20:41).
They point also to David' s lack of successful relations with women as an indication
of his homosexual tendencies. Isthisavalid conclusion to draw from these texts?

SOLUTION: Thereisno indication in Scripture that David and Jonathan were
homosexual. On the contrary, there is strong evidence that they were not. First of al,
David' s attraction to Bathsheba ( 2 Sam. 11) reveals that his sexual orientation was
heterosexual, not homosexual. In fact, judging by the number of wives he had, David
seemed to have too much heterosexuality.

Second, David's“love” for Jonathan was not sexual (erotic ) but afriendship (
philic) love. It iscommon in eastern cultures for heterosexua men to expresslove
and affection toward one another.



Third, Jonathan did not strip himself of al his clothesin David’s presence. He
only stripped himself of hisarmor and royal robe ( 1 Sam. 18:4 ) asasymbol of his
deep respect for David and commitment to him.

Fourth, the “kiss’ was a common cultural greeting for men in that day.
Furthermore, it did not occur until two and ahalf chapters after Jonathan gave David
his clothes (1 Sam. 20:41).

Finally, the emotion they expressed was weeping, not orgasm. The text says,
“they kissed each other and wept together — but David wept the most” (1 Sam.
20:41 ,NIV).

1 SAMUEL 18:10 —How could a good God send an evil spirit to Saul?

PROBLEM: According to this passage, the evil (“distressing,” NKJv ) spirit came upon
Saul so that he prophesied in his house, and then tried to kill David with a spear.
However, the verse clearly states that the evil spirit was from God. How could a good
God send an evil spirit to bring distress to Saul ?

SOLUTION: Because God is absolutely sovereign, the actions of any evil spirit would
be subject to the authority of God. Therefore, it was according to God’' s permission
that the spirit was allowed to come upon Saul to bring him distress. Saul had already
rejected God, and God had rejected him from being king. God had a special reason
for alowing this spirit to incite Saul to action against David. Saul’ s attempt to kill
David only made Saul realize that God was with David. By sending David away and
making him captain over athousand, Saul inadvertently increased David’ s popul arity
with the people and hastened his own demise. The sending of the evil spirit upon Saul
issimilar to God' s allowing Satan to afflict Job. God allows evil, but always usesit to
accomplish His own good purposes (see comments on 1 Kings 22:22).

1 SAMUEL 19:23-24 —How could it be said that the Spirit of God was upon Saul
when God had already reected him?

PROBLEM: When Saul came to Naioth in Ramah to try to capture David, he sent
soldiers up to bring David back in chains. When his soldiers came back empty-
handed, Saul decided to go up himself. However, when he came near to Naioth, the
Spirit of the Lord was upon him and he danced and prophesied before Samuel. How
could it be said that the Spirit of God was upon Saul when God had already rejected
him?

SOLUTION: The Spirit of the Lord was not upon Saul at this time in the same way that
the Spirit of the Lord was upon him before his rgjection. Originally, the Spirit came
upon Saul to minister through him. On this occasion the Spirit came upon him to
resist his evil intentions. In this incident, Saul’ sintent was to capture and ultimately
kill David, but Saul was unwilling to chance a face-to-face encounter with the prophet



Samuel. Twice Saul sent messengers to capture David and bring him back in chains,
but each time the Spirit of the Lord overcame them so that they were unable to
accomplish their task. Finally, Saul went up himself. However, when he came near to
Naioth, the Spirit of the Lord overcame him so that he could not control himself. He
danced and prophesied until he fell exhausted on the ground. The Spirit of the Lord
overcame Saul and thwarted his efforts to capture David.

1 SAMUEL 19:24 —Why did Saul strip off his clothes as he danced and prophesied
before Samuel?

PROBLEM: Samuel was conducting a service in which the group of prophets were
prophesying. When Saul’ s men came to capture David, they were overcome by the
Spirit of the Lord and they also prophesied. However, when Saul came, he
prophesied, danced, and stripped off his clothes. Why does Saul do this when
apparently none of the others did?

SOLUTION: Some commentators say that this was apparently an act of judgment upon
Saul in that Saul was humiliated in the presence of Samuel and the prophets. Saul was
aman who was characterized by drastic mood changes (cf. 1 Sam. 16:14-23 ; 18:10—
11; 19:9). Saul was so carried away by his enthusiasm that he stripped off his clothes
and danced until he fell to the ground totally exhausted and remained there over
night.

Others claim that the Spirit of God overcame Saul to a greater degree than in the
case of the others in an attempt to soften the hard heart of Saul. If Saul continued in
his obstinate way after this powerful experience of divine grace, then Saul would be
swiftly hardened and ultimately destroyed.

1 SAMUEL 21:9—Was Goliath’sarmor kept in David’stent or in Nob?

PROBLEM: In thistext the sword of Goliath was located in Nob (cf. v. 1). However, in
1 Samuel 17:54 it says David “put his[Goliath’s] armor in his tent.”

SOLUTION: At first it was placed in histent, but later it was taken to Nob. The two
verses speak of different times.

1 SAMUEL 28:7 ff—How could God allow the Witch of Endor to raise Samuel from
the dead when God condemned witchcr aft?

PROBLEM: The Bible severely condemns witchcraft and communication with the dead
(Ex.22:18; Lev. 20:6, 27 ; Deut. 18:9-12 ; Isa. 8:19). Inthe OT those who
practiced it were to receive capital punishment. King Saul knew this and even put all
witches out of theland ( 1 Sam. 28:3 ). Nevertheless, in disobedience to God, he went
to the witch of Endor for her to contact the dead prophet Samuel ( 1 Sam. 28:8ff ).



The problem hereis that she appears to be successful in contacting Samuel, which
lends validity to the powers of witchcraft which the Bible so severely condemns.

SOLUTION: Severa possible solutions have been offered to this episode at Endor.
Three will be summarized here.

First, some believe that the witch worked a miracle by demonic powers and
actually brought Samuel back from the dead. In support of this they cite passages
which indicate that demons have the power to perform miracles ( Matt. 7:22 ; 2 Cor.
11:14; 2 Thes. 2:9-10 ; Rev. 16:14 ). The objections to this view include the fact that
death isfinal ( Heb. 9:27), the dead cannot return ( 2 Sam. 12:23 ) because thereis a
great gulf fixed by God ( Luke 16:24-27 ), and demons cannot usurp God’ s authority
over lifeand death ( Job 1:10-12).

Second, others have suggested that the witch did not really bring up Samuel from
the dead, but simply faked doing so. They support this by reference to demons who
deceive people who try to contact the dead ( Lev. 19:31 ; Deut. 18:11 ; 1 Chron.
10:13) and by the contention that demons sometimes utter what is true (cf. Acts
16:17). The objections to this view include the fact that the passage seems to say
Samuel did return from the dead, that he provided a prophecy from Samuel that
actually cameto pass, and that it is unlikely that demons would have uttered truth of
God, since the devil isthe father of lies ( John 8:44).

A third view is that the witch did not bring up Samuel from the dead, but God
Himself intervened in the witch’ s tent to rebuke Saul for his sin. In support of this
view isthe following: (a) Samuel seemed to actually return from the dead (v. 14 ), but
(b) neither humans nor demons have the power to bring people back from the dead (
Luke 16:24-27 ; Heb. 9:27). (c) The witch herself seemed to be surprised by the
appearance of Samuel from the dead (v. 12). (d) Thereis adirect condemnation of
witchcraft in this passage (v. 9 ), and thusit is highly unlikely that it would give
credence to witchcraft by claiming that witches can actually bring people back from
the dead. () God sometimes speaks in unsuspecting places through unusual means
(cf. Baalam's donkey, Num. 22 ). (f) The miracle was not performed through the
witch, but in spite of her. (g) Samuel seemsto really appear from the dead, rebukes
Saul, and utters atrue prophecy (v. 19). (h) God explicitly and repeatedly condemned
contacting the dead (see above) and would not contradict this by giving credence to
witchcraft. The major objections to this view are that the text does not explicitly say
that God performed the miracle, and that a witch’s tent is a strange place to perform
thismiracle.

1 SAMUEL 31 —Thereport of Saul’sdeath in this passage contradictsthat given in
the next chapter (2 Sam. 1)

PROBLEM: First Samuel 31 saysthat King Saul committed suicide by falling on his
sword, but 2 Samuel 1 records that he was killed by an Amalekite as he was about to
lean on his sword.



SOLUTION: Some claim that both stories are true, taking the Amalekite' s story as
supplementary. They claim that Saul attempted suicide, but was not dead when the
Amalekite arrived and finished the job. They point to the fact that the Amalekite had
Saul’ s sword and bracelet as evidence that his account was true, as well as the fact
that David punished him by death for killing the king. The objections to thisview are
that it contradicts the statements of 1 Samuel 31, that “ Saul took a sword and fell on
it” and that his armorbearer “saw that Saul was dead” (vv. 4-5), aswell asthe
inspired record that says “so Saul ... died” (v.6).

Others see the 1 Samuel story as the correct version and the one in 2 Samuel 1 as
atrue record of the fabrication of the Amalekite who came upon Saul after he died
and thought he could gain favor with David by taking credit for the feat. They point
to the fact that the story contradicts the record in 1 Samuel 31, that the Amalekite did
not seem to know that Saul died by a sword, not a spear, and that 1 Chronicles 10
repeats the story asrecorded in 1 Samuel, but not the fabrication of the Amalekite.
The main objectionsto this view are that 2 Samuel does not say his story isalie, and
that David killed him for his act. In response, he may have been killed on the basis of
his self-confession ( 2 Sam. 1:16 ). And the fact that his story was in contradiction to
that in 1 Samuel may have been taken as sufficient evidence that his story was a
fabrication.

1 SAMUEL 31:4—Was Saul’ssuicidejustifiable?

PROBLEM: King Saul was mortally wounded, and he asked his armorbearer to assist
him in committing suicide. Was this justified?

SOLUTION: Suicide is murder, and the Bible says, “Y ou shall not murder” ( Ex. 20:13
). It makes no difference that the life taken is one’s own. All life belongs to God, and
He alone has theright to take it ( Deut. 32:39 ; Job 1:21).

Even the most desperate believersin the Bible who desired death never
considered suicide amorally viable aternative. Rather, recognizing the sovereign
hand of God over human life, they prayed like Jonah: “Lord, please take my life from
me, for it is better for me to diethan to live” ( Jonah 4:3). Though they wanted God
to take it, they never considered it right to take it themselves.

Furthermore, with the exception of Samson (see comments on Jud. 16:26-27 ),
there are at least five cases of suicide recorded in Scripture, and none of them is
approved by God—Abimelech (Jud. 9:50-56 ); Saul ( 1 Sam. 31:1-6); Zimri ( 1
Kings 16:18-19 ); Ahithophel ( 2 Sam. 17:23); and Judas who betrayed Christ (
Matt. 27:3-10 ). Each met atragic death, and none met with divine approval. Suicide
is an attack on the image of God in man ( Gen. 1:27 ) and an attempt to usurp God's
sovereignty over human life.



2 SAMUEL

2 SAMUEL 2:10—How could Ishbosheth havereigned only two yearswhen 2

Samuel 5:5 says David reigned for seven and one half years?

PROBLEM: After the death of Saul, his son Ishbosheth reigned over Israel. According

to 2 Samuel 2:10, Ishbosheth regned for two years. While Ishbosheth reigned in
Israel, Judah followed after David ( 2 Sam. 2:10 ). After Ishbosheth was killed, the
people of Israel came to David to crown him king of al Israel. However, according to
2 Samuel 5:5, David reigned in Hebron for seven and one-half years. How could
David have reigned over Judah for seven and one-half years when Ishbosheth reigned
over Israel for only two years?

SOL UTION: Although Ishbosheth was eventually crowned king of Israel, this did not

take place until five years after the death of Saul. The Philistines had been a major
obstacle in uniting the ten tribes of Israel and establishing Isragl under the reign of

| shbosheth. Once the armies of Isragl under Abner’ s direction had sufficiently driven
back the Philistines, Abner set up Ishbosheth as king over Israel. During the entire
period of Abner’s conflicts with the Philistines, and during the two years of
Ishbosheth’ s reign, David reigned as king of Judah.

2 SAMUEL 8:4 —Did David capture 1,700 horsemen or 7,000 as 1 Chronicles 18:4

says?

PROBLEM: After David had defeated Hadadezer, he took prisoners from Hadadezer’ s

army. According to 2 Samuel 8:4 , David captured “one thousand, seven hundred
horsemen” (the word “chariots’ added by some translations is not in the Hebrew

text). However, the passage in 1 Chronicles 18:4 states that David captured 7,000
horsemen. Which number is correct?

SOLUTION: Thisis undoubtedly a copyist error. Probably an early copyist

inadvertently omitted the word “chariot” that we find supplied in some translations.
Thisin turn created a problem for alater copyist who would have recognized that it
was not proper Hebrew structure to write “one thousand seven thousand horsemen,”



so he would have reduced the second “thousand” to “hundred” resulting in the
reading we now havein 2 Samuel 8:4 . Itis probably the 1 Chronicles passage that
retains the correct number.

2 SAMUEL 8:18 —How could David’s sons be priests when they were not L evites?

PROBLEM: According to this verse, “David’ s sons were chief ministers.” Y et Numbers
3:10 forbids anyone except the sons of Aaron from being priests (cf. Num. 16:40).

SOLUTION: Some scholars believe that the priesthood was extended to include David’'s
sons, granting them a kind of honorary priesthood. However, since there is no
indication of thisin the text, it does not seem likely.

Probably a broader understanding of the word for priest is employed here. The
Hebrew word for “priest” (kohen ) is also used for servant, minister, or counselor.
David s sons did not offer sacrifices (only Aaron’s sons did), but they were domestic
priests or spiritual advisors.

2 SAMUEL 12:15-23 —How could a loving God take the life of David’s child
because of the sin of David?

PROBLEM: Asaresult of David s sin with Bathsheba, the life of the child that
Bathsheba bore to David was taken. However, 2 Samuel 12:15 states that it was the
Lord who struck the child with illness so that it died. How could aloving God
commit such an act?

SOLUTION: Thetaking of the life of the child was not a judgment upon the child, but
upon David. The Word of God assures us that death is not the end. This passage in
particular indicates that David’ s child was taken to heaven upon its death (see
comments on 2 Sam. 12:23 ). Consequently, the child was probably spared alife of
sorrow and trouble as the illegitimate offspring of theillicit relationship of David and
Bathsheba. David'sfaith in the all-loving God is clearly illustrated in verses 22—-23 .
While the child was alive, David fasted and wept in hopes that God would graciously
allow the child to live. However, when the child died, David trusted in the goodness
of God to take the child to be with Him in heaven, and that one day David would be
reunited with the child.

2 SAMUEL 12:21-23 —Should we pray for the dead?

PROBLEM: Based on aversein 2 Maccabees 12:46 (Douay), Roman Catholics believe
it isaholy and wholesome thought to pray for the dead that they may be loosed from
their sins. However, David refused to pray for his dead son. Does the Bible teach that
we should pray for the dead?



SOLUTION: Thereis nothing in inspired Scripture that supports the Roman Catholic
doctrine of praying for the dead that they may be released from their sins. This
conclusion is based on strong evidence from many passages. First, the only verse
supporting prayers for the dead comes from the 2nd century B.c. apocryphal book of
2 Maccabees (see comments on 1 Cor. 3:13-15 ) which the Roman Catholic Church
added to the Bible in A.D. 1546 in response to the Reformation that condemned such
practices.

Second, the doctrine of prayers for the dead is connected with the unbiblical
doctrine of purgatory. The prayers are for the purpose of releasing them from

purgatory. But thereis no basis for the belief in purgatory (see comments on 1 Cor.
3:13-15).

Third, nowherein all of inspired Scripture is there a single example of any saint
who prayed for the dead to be saved. Surely as passionately as many saints wished for
their loved ones to be saved (cf. Rom. 9:1-3), there would be at |east one example of
adivinely approved prayer on behalf of the dead.

Fourth, the Bible makes it unmistakably clear that death is final and thereis no
hope beyond the grave. Hebrews declared, “it is appointed for men to die once, but
after this the judgment” ( Heb. 9:27'). Jesus spoke of those who rejected Him as dying
“intheir sins’ ( John 8:21, 24 ), which impliesthat thereis no hope for sins beyond
the grave.

Fifth, Jesus set the example in John 11 by weeping for the dead and praying for
the living. Upon coming to Hisfriend Lazarus' grave, “Jesus wept” (v. 35). Then He
prayed for “the people who are standing by ... that they may believe” (v. 42).

Sixth, the dead pray for the living (cf. Rev. 6:10 ), but there are no instances in the
inspired Word of God where the living pray for the dead. The martyred saintsin glory
were praying for vengeance on the wicked ( Rev. 6:9 ). And since thereisrgoicing in
heaven over one soul saved on earth ( Luke 15:10 ), there is no doubt that thereis
prayer in heaven for the lost. But the Bible does not hold out even the slightest hope
for anyone who diesin their sins (see commentson 2 Thes. 1:9).

2 SAMUEL 12:23 —Do those who diein infancy go to heaven?

PROBLEM: The Scriptures teach that we are born in sin ( Ps. 51:5) because we “all
sinned [in Adam]” ( Rom. 5:12). Yet David implies here that his baby, who died, will
bein heaven, saying, “I shall goto him” (v. 23).

SOLUTION: There are three views regarding children who die before the age of
accountability, that is, before they are old enough to be morally responsible for their
own actions.



Only Elect Infants Go to Heaven. Some strong Calvinists believe that only those
babies that are predestined go to heaven ( Eph. 1:4 ; Rom. 8:29 ). Those who are not
elect go to hell. They see no greater problem with infant predestination than with
adult predestination, insisting that everyone is deserving of hell and that it isonly by
God's mercy that any are saved ( Titus 3:5-6).

Only Infants Who Would Have Believed Go to Heaven. Others claim that God
knows the end from the beginning ( Isa. 46:10 ) and the potential as well as the actual.
Thus, God knows those infants and little children who would have believed in Christ
had they lived long enough. Otherwise, they contend, there would be peoplein
heaven who would not have believed in Christ, which is contrary to Scripture ( John
3:36). All infants whom God knows would not have believed, had they lived long
enough, will go to hell.

All Infants Go to Heaven. Still othersbelieve that all who die before the age of
accountability will go to heaven. They base this on the following Scriptures. First,
Isaiah 7:16 speaks of an age before a child is morally accountable, namely, “before
the child shall know to refuse the evil and choose the good.” Second, David believed
in life after death and the resurrection ( Ps. 16:10-11 ), so when he spoke of going to
be with his son who died after birth ( 2 Sam. 12:23 ), he implied that those who diein

infancy go to heaven. Third, Psalm 139 speaks of an unborn baby as a creation of
God whose name is written down in God's “book” in heaven (vv. 14-16 ). Fourth,
Jesus said, “Let the little children come to Me, and do not forbid them; for of suchis
the kingdom of God” ( Mark 10:14 ), thus indicating that even little children will be
in heaven. Fifth, some see support in Jesus’ affirmation that even “little ones’ (i.e.,
children) have a guardian angel “in heaven” who watches over them ( Matt. 18:10).
Sixth, the fact that Christ’s death for al made little children savable, even before they
believed ( Rom. 5:18-19). Finally, Jesus' indication that those who did not know
were not morally responsible ( John 9:41) is used to support the belief that thereis
heaven for those who cannot yet believe, even though there is no heaven for those
who are old enough and refuse to believe ( John 3:36).

2 SAMUEL 12:31 —How can we justify David’s cruelty to his enemies?

PROBLEM: This passage implies that David tortured his enemies, since he “put them
under saws, and under axes or iron, and made them pass through the brick-kiln” ( Kav
). But torture is wrong, and Jesus said “love your enemies’ ( Luke 6:35).

SOLUTION: Several things should be observed in response to this criticism. First, the
KJV tranglation is open to this misinterpretation here. More recent trans ations clear up
the difficulty. TheNkJav correctly rendersit, David “put them to work with saws and
iron picks and iron axes, and made them cross over to the brick works.” Likewise, the
NIV says, David “brought out the people who were there, consigning them to labor
with saws and with iron picks and axes, and he made them work at brick-making.”



Second, the writer is merely relating these events here—he is not necessarily
placing his stamp of approval onthem. As noted earlier (see Introduction), not
everything recorded in the Bible is condoned by the Bible.

Third, the punishment of forced labor given to these vicious enemies of God's
peopleis not extreme. Considering the cruelties they unleashed on the children of
Israel (cf. 1 Sam. 11:2 ; Amos 1:13), by comparison, their treatment was humane.

2 SAMUEL 14:27 —Why doesthis passage say Absalom had three sons when 2
Samuel 18:18 says he had none?

PROBLEM: The passage in 2 Samuel 14:27 states that Absalom had three sons and one
daughter. However, in 2 Samuel 18:18 Absalom set up a pillar for himself because, as
he says, “I have no son to keep my name in remembrance.” Which is correct?

SOLUTION: Both passages are correct. It is significant that 14:27 names Absalom’s
daughter (Tamar), but does not give the names of Absalom'’ s three sons. Probably,
these sons died in infancy, and their names were not recorded because they left no
posterity. Consequently, Absalom set up amonument in avain attempt to
memorialize his name precisely because he had no male children who could carry on
his family name.

2 SAMUEL 18:6 —Wastheland of Ephraim west or east of Jordan?

PROBLEM: According to Joshua ( 17:15-18 ), the Ephraimites settled on the west side
of Jordan. But in 2 Samuel 18:6 it speaks of the “woods of Ephraim” as being on the
east side of Jordan.

SOLUTION: Some believe this battle ( 2 Sam. 18 ) took place on the west side of Jordan
in the territory of Ephraim. However, thisis unlikely for several reasons. Both armies
were on the east side before the battle, and there is no mention of their crossing
Jordan. The army returned back to the west side after the battle ( 19:3). David had to
cross the Jordan to get back homein Jerusalem (v. 15) on the west side.

Other scholars believe that the “woods’ of Ephraim were not within their
territory, but on the east side of Jordan. They think the forest may have received its
name from the earlier slaughter of Ephraimitesin that area (cf. Jud. 12:1-6 ), even
though it did not belong to the tribe of Ephraim. It is not unheard of for a section of
one province to bear the name of another. After all, Michigan City isjust across the
border in the state of Indianal

2 SAMUEL 18:17 —Was Absalom buried in the forest of Ephraim or in the Kidron
Valley?



PROBLEM: After Absalom waskilled by Joab’s men, they took his body and threw it
into apit and covered him with alarge stone. However, according to 2 Samuel 18:18,
Absalom had erected his own tomb in the Kidron Valley. Where was Absalom
buried?

SOLUTION: Absalom was buried in the pit as 2 Samuel 18:17 describes. The memorial
Absalom built, which has come to be known as the Tomb of Absalom, was not
necessarily erected to function as a burial place. Rather, it was amemorial of
remembrance to Absalom’ s name, and there is no claim in Scripture that he was
buried there.

2 SAMUEL 21:19 —Thisversesays*“Elhanan ... killed Goliath” but 1 Samuel 17
declaresthat David did.

PROBLEM: First Samuel 17 records the dramatic story of how David the son of Jesse
killed the giant Goliath. However, 2 Samuel 21:19 says clearly: “Elhanan ... killed
Goliath the Gittite.” But both texts cannot be right.

SOLUTION: The 2 Samuel text is probably a scribal error in copying the manuscript
and should read “Elhanan ... slew Lahmi the brother of Goliath the Gittite.” This
conclusion is supported by a parallel report of the story in 1 Chronicles 20:5 which
has the missing highlighted phrase “Lahmi the brother of,” thus showing it was the
brother of Goliath that Elhanan killed and not Goliath, whom David slew just as 1
Samuel 17 reports.

2 SAMUEL 23:11 —Wasthisafield of barley or lentils?

PROBLEM: Herein 2 Samuel it iscaled afield of “lentils,” but in 1 Chronicles 11:13 it
iscaled “barley.”

SOLUTION: There are two basic possibilities here. One, these could be different
occasions when God gave I srael deliverance from the Philistines in the midst of a
field. Morelikely, however, it may be a copyist mistake, since the Hebrew words for
lentils and barley are similar enough to be mistaken, especidly if there were some
smudge or imperfection on the manuscript copy. Either possibility would take care of
the difficulty.

2 SAMUEL 24:1—How can this passage claim that God moved David to number
Israel when 1 Chronicles21:1 claimsthat it was Satan?

PROBLEM: This passage reports the sin of David in numbering the people of Isragl and
Judah. Verse one affirms that God moved David to number the people. However,
according to 1 Chronicles 21:1 , it was Satan who moved David to number the
people. Who was responsible for prompting David to act?



SOLUTION: Both statements are true. Although it was Satan who immediately incited
David, ultimately it was God who permitted Satan to carry out this provocation.
Although it was Satan’ s design to destroy David and the people of God, it was God's
purpose to humble David and the people and teach them a valuable spiritual lesson.
This situation is quite similar to the first two chapters of Job in which both God and
Satan are involved in the suffering of Job. Similarly, both God and Satan are involved
in the crucifixion. Satan’ s purpose was to destroy the Son of God ( John 13:2; 1 Cor
2:8). God' s purpose was to redeem humankind by the death of His Son ( Acts 2:14—
39).

2 SAMUEL 24:9—Why do the numbers of men recorded in 2 Samuel 24:9and in 1
Chronicles 21:5-6 disagree?

PROBL EM: When David was moved to number the people of Israel and Judah, he sent
Joab to carry out the task. According to the report in 2 Samuel 24:9 , the number of
the men of valor in Igael was 800,000, and the number of the men of valor in Judah
was 500,000. However, according to 1 Chronicles 21:5-6 , the number of the men
who drew the sword in Israel was 1,100,000, and the number of the men who drew
the sword in Judah was 470,000. Which of these calculations is correct?

SOLUTION: Thisdiscrepancy involves the difference in who wasincluded in each
report. In the report in 2 Samuel, the number of men of valor who drew the sword
was 800,000, but did not include the standing army of 288,000 described in 1
Chronicles 27:1-15, or the 12,000 specifically attached to Jerusalem described in 2
Chronicles 1:14 . Including these figures gives the grand total of 1,100,000 men of
valor who composed the entire army of the men of Israel. The figure of 470,000in 1
Chronicles 21 did not include the 30,000 men of the standing army of Judah
mentioned in 2 Samuel 6:1 . Thisis evident from the fact that the Chronicler points
out that Joab did not complete the counting of the men of Judah ( 1 Chron. 21.6).
Both calculations are correct according to the groups which were included and
excluded from each report.

2 SAMUEL 24:13—Why arethe numbersof the years of the famine different from
thosein 1 Chronicles 21 ?

PROBLEM: God spoke to Gad and instructed him to offer David three aternative
punishments for his sin. According to 2 Samuel 24:13 , the famine was to be seven
years. However, according to 1 Chronicles 21:12 , the famine was to be three years.
Which one of theseis correct?

SOLUTION: There are two possible ways to reconcile these accounts. Some
commentators propose that the prophet Gad actually confronted David on two
occasions. This proposal is based on the difference in language used to present the
aternativesto David. In the 2 Samuel passage, Gad presents the alternatives as a
question, “ Shall seven years of famine come to you in your land” (v. 13). Inthe 1



Chronicles passage the alternatives are presented more along the lines of a command,
“Choose for yourself, either three years of famine, or three months to be defeated”
(vv. 11-12). Those who offer this solution assume that perhaps the 2 Samuel passage
records the first encounter of Gad and David in which the alternatives are presented
for David' s consideration, and that after some fasting and prayer, Gad returned for
David s decision by which time God had reduced the duration of the famine from
seven to three yearsin response to David' s supplication.

Another group of commentators suggests that the record in 2 Samuel is a copyist
error. They point out that there are more reliable manuscripts which preserve the
number “three” for the duration of the famine and that theNiv has employed this
manuscript reading in its trandlation.

2 SAMUEL 24:14 —Isit fearful tofall into the hands of God?

PROBLEM: David hereimpliesthat it is not fearful to fall into the hands of the living
God. In fact, he chooses it over all other options. At the same time, the writer of
Hebrews declaresthat “It isafearful thing to fall into the hands of the living God” (
Heb. 10:31).

SOLUTION: The two passages are speaking of two different conditions. In David's
case, it was amatter of choosing his own punishment for his self-acknowledged sin.
The Hebrews passage speaks of those who, far from being repentant, had sinned
“willfully” after having “received the knowledge of the truth” (v. 26). In brief,
whether it isfearful or not will depend on the condition of the person who fallsinto
God’'s hands.

IT ISFEARFUL FOR: ITISNOT FEARFUL FOR:
The sinner The righteous
The unrepentant The repentant
The unfaithful The faithful

2 SAMUEL 24:24 —Why doesthis passage say that David paid Araunah 50 shekels
of silver when elsewhereit says he paid 600 shekels of gold?

PROBLEM: When David offered to buy the oxen and the threshing floor for a sacrifice
and altar to the Lord, 2 Samuel states that he paid for them with 50 pieces of silver.
However, according to 1 Chronicles 21:25 , David gave Araunah 600 shekels of gold.
Which is the correct record?

SOLUTION: Both accounts are correct. The passage in 2 Samuel 24 records David's
purchase of the oxen and the threshing floor. The passage in 1 Chronicles 21 states
that David paid 600 shekels of gold “for the place” (v. 25). The Hebrew phrase that
istrandated “the place” includes more than just the oxen and the threshing floor.



Araunah must have possessed a large portion of land on Mount Moriah which would
prove valuable to David in the future.



1 KINGS

1 KINGS 4:26 —How can this ver se say Solomon had 40,000 stallswhen 2
Chronicles 9:25 says he had only 4,000 stalls?

PROBLEM: In recording the prosperity of Solomon, this passage states that he had
40,000 stalls of horsesfor his chariots. However, 1 Chronicles 9:25 affirms that
Solomon had only 4,000 stalls for horses. Which oneisright?

SOLUTION: Thisisundoubtedly a copyist error. The ratio of 4,000 horses to 1,400
chariots, as found in the 2 Chronicles passage, is much more reasonable than aratio
of 40,000 to 1,400 found in the 1 Kingstext. In the Hebrew language, the visual
difference between the two numbersis very slight. The consonants for the number 40
arerbym ,i while the consonants for the number 4 are rbh (the vowels were not
writtenin the text). The manuscripts from which the scribe worked may have been
smudged or damaged and have given the appearance of being forty thousand rather
than four thousand.

1 KINGS6:1—How can thisbe an accurate calculation if Ramsesthe Great wasthe
Phar aoh of the Exodus?

PROBLEM: The predominant view of modern scholarship is that the Pharaoh of the
Exodus was Ramses 1. If thisisright, it would mean that the Exodus took place
about 1270 to 1260 B.c. However, since the fourth year of Solomon’s reign was 967
B.C. , adding 480 yearsto that date would put the Exodus at about 1447 B.C. whichis
in the reign of Amenhotep I1. How can this calculation be correct if Ramses the Great
was the Pharaoh of the Exodus?

1. The“y” in the word rbym is normally represented by the long “i” vowel. However,
since the consonant yod was written to represent long vowels before the vowel points
were added, it isinserted here as atrandliteration of the letter which would have
appeared in the unpointed text.



SOLUTION: If the present chronology of the kings of Egypt is accepted, the Pharaoh of
the Exodus was not Ramses the Great, but Amenhotep I1. If Egyptian chronology is
revised, then Ramses lived 200 years earlier and could be the Pharaoh of the Exodus.
Although modern schdarship has proposed a late date for the Exodus, ca. 1270-1260
B.C. , thereis no longer any reason to accept this date, and alternative explanations
provide a better account of all the historical data and place the Exodus at about 1447
B.C. (See comments under Ex. 5:2 .)

1 KINGS 7:23—Doesn’t the calculation in this ver se represent an inaccur ate value
of pi?

PROBLEM: According to 1 Kings 7:23 , Hiram constructed a“ Sea of cast bronze ten
cubits from one brim to the other; it was completely round. Its height was five cubits,
and aline of thirty cubits measured its circumference.” From this report we learn that
the ratio of the circumference to the diameter is three to one. However, thisisan
inaccurate value of pi which isactually 3.14159.

SOLUTION: Thisisnot an error. The biblical record of the various measurements of the
different parts of the temple are not necessarily designed to provide precise scientific
or mathematical calculations. Rather, the Scripture simply provides a reasonable
approximation. The rounding of numbers or the reporting of approximate values or
measurements was a common practice in ancient times when exact scientific
calculations were not used.

1 KINGS 9:22 —How can this verse claim that Solomon did not make for ced
laborers of thelsraeliteswhen 1 Kings 5:13 says he did?

PROBLEM: According to 1 Kings 9:22 , Solomon did not make forced laborers of the
children of Israel in his building campaigns. However, 1 Kings 5:13 says Solomon
raised up alabor force out of al Israel. Which one of these reportsis correct?

SOLUTION: Both reports are correct. The reconciliation of these statementsisfoundin
the fact that there are different Hebrew words used of two different types of laborers
in the building projects of Solomon. According to 1 Kings 5:13 ( 5:27 in the Hebrew
text), Solomon raised up a*“labor force” ( masor hammas) from all Isragl. In this
context, labor force was a group conscripted from the population to participate in the
building project. It was apparently composed of both Israelites and non-Israglites.
However, in 1 Kings 9:21 the author delineates those people from whom Solomon
drafted “slave labor.” The word used here ismas-obed which indicates forced slave
labor. Then, in 9:22 the author points out that Solomon did not employ any |sraelites
as“daves’ (abed ). Thereis no contradiction here, because, although Solomon did
draft young men of Isragl to labor in the construction of the temple, a practice which
brought him great trouble later in hisreign, he did not forceany Israelite to become a
slave laborer.



1 KINGS 11:1—How could God allow Solomon to have so many wives when he
condemns polygamy?

PROBLEM: First Kings 11:3 says Solomon had 700 wives and 300 concubines. And yet
the Scriptures repeatedly warn against having multiple wives ( Deut. 17:17 ) and
violating the principle of monogamy—one man for one wife (cf. 1 Cor. 7:2).

SOLUTION: Monogamy is God's standard for the human race. Thisis clear from the
following facts: (1) From the very beginning God set the pattern by creating a
monogamous marriage relationship with one man and one woman, Adam and Eve (
Gen. 1:27 ; 2:21-25). (2) Following from this God-established example of one
woman for one man, this was the general practice of the human race ( Gen. 4:1) until
interrupted by sin ( Gen. 4:23). (3) The Law of Moses clearly commands, “Y ou shall
not multiply wives’ ( Deut. 17:17). (4) The warning against polygamy is repeated in
the very passage where it numbers Solomon’s many wives ( 1 Kings 11:2 ), warning
“Youshall not intermarry with them, nor they with you.” (5) Our Lord reaffirmed
God's original intention by citing this passage ( Matt. 19:4 ) and noting that God
created one “male and [one] female” and joined them in marriage. (6) The NT
stresses that “ Each man [should] have his own wife, and et each woman have her
own husband” (1 Cor. 7:2). (7) Likewise, Paul insisted that a church leader should
be “the husband of onewife” (1 Tim. 3:2, 12). (8) Indeed, monogamous marriage is
aprefiguration of the relation between Christ and His bride, the church ( Eph. 5:31—
32).

Polygamy was never established by God for any people under any circumstances.
In fact, the Bible reveals that God severely punished those who practiced it, asis
evidenced by the following: (1) Polygamy is first mentioned in the context of a sinful
society in rebellion against God where the murderer “Lamech took for himself two
wives’ ( Gen. 4:19, 23). (2) God repeatedly warned polygamists of the
consequences of their actions “lest his heart turn away” from God ( Deut. 17:17 ; cf. 1
Kings 11:2). (3) God never commanded polygamy—Iike divorce, He only permitted
it because of the hardness of their hearts ( Deut. 24:1 ; Matt. 19:8). (4) Every
polygamist in the Bible, including David and Solomon ( 1 Chron. 14:3), paid dearly
for hissins. (5) God hates polygamy, as He hates divorce, since it destroys His ideal
for the family (cf. Mal. 2:16).

In brief, monogamy is taught in the Biblein several ways:. (1) by precedent, since
God gave the first man only one wife; (2) by proportion, since the amount of males
and females God brings into the world are about equal; (3) by precept, since both OT
and NT command it (see verses above); (4) by punishment, since God punished those
who violated His standard ( 1 Kings 11:2 ); and, (5) by prefiguration, since marriage
isatypology of Christ and His bride, the church ( Eph. 5:31-32 ). Simply because the
Bible records Solomon’s sin of polygamy does not mean that God approved of it.

1 KINGS 11:4—In light of David’ssin with Bathsheba, how could this passage say
hisheart wasloyal tothe Lord?



PROBL EM: When Solomon was old, his wives turned his heart away from the Lord ( 1
Kings 11:4). This verse contrasts Solomon and David by asserting that Solomon’s
heart was not loyal to the Lord his God as David' s heart was. However, in light of
David’' s sin of adultery with Bathsheba, and his killing of her husband Uriah, how can
thistext say that David’s heart was loyal ?

SOLUTION: It must always be remembered that a person’s acceptance with God is not
based on his or her own works, but upon God’ s grace. David was not a man after
God' s own heart because of any acts of righteousness which he had done. Rather,
David' s heart was loyal to the Lord his God because of hisfaith in God. The verse
literally says, “and his[Solomon’ s heart was not fully devoted to the Lord his God as
the heart of David his father.” The contrast between Solomon and David is found in
the fact that, while Solomon was enticed by his wives to worship other gods, David
worshiped only the God of Israel. Although David had committed some very grievous
sins, he never worshiped or served other gods. His heart was completely loyal to the
Lord, and his faith was reckoned unto him as righteousness.

1 KINGS 12:25—Was Jeroboam’sresidencein Shechem or at Tirzah?

PROBLEM: In 1 Kings 12:25 Jeroboam’s home is said to be in Shechem, but later it is
listed as Tirzah ( 1 Kings 14:12-17).

SOLUTION: He may have moved later to a different location. Or, one place could have
been a vacation or retreat home. It was not uncommon for kings to have more than
one place of residence.

1 KINGS 15:5—Isthistheonly sin David committed?

PROBLEM: According to this verse, David was without sin except on one occasion—
the sin involving Bathsheba! It claims David *had not turned aside from anything that
He [God] commanded him all the days of hislife, except in the matter of Uriah the
Hittite.” But, thisis both contrary to general statements about fallen human beings
(cf. Gen. 6:5; Jer. 17:9 ; Rom. 3:10-23 ) and specific condemnations of David on
other occasions. David himself said, after God convicted him for numbering Israel ( 1
Chron. 21:1), “I have sinned greatly” (v. 8).

SOLUTION: The statement in question is by no means a pronouncement of David’'s
virtual sinlessness for several reasons. First of al, it isageneral and true
characterization of David's life. Just as Job was not sinless, but was called “blameless
and upright” ( Job 1:1), even so David’ s life was without major fault. Second, this
commendation of David is not absolute, but relative to al the sins Abijam had
committed (cf. 1 Kings 15:1, 3). David did, with one mgjor exception, “that which
wasright in the eyes of the Lord” (v. 5). Third, even when he sinned, he did what
was right, namely repented immediately when confronted by God (cf. 2 Sam. 12:1ff



and 1 Chron. 21:8). Fourth, the exception clause (“except in the matter of Uriah the
Hittite”) is not found in many manuscripts of the OT, including the Vatican Ms.
Without it, the point that this was only a general commendation of David has even
stronger force. Fifth, the phrase “had not turned aside” indicates that God is speaking
of the generally steadfast direction of David'slife, not every specific sininit. This
would account for why David's other sins are not mentioned, since they did not turn
him from the generally forward direction of hislifein serving the Lord to this point.

1 KINGS 15:14—Did Asa destroy the high places or leave them standing?

PROBLEM: Second Chronicles 14:3 asserts that “he [Asa] removed the altars of the
foreign gods and the high places.” But here, 1 Kings says that, during the reign of
king Asa, “the high places were not removed.”

SOLUTION: There are several possible explanations. Oneis that these passages may
refer to different timesin Asa' sreign. In his early period, he may have been more
active in putting idolatry down. Or, it may have been that Asawas unsuccessful in
carrying through his reforms, so that the high places were not completely removed.
Some have suggested that he may have only torn down the high places to other gods
(as 2 Chronicles notes) but allowed the ones to the Lord to remain (which 1 Kings
speaks about). Any one of these would take care of the difficulty.

1 KINGS 18:27 —Why was Elijah blessed for ridiculing the prophets of Baal when
the Bible urges usto use kind wordsto our enemies?

PROBLEM: The Bible says here that “Elijah mocked them” and suggested that their god
was “meditating, or heis busy, or heison ajourney, or perhaps he is sleeping and
must be awakened.” However, the Scriptures teach in other placesto “love your
enemies’ ( Matt. 5:44), “bless and do not curse” ( Rom. 12:14 ), and “let your speech
aways be with grace” ( Coal. 4:6). Elijah’s conduct hardly seems exemplar of these
truths.

SOLUTION: First, it should be pointed out that the text does not specifically commend
every word Elijah uttered. It ssimply says that God answered his prayer to vindicate
him by sending fire to consume the sacrifice and the prophets of Baal (v. 38).

Further, it can be argued that Elijah did not violate any of these scriptural
exhortations. Nowhere does the Bible say Elijah hated the prophets of Baal or cursed
them. Asfor Elijah’s alleged ridicule, it was no doubt cutting, but not outside the
limits of aforceful but legitimate use of irony. The same passage that exhorts us to
always speak with “grace” also notesthat it can be “ seasoned with salt.” Thiswas
perhaps an example of a more salty remark. In any event, there is no indication that
Elijah did it with malice. Ultimately, his act was benevolent in that it saved the lives
of those who were witnesses of this marvelous intervention of God.



1 KINGS 18:32-35 —Wheredid Elijah get all thewater if there had been a drought
for threeyears?

PROBLEM: Even the brook had dried up because the drought was so severe ( 1 Kings
17:7; cf. 18:2). Yet before Elijah prayed for fire from heaven he doused the sacrifice
with water three times until it filled the trenches around the altar.

SOLUTION: Therewas a severe drought, but there was still water to drink, both for man
and beast, from the springs around the land ( 1 Kings 18:5 ), and from the brook
Kishon (v. 40). The drought was not so bad that the people were literally dying from
thirst. The amount of water Elijah used was not astronomical, being only twelve
“waterpots’ full ( 18:33-34 ). Although waterpots varied in size from those small
enough to be carried by one person, some were big enough to hold 20 gallons.
However, the author of Kings notes that the trench was big enough to hold about two
seahs of seed, equivalent to about one-fourth of abushel. The fact that Elijah
commanded his servants to fill the waterpots indicates that they were small enough
for one person to carry. The total anount of water probably amounted to about 13
quarts.

1 KINGS 18:40—Wasn't killing too severe a punishment for the prophets of Baal?

PROBLEM: Isn't thisaclassic example of religious intolerance, a notorious example of
overkill? Further, wasn't it contrary to Jewish law to kill the prophets of Baal because
of their beliefs?

SOLUTION: According to the Law of Moses, even Jewish prophets were to be killed for
giving false prophecies ( Deut. 18:20 ). Furthermore, idolatry was punishable by
death ( Ex. 22:20), as was blasphemy ( Lev. 24:15-16 ) and adultery ( Lev. 20:10),
al of which the prophets of Baal were guilty. Given that these false prophets were
also engaged in treason against the Jewish theocracy, the punishment is not surprising
and certainly justifiable by a God who is not only sovereign over al life ( Deut. 32:39
; Job 1:21), but also absolutely fair in executing justice ( Gen. 18:25).

1 KINGS 21:19—How could the prophecy of thisverse claim to befulfilled in the
eventsrecorded in 1 Kings 22:37-38 ?

PROBLEM: God told Elijah to prophesy to Ahab that his blood would be licked by the
dogs in the same place where dogs had licked the blood of Naboth. According to 1
Kings 22:37-38 , when the chariot of King Ahab was washed in apool in Samaria,
the dogs licked the blood according to the word of the Lord. However, if Naboth was
executed outside the city of Jezreel, and since Ahab’ s chariot was washed in apool in
Samariawhich was over 20 miles away, how can the one be the fulfillment of the
other?



SOLUTION: Nowhere in the Bible do we find a specific statement about where the dogs
licked the blood of Naboth. First Kings 21:13 states that Naboth was taken outside the
city of Jezreel and stoned to death. However, there is no statement about the dogs
licking the blood of Naboth. Although it may seem likely that the licking of Naboth’s
blood took place in the same place where he was stoned, thisis only an assumption. It
is possible that those who killed Naboth transported his body to Samaria, perhaps for
verification by Jezebel, in which case the washing of Naboth'’s chariot, and the
licking of Ahab’s blood would have taken place in the same spot.

1 KINGS 22:22 —How could God use“lying spirits’ to do Hiswill since Heforbids
lying?

PROBLEM: The Scriptures teach that God istruth ( Deut. 32:4 ) and that it is
impossible for Himto lie ( Heb. 6:18 ). Furthermore, God commands us not to lie (
Ex. 20:16 ), and He will severely punish those who do ( Rev. 21:8). And yet, in spite
of all this, God is portrayed in this passage as enlisting lying spirits to entice wicked
king Ahab to seal his own doom. The text says, “Now therefore, look! The Lord has
put alying spirit in the mouth of all these prophets of yours’ (v. 23).

SOLUTION: Severa factors should be considered in understanding this situation. First,
thisisavision. Assuch, it isadramatic picture of God' s sovereign authority spelled
out in regal imagery. Second, this dramatic vision represents God in all His sweeping
authority so that even evil spirits are represented as being subjected to His ultimate
control. Third, the God of the Bible, in contrast to gods of pagan religions, isin
sovereign control of everything, including the forces of evil which He uses to
accomplish His good purposes (cf. Job 1-3). Fourth, the Bible sometimes speaks of
God “hardening” peopl€’ s hearts (see comments on Rom. 9:17 ) or even sending them
strong delusions ( 2 Thes. 2:11 ). However, on closer examination of the text, we
discover that God did this only on those who freely harden their own hearts ( Ex. 8:15
) and who “did not believe the truth” (2 Thes. 2:12). In short, God is not
commending lying here. Heis simply utilizing it to accomplish His purposes. God is
not promoting lying, but permitting it to bring judgment on evil. That is, God, for His
own purposes of justice, allowed Ahab to be deceived by evil spirits whom He knew
in His omniscience would be used to accomplish His sovereign and good will.

1 KINGS 22:49—How can this ver se say that Jehoshaphat refused Ahaziah’s
request when 2 Chronicles saysthey worked together ?

PROBLEM: According to 1 Kings 22:48 , Jehoshaphat built several merchant ships.
When Ahaziah requested that Jehoshaphat take some of his servants, Jehoshaphat
refused. However, according to 2 Chronicles 20:35 , Jehoshaphat allied himself with
Ahaziah to build these merchant ships. How can one passage state that Jehoshaphat
refused to let Ahaziah’'s servants sail on the ships when the other verse claims that
they worked together on building these ships?



SOLUTION: Although Jehoshaphat did join together with Ahaziah to build the
merchant ships, Jehoshaphat changed his mind once Eliezer prophesied that God was
displeased with Jehoshaphat’ s alliance with Ahaziah. The passage in 1 Kings records
the fact that Jehoshaphat refused an alliance with Ahaziah, while the passagein 2
Chronicles points out that although the alliance was the original arrangement, God
used His prophet to change Jehoshaphat’s mind.



2 KINGS

2KINGS 1:17—When did Jehoram son of Ahab begin hisreign asking of Israel?

PROBLEM: According to 2 Kings 1:17 , Jehoram son of Ahab became king of Isragl in
the second year of the reign of Jehoram son of Jehoshaphat, king of Judah. However,
accarding to 2 Kings 3:1 , Jehoram son of Ahab became king of Isragl in the
eighteenth year of the reign of Jehoshaphat, king of Judah. When did Jehoram son of
Ahab become king in Isragl?

SOLUTION: Both statements are correct. Before Jehoshaphat joined Ahab in the
military campaign against Ramoth-Gilead, Jehoshaphat appointed his son Jehoram as
co-regent in Judah. When Jehoram son of Ahab becameking in Isragl, it was both the
second year of the reign of Jehoram son of Jehoshaphat, and the eighteenth year of
thereign of hisfather Jehoshaphat.

2 KINGS 2:23-24 —How could a man of God cur sethese 42 young men so that they
wer e mauled by she-bears?

PROBLEM: As Elishawas going up to Bethel, he was confronted by some young
people who mocked him saying, “Go up, you baldhead!” When Elisha heard this, he
turned and pronounced a curse on them, and two she-bears came out of the wood and
mauled 42 of the young men. How could a man of God curse these young men for
such aminor offense?

SOLUTION: First of al, thiswas no minor offense, for these young men held God's
prophet in contempt. Since the prophet was God’ s mouthpiece to His people, God
Himself was being most wickedly insulted in the person of His prophet.

Second, these were not small, innocent children. They were wicked young men,
comparable to amodern street gang. Hence, the life of the prophet was endangered by
their number, the nature of their sin, and their obvious disrespect for authority.



Third, Elisha s action was designed to strike fear in the hearts of any other such
gang members. If these young gang members were not afraid to mock a venerable
man of God such as Elisha, then they would have been athreat to the lives of all
God' s people.

Fourth, some commentators note that their statements were designed to challenge
Elisha’'s claim to be a prophet. They were essentially saying, “If you are a man of
God, why don’'t you go on up to heaven like Elijah did?” The term *baldhead” might
be areference to the fact that |epers shaved their heads. Such a comment would
indicate that these young men looked upon Elisha as a detestabl e outcast.

Fifth, it was not Elijah who took their lives, but God who aone could have
providentialy directed the bears to attack them. It is evident that by mocking this man
of God, these young men were revealing their true attitudes toward God Himself.
Such contempt for the Lord was punishable by death. The Scriptures do not say that
Elisha prayed for this kind of punishment. It was clearly an act of God in judgment
upon this impious gang.

2 KINGS 3:18-19 —Didn’t Israel violate the law of warfare by destroying fruit
trees?

PROBLEM: Moses had commanded the armies of Israel about their enemy’s land
saying, “You shall not destroy itstrees’” ( Deut. 20:19 ). However, herein 2 Kings
they wereinstructed to “cut down every good tree.”

SOLUTION: Some scholars believe that the Deuteronomy law applies only to using fruit
trees for siege-works, since it says “do not cut them down to usein the siege”’ ( Deut.
20:19). Thisfits with the fact that Deuteronomy explicitly states that the reason for
not destroying fruit trees was that “the tree of the field is man’sfood” ( Deut. 20:19).

It is also possible that the command not to destroy them applies only to the land of
the Canaanites which they would immediately occupy, whereas 2 Kings refersto
destroying Moab which they were not going to occupy.

2KINGS6:19—Didn’t Elishalieto the Syrian troops who wer e coming to capture
him?

PROBL EM: When Elishawent out to meet his enemies, he told them “thisis not the
way, nor isthisthe city. Follow me, and | will bring you to the man whom you seek”
(2Kings6:19). How could a man of God lie to these Syrian troops?

SOLUTION: What Elishatold them was not actually alie. The Syrian troops were sent
to Dothan to capture Elisha. The Lord blinded them, and Elisha came out of the city
to meet them. What Elishatold them was “thisis not the way, nor isthis the city.”
Once Elisha came out of the city he was no longer in Dothan. Consequently, entering



Dothan was no longer the way to capture Elisha, neither wasit the city. Elishaalso
instructed them, “follow me and I will bring you to the man whom you seek.” This
was also true. Elisha went before them into Samaria, and when they arrived, the Lord

opened their eyes and they saw Elisha, and that they werein Samaria. (Asto whether
lying is ever justified, see comments on Ex. 1:15-21 )

2 KINGS 8:25—Did Ahaziah become king in thetwelfth year of Jehoram or in the
eleventh year of Jehoram?

PROBLEM: According to 2 Kings 8:25 , Ahaziah son of Jehoram became king of Judah
in the twelfth year of the reign of Jehoram son of Ahab, king of Israel. However, 2
Kings 9:29 states that Ahaziah became king of Judah in the eleventh year of the reign
of Jehoram over Israel. Which isright?

SOLUTION: Both are correct. The difference stems from the manner in which the reign
of aking was calculated in Israel and in Judah. At the time of the reign of Ahaziahin
Judah, the system used to calculate the years of the reign of a king was the accesson-
year system. According to this system, thefirst official year of the reign of aking did
not begin until the beginning of the new year after that king had taken the throne. The
calculation system employed in Israel, however, was the nonaccessionyear systemin
which the year that a king came to the throne was counted as hisfirst official year.
Consequently, what was the eleventh year according to the accession-year system was
the twelfth year according to the nonaccession-year system.

2KINGS 8:26 —Was Ahaziah 22 yearsold when he began toreign in Judah, or was
he 42 yearsold?

PROBLEM: According to the statement in 2 Kings 8:26 , Ahaziah was 22 years old
when he began to reign in Judah. However, in 2 Chronicles 22:2 (kJv ) we find the
claim that Ahaziah was age 42 when he took the throne in Judah. Which is correct?

SOLUTION: Thisisclearly acopyist error, and there is sufficient evidenceto
demonstrate that Ahaziah was 22 years old when he began to reign in Judah. In 2
Kings 8:17 , we find that Joram, father of Ahaziah and son of Ahab, was 32 yearsold
when he became king. Joram died at age 40, eight years after becoming king.
Consequently, his son Ahaziah could not have been 42 when he took the throne after
his father’ s death, otherwise he would have been older than his father.

2 KINGS 9:7—How could God condemn Jehu for bloodshed when God had
commanded him to exter minate the house of Ahab?

PROBLEM: In 2 Kings 9:6-10 , we find the commissioning of Jehu by the Lord to
strike down the house of Ahab. According to 2 Kings 10:30 , God commended Jehu
for having destroyed the house of Ahab. However, Hoshea prophesied that God



would “avenge the bloodshed of Jezreel on the house of Jehu” ( Hosea 1:4 ). How
could God condemn Jehu for shedding blood when it was God who had commanded
him to do so?

SOLUTION: God praised Jehu for obeying Him in destroying the house of Ahab, but
condemned Jehu for his sinful motive in shedding their blood. Although 2 Kings
10:30 states that God told Jehu that he had done right in killing the relatives of Ahab,
the previous verse observes that Jehu “did not turn away from the sins of Jeroboam
... from the golden calves ... ” and verse 31 states that Jehu “took no heed to walk in
the law of the Lord God of Israel with all his heart.” Obviously, since Jehu worshiped
other gods and did not walk in God's Law, he did not destroy Ahalb’s family out of
any devotion to the Lord.

2KINGS 10:13-14 —Were Ahaziah’s brothers slain or werethey hisbrother’s
sons?

(See comments on 2 Chron. 22:8 .)

2KINGS 14:3, 7—Why is Amaziah commended for abhorring Edomites when
God said not to do so?

PROBLEM: The record saysthat Amaziah did “what was right in the sight of the Lord”
(v. 3) and that “he killed ten thousand Edomitesin the Valley of Salt” (v. 7). Thisis
in spite of the fact that the law commanded, “Y ou shall not abhor an Edomite, for he
isyour brother” ( Deut. 23:7).

SOLUTION: It should be observed in response to this objection, first of all, that
although Amaziah's life was commended in general, the passage does not explicitly
approve of this particular action. In fact, even his general commendation is not
without stated reservation by God (cf. v. 3).

Second, the text does not state that he killed Edomites because he “ abhorred”
them. It may have been an act of just retaliation. His other act of vengeance wasin
accord with the Law of Moses, inasmuch as he did not kill the children for their
father’ssins (cf. v. 6).

2 KINGS 14:29 —Arethe dead asleep or conscious?

PROBLEM: Asin this passage, the Bible often speaks of death as the time when one
“deepswith hisfathers’ (e.g., 1 Kings2:10; 11:21 , 43 ; 14:20 , KV ). Jesus said,
“Lazarus sleeps’ ( John 11:11 ) when he was “dead” ( John 11:14 ). Paul speaks of
believerswho have “fallen asleep” inthe Lord ( 1 Thes. 4:13; cf. 1 Cor. 15:51). Yet,
in other places, the Bible speaks of persons being conscious in the presence of God
after they die (cf. 2 Cor. 5:8 ; Phil. 1:23 ; Rev. 6:9).



SOLUTION: Thefirst set of verses refers to the body, and the second set to the soul.
“Sleep” is an appropriate figure of speech for the death of the body since death is only
temporary, awaiting the resurrection when the body will be awakened from its sleep.
Further, both sleep and death have the same posture, lying down.

The Bibleisvery clear about the fact that the believer’s soul (spirit) survives
death ( Luke 12:4), is consciously present with the Lord ( 2 Cor. 5:8) in a better
place ( Phil. 1:23 ) where other souls are talking ( Matt. 17:3) and even praying (
Rev. 6:9-10). Likewise, the unbeliever’s soul isin aplace of conscious torment (
Matt. 25:41 ; Luke 16:22-26 ; Rev. 19:20-20:15).

2 KINGS 15:27 —How can this verse say Pekah ruled over Samariafor 20 years
when hetook Samaria 8 yearsbeforethe end of hisreign?

PROBLEM: According to 2 Kings 15:27 , Pekah ruled over Israel in Samariafor 20
years. However, Hoshea the son of Elah killed Pekah only 8 years after Pekah had
taken Samaria from Menahem. How could Pekah have reigned over Israel for 20
years when he only reigned from Samariafor 8 years?

SOLUTION: Although Pekah did not have control over the city of Samaria, he was
considered to be the only lawful king of Israel, and therefore hisreign over Israel, and
its capital city Samaria, was calculated from the time he claimed the throne after the
death of Zechariah in 752 B.C. Pekah actually took up official residence in Samariain
740 B.C. , approximately two years after Menahem died. However, only eight years
later, in 739 B.C. , Hoshealed a conspiracy against Pekah and killed him.

2KINGS 17:4—How can thisverse mention a king of Egypt named “ So” when
thereareno recordsof such aking?

PROBL EM: When Shalmaneser king of Assyria came to do battle with Hoshea king of
Israel, Shalmaneser discovered a conspiracy which Hoshea had begun when he “sent
messengersto So, king of Egypt” ( 2 Kings 17:4 ). However, besides this statement in
the Bible, there are no records of aking of Egypt hamed So. Isthis an error?

SOLUTION: The name translated “ So” can aso be translated “ Sais’ which was the
name of the capital city of Tefnakht the king of Egypt at the time Hoshearuled in
Israel. Thus the passage should read, “He [Hoshea] sent to Sais, to the king of Egypt.”
Theword “So” in the NKJV is not the name of the king of Egypt, but of the capital city
of the kingdom of Egypt. Thereis no error here.

2KINGS 17:41—How could the nations fear the true God and serve false gods?



PROBLEM: Thistext says plainly that “these nations feared the Lord” (cf. v. 32). Yet
this same passage claims that they “served their own gods” (v. 33). Isn't thisaflat
contradiction?

SOLUTION: Not all verbal contradictions are actual contradictions (see comments on
Ps. 53:5). Thisisagood example of using the same word (“fear”) in different senses
(see @so comments on 1 John 4:18 ). The contrasting senses in which they feared
God isreveaed in verse 41 : “ So these nations feared the Lord, yet served their
carved images.” In other words, they feared God in general, but not on this particular
matter. They did not cease being monotheists, but they were idolatrous ones.

2 KINGS 18:13—How can thisverse say that Sennacherib invaded Judah in the
fourteenth year of Hezekiah?

PROBLEM: 2 Kings 18:13 claims that “in the fourteenth year of King Hezekiah,
Sennacherib king of Assyria came up against all the fortified cities of Judah and took
them.” Since archaeological evidence has established Sennacherib’sinvasion at 701
B.C. , thiswould mean that Hezekiah became co-regent with his father Ahaz in 719
B.C., and soleruler of Judah in 715 B.Cc. However, according to 2 Kings 18:1 ,
Hezekiah became co-regent in 729 B.C. , and he became sole ruler of Judah when his
father died in 725B.C. Thisis adiscrepancy of ten years. Which account is correct?

SOLUTION: The claim that Sennacherib invaded Judah in the fourteenth year of
Hezekiah is clearly a copyist error. Sennacherib actually invaded Judah in the twenty-
fourth year of the reign of Hezekiah of Judah. The error is easy to explain since the
difference between the two numbersis a single Hebrew letter. The Hebrew
consonants for “fourteen” arerb srh, while the Hebrew consonants for “twenty-four”
arerb srm (the ancient manuscripts did not write the vowels, see Appendix 2). The
final letters are the only difference in the written text. In fact, the words are the same,
only the word “twenty” is ssmply the plural form of the word “ten.” We might express
the way the Hebrew is written as “four ten,” or “four twenty.” It issimply acase
where a copyist miscopied the form from “four twenty” to “four ten.”

2 KINGS 20:11 —How could the shadow retreat by ten degreeson the stairway of
Ahaz?

PROBLEM: In response to Hezekiah's prayer, God instructed Isaiah to prophesy to
Hezekiah that God would add 15 yearsto Hezekiah's life. When he heard this,
Hezekiah asked for asign to confirm God’ s promise. The sign was that the shadow
would retreat ten degrees. But, this would involve making the shadow go backward
instead of forward as the sun set. How could the shadow retreat?

SOLUTION: Obviously, thiswas amiracle. Hezekiah realized that it would not be a
miraculous confirmation of God’s promise if the sign involved some phenomenon



that could be easily explained ( 2 Kings 20:10). It was the miracul ous nature of the
event that qualified it asasign from God. Any attempt at an explanation of how this
was accomplished would be pure speculation. Although God can employ the forces of
nature to accomplish His purposes, He can also accomplish Hiswill in away that
defies natural explanation. God can perform miracles, and this was amiracle.

2 KINGS 20:12-15 —How can these ver ses speak of the visitors from Berodach-
Baladan as coming after theinvasion of Sennacherib?

PROBLEM: According to the sequence of events asthey are presented in 2 Kings
20:12-15 , the delegation sent from Berodach-Baladan (spelled Merodach-Baladan in
Isa. 39:1) cameto visit Hezekiah after the invasion of Sennacherib in 701B.cC.
However, according to historical evidence, Berodach-Baladan had fled to Elan after
having been expelled from Babylon by Sennacherib in 702 B.c. How can the
chronology of these verses be reconciled?

SOLUTION: The fact that the description of the invasion of Sennacherib in both 2 Kings
and Isaiah comes before the description of thevisit of the delegation from Berodach-
Baladan does not mean that thisis the actual order. In 2 Kings 20:1 we find the
introductory phrase “In those days.” However, this does not necessarily indicate that
the following events took place in the same time period as the previous section. This
phrase is sometimes used to introduce a new section and is similar in function to the
phrase “And it cameto pass.” We find thistype of usein Judges 17:6, 18:1, 19:1,
and Esther 1:2 . It may also be pointed out that the Hebrew word hemthat is
trandated here as “those” can also be rendered “these.” It is the context that
determinesits function. The beginning phrase could be trandated, “ In these days.”

The visit recorded in 2 Kings 20:12-15 actually took place before the invasion of
Sennacherib recorded in 2 Kings 18-19 . Thisis attested by the fact that Hezekiah
died sometime between 698 and 696 B.C. Since God extended hislife by 15 years,
this would put the time of Hezekiah'sillness at about 713 B.C. This time frame would
coincide well with avisit by a delegation from Berodach-Baladan who was expelled
by Sennacheribin 702 B.cC.

2KINGS 23:30—Did Josiah die at Megiddo or at Jerusalem?

PROBLEM: This verse says Josiah died in the city of Megiddo, but elsewhere it affirms
he died in Jerusalem ( 2 Chron. 35:24 ).

SOLUTION: The Chronicles passage merely states that he died; the Kings text tells us
specifically where he died. It says clearly, “Pharaoh Necho killed him at Megiddo
when he confronted him. Then his servants moved his body in a chariot from
Megiddo, brought him to Jerusalem, and buried him in his own tomb” ( 2 Kings
23:29-30).



2KINGS 24:6 —Did Jehoiakim diein Jerusalem, as this passage suggests, or did he
diein Babylon, as 2 Chronicles 36:6 implies?

PROBLEM: The statement in 2 Kings 24:6 indicates that Jehoiakim died a peaceful
death at home. However, 2 Chronicles 36:6 describes Jehoiakim’s capture and
deportation to Babylon by Nebuchadnezzar, which indicates that Jehoiakim died a
terrible death in aforeign land. Which is correct?

SOLUTION: Thefact isthat neither passage actually identifies where Jehoiakim died.
The deportation described in 2 Kings 24:10-16 is not the same event as that described
in 2 Chronicles 36:5-8 . Thereisadifference in the severity of the action of
Nebuchadnezzar. Whereas 2 Chronicles 36:7 indicates that Nebuchadnezzar took
only Jehoiakim and some of the articles of the temple, 2 Kings 24:13 points out that
Nebuchadnezzar took all of the treasures of the house of the Lord, that he carried all
of Jerusalem into captivity (v. 14 ), and that only the poorest were left in the land (v.
14). The two accounts clearly report two different events. Consequently, it is quite
possible that after the first captivity—when Jehoiakim was taken to Babylon,
according to the report in 2 Chronicles 36 —Jehoiakim was allowed to return to
Jerusalem at alater time and died there. However, it is also possible that Jehoiakim
died in captivity. The Scriptures are simply silent on this point.

2 KINGS 24:8 —How old was Jehoiachin when he becameking?

PROBLEM: Therecord in 2 Kings 24.8 states that Jehoiachin was 18 years old when he
became king. However, in 2 Chronicles 36:9 we find the claim that Jehoiachin was
age 8 when he became king. Which is correct?

SOLUTION: Thisis probably a copyist error. Most likely, Jehoiachin was 18 when he
became king. The observation that he “did evil in the sight of the Lord, according to
all that hisfather had done” ( 2 Kings 24:9 ), is a description of an older man rather
than ayoung boy. Additionally, the fact that the Chal deans condemned him to prison
in 597 B.C. , indicates that they considered him to be aresponsible adult.



1 CHRONICLES

1 CHRONICLES 1:32—Why does 1 Chronicles 1:32 call Keturah Abraham’s
concubine, while Genesis 25:1 calls her hiswife?

(See comments under Gen. 25:1.)
1 CHRONICLES 2:18—Was Caleb’sfather Hezron, Hur, or Jephunneh?

PROBLEM: According to this verse, Caleb’ s father was Hezron. But verse 50 says it
was Hur, and Joshua 14:6 lists it as Jephunneh.

SOLUTION: Severa solutions are possible. Some scholars believe there may have been
two or three Calebs. Others note that the word “son” may mean grandson of even
great-grandson. Hence, these men could refer to Caleb’ s father, grandfather, and
great-grandfather. Also, some think that 1 Chronicles 2:50 may not affirm that Caleb
isthe son of Hur. By placing a period after Caleb (seeNASB ), the phrase “these are
the descendants of Caleb” refersto the preceding verse. If so, Hur would not be the
father of Caleb.

1 CHRONICLES 3:19—What isthe correct genealogical relationship of Pedaiah,
Shealtiel, and Zerubbabel?

PROBLEM: According to the statement in 1 Chronicles 3:19 , Zerubbabel was the son
of Pedaiah. However, according to Ezra 3:2 , Zerubbabel was the son of Shealtiel.
What is the correct genealogical relationship?

SOLUTION: In 1 Chronicles 3:16-19 we find the following geneal ogy.

This record shows that Zerubbabel was the son of Pedaiah and the nephew of Shealtiel,
Pedaiah’ s older brother. Although the Bible does not record the death of Pedaiah, itis
reasonabl e to assume that he died shortly after Shimei was born, and Shealtiel, the oldest
of the sonsof Jeconiah, adopted Zerubbabel as his own son.



1 CHRONICLES5:22—How could the God of peace conduct war ?

PROBLEM: In 1 Chronicles 5:18-22 , the war of the sons of Reuben, the Gadites and
the half tribe of Manasseh, against the Hagritesis described. Verse 20 states that the
children of Israel cried out to the Lord in the midst of the battle, and God helped them
in their fight against the Hagrites. In fact, verse 22 states, “for many fell dead,
because the war was God’s.” However, if God isgood ( Ps. 100:5) and if God isthe
God of peace ( Rom. 15:33 ), how can He make war?

SOLUTION: Waging war and being a God of goodness and peace are not necessarily
incompatible. First, it iswrong to suppose that waging war is inconsistent with
goodness. A surgeon takes drastic action against a cancer to bring about the ultimate
good of the patient. Y et, spiritual evil is much more serious than physical evil. When
God waged war in the OT, it was against the forces of spiritua evil. God took drastic
action to rid the land of the evil influence of the inhabitants.

Second, it iswrong to suppose that waging war is inconsistent with peace. There
would be no peacein the world if God did not oppose evil. Indeed, the peace of God
isnow available to al who believe, because God waged war against the forces of
evil—awarfare that culminated at the Cross where the blood of God’s only Son was
shed. Ultimately, the enemy will be cast into the lake of fire as a defeated foe.
Sometimes war is necessary to bring about lasting peace.

Because God is good, He never wages war in an unrighteous manner. Because
God isthe God of peace, He only wages war against the enemies of peace. God isthe
God of war because He has defeated the forces of evil who would bring upon all
people spiritual destruction forever.

1 CHRONICLES 6:16-23 —Was Elkanah, the father of Samuel, a L evite, or was he
an Ephraimiteas 1 Samuel 1:1 indicates?

(See comments under 1 Sam. 1:1.)
1 CHRONICLES 8:33—Was Ner thefather of Kish or the son of Abidl?

PROBLEM: 1 Samuel 14:51 refersto “Ner the father of Abner” who was Saul’s cousin.
For Saul’ s father, Kish, and Abner’ s father, Ner, were brothers, having the same
father, Abiel (1 Sam. 14:51, N1V ). But in 1 Chronicles 8:33 “Ner begot Kish, Kish
begot Saul,” which would make Ner Saul’s grandfather. But if Ner was the father of
Abner (as 1 Sam. 14:51 says), who was Saul’ s cousin, then Ner would have been
Saul’ s uncle. Which was he?



SOLUTION: There were probably two men named Ner, one Saul’ s uncle and the other
his great grandfather. The same names were not uncommon in family trees. The
genealogy would look like this:

Thus, Saul had both an uncle and a great grandfather by the same name, Ner.
1 CHRONICLES 9:1—What happened to the missing “Book of Kings’?

PROBLEM: The Books of Chronicles often refer to other missing books on which the
inspired record in Chroniclesis based in part (cf. 1 Chron. 9:1; 27:24 ; 29:29 ; 2
Chronicles 9:29 ; 13:22; 16:11 ; 25:26 ; 27:7 ; 28:26 ; 32:32 ; 33:19 ; 35:27 ; 36:8).
Some of these bookswere written by prophets ( 1 Chron. 29:29 ). How could books
that were written by prophets of God, or were the basis of prophetic books, perish?
Why did not God preserve His Word?

SOLUTION: Prophets as a class were usually an educated group able to read and write.
Samuel even led a“group of prophets’ ( 1 Sam. 19:20, NIv ). It was only natural that
asmoral educatorsin Isragl they would keep arecord of eventsin addition to
whatever prophecies God may have given them. Thus, the records of Iddo the Seer
may have been normal (uninspired) records which he kept ( 1 Chron. 29:29). It is
noteworthy that they are not referred to as “visions’ or “prophecies.”

Further, it is not unusual for inspired books of the Bible to cite uninspired ones.
The Apostle Paul even cited pagan poets ( Acts 17:28 ; 1 Cor. 15:33; Titus 1:12).
This does not mean that they were inspired, but simply that they uttered a truth on
that occasion which a prophet or apostle incorporated into his inspired book.

1 CHRONICLES 10:6—Did all of Saul’sfamily diewith him or not?

PROBLEM: Here we read, “ Saul and his three sons died, and all his house died
together.” But, in 2 Samuel 2:8 , Saul’ s son Ishbosheth was not killed and was even
later made king.

SOLUTION: Ishbosheth was not encompassed by this statement, since he was not part

of Saul’ s house who had attended him or followed him to war. So he was not part of
the group referred to as “all Saul’s men.” First Samuel 31:6 states that “ Saul, histhree
sons, his armorbearer, and al his men died together [in battle] that same day.”
Further, not all the grandchildren were killed, since Saul’ s son Jonathan had a
handicapped son named Mephibosheth who also survived (2 Sam. 4:4). Itis
understandable that someone in his condition was not part of Saul’s army and,
therefore, did not die with Saul’ s other men in battle.

1 CHRONICLES 10:14—Did Saul inquire of the Lord or not?



PROBLEM: First Samuel 28:6 says “when Saul inquired of the Lord, the Lord did not
answer him.” However, this verse says just the opposite, namely, “he [Saul] did not
inquire of the Lord; therefore He killed him.” But how can both be true?

SOLUTION: It should be noted first that two different words with different meanings
are used here. Samuel uses the Hebrew word shaal, which usually means simply to
ask, to consult, or to request. Chronicles, however, uses the word darash which often
means to search for, or to seek after. In other words, Saul did not sincerely inquire of
the Lord because He really wanted to know God’ s will, but because he was hoping
God would agree with hiswill.

In brief, Saul inquired casually but not sincerely. He went through the ritual, but
he was not seeking thereality.

1 CHRONICLES 21:1—How can this passage claim that Satan moved David to
number |srael when 2 Samuel 24:1 claimsthat God did?

(Seediscussion under 2 Sam. 24:1 )

1 CHRONICLES 22:14—How could David have given 100,000 talents of gold when
1 Chronicles 29:4 says he gave only 3,000 talents?

PROBLEM: In preparation for the building of the temple, David statesin 1 Chronicles
22:14 that he had donated 100,000 talents of gold. However, 1 Chronicles 29:4
affirms that David had given only 3,000. Which is correct?

SOLUTION: Both amounts are correct. Each of these passages records a different
donation given by David. The 1 Chronicles 29 text clearly distinguishes the 3,000
talents of gold here recorded from the 100,000 talents given earlier. David points out
in 29:3, that “because | have set my affection on the house of my God, | have given
to the house of my God, over and above all that | have prepared for the holy house,
my own special treasure of gold and silver. ”

First Chronicles 22:14 records the amount given for the preparation of the
building of the house of God. First Chronicles 29:4 states the amount given out of
David s own private treasures, over and above what was raised by David for the
preparation of the temple.

'Geisler, N. L., & Howe, T. A. 1992. When critics ask : A popular handbook on Bible
difficulties. Victor Books: Wheaton, 111



2 CHRONICLES

2 CHRONICLES 7:8-10 —Why did Solomon fail to keep the fast asthe law
commanded?

PROBLEM: Leviticus 16:30 commanded that a fast should be kept in connection with
the Day of Atonement. However, Solomon did not observe a fast in connection with
the Day of Atonement celebration that he held here in 2 Chronicles 7:8-10 (cf. also 1
Kings 8:65-66 ).

SOLUTION: First of dl, it cannot be shown from the texts that Solomon failed to keep
the fast as Leviticus had commanded. The text declares that Solomon celebrated for
“fourteen days” ( 1 Kings 8:65). It is quite possible that on the actual Day of
Atonement, which was the tenth day of the seventh month, that Solomon did keep the
fast.

Furthermore, strictly speaking, the L eviticus passage does not use theword “fast.”
It simply says they were to “afflict their souls’ ( Lev. 16:29). This could mean to
keep the celebration with appropriate solemnity, not necessitating that no food be
eaten. It does forbid that no work be done (v. 29), but it does not really say that no
food could be eaten, although this has been the general understanding of the phrase
throughout Jewish history.

Finally, even if it could be shown that Solomon did not keep the Law correctly,
al thiswould proveisthat Solomon erred in not keeping the fast. It would not show
that the Bible erred in recording what Solomon in truth did.

2 CHRONICLES 7:12 ff—Does God dwell in a chosen temple?

PROBLEM: God told Solomon, “I have heard your prayer, and have chosen this place
for Myself as ahouse of sacrifice” (v. 12), that “My name may be there forever” (v.
16). Yet, even Solomon in his dedicatory prayer acknowledged that God could not
dwell in His temple, saying, “Behold, heaven and the heaven of heavens cannot
contain Y ou. How much less this temple which | have built!” ( 1 Kings 8:27 ). Other



Scriptures likewise affirm that God does not “dwell in temples made with hands (
Acts17:24 ; cf. Isa. 66:1).

SOLUTION: It should be noted, first of all, that God did not actually promise Solomon
that He would “dwell” in this temple. He only said He chose it as a “house of
sacrifice” (2 Chron. 7:12 ), to which He would attach His “name” (v. 16 ).

Further, when the Bible speaks of God being “in” something, it does not mean
that His infinite nature can be “contained” ( 1 Kings 8:27 ) by it, but smply that Heis
therein aspecia senseto blessit or manifest Himself to His people. Usually, this
took the form of atheophany (Isa. 6:1), or shekinah cloud of glory ( Ex. 40:34).
But, there is no way that the transcendent God of Scripture can be encompassed by
the walls of any human building (cf. Isa. 40:21-22).

2 CHRONICLES 9:21 —Did Solomon’s ships get gold from Tar shish or from
Ophir?

PROBLEM: Here the Chronicler affirms that Solomon’s ships “went to Tarshish” and
brought back gold. However, in 1 Kings 9:28 it claims they “went to Ophir” and
acquired gold.

SOLUTION: Solomon had more than one fleet of ships and they went to more than one
location. Every three years they went to Tarshish (Spain) and brought back “gold,
silver, ivory, apes, and monkeys” ( 1 Kings 10:22 ; cf. 2 Chron. 9:21). This appears
to be different from their mission to “ Ophir” (Africa) which was for “gold” ( 1 Kings
9:28); Ophir was renown for gold in ancient times (cf. Job 28:16 ; Ps. 45:9 ; Isa.
13:12). That Ophir isadifferent trip seems evident from the fact that it brought back
different things. For “the ships of Hiram, which brought gold from Ophir, brought
great quantities of almug wood and precious stones from Ophir” ( 1 Kings 10:11), as
opposed to “gold, silver, ivory, apes, and monkeys” mentioned in the trip to Tarshish
(1Kings10:22).

2 CHRONICLES 9:25—How can this ver se say Solomon had 4,000 stallswhen 1
Kings 4:26 says he had 40,000 stalls?

(See comments under 1 Kings4:26 .)
2 CHRONICLES 13:4-22 —Was Abijah awicked or arighteous king?

PROBLEM: According to 1 Kings 15:3, Abijah was awicked king who “walked in all
the sins of hisfather.” However, herein 2 Chronicles he is represented as giving a
speech against idolatry and in defense of God’ s appointed priests and templein
Jerusalem.



SOLUTION: Abijahisnot thefirst, nor will he be the last, politician on record who
could give an occasiona pious speech when it served his purposes. Thefact is, his
deeds did not match hiswords. That is, in general, whatever occasional exceptions
there may have been, he was an evil king, just as 1 Kings 15:3 declares.

2 CHRONICLES 14:9—How can this verse makereferenceto Zerah the Ethiopian,
when there are no historical records of such a person?

PROBLEM: When Asawas king in Judah, he was confronted by Zerah the Ethiopian
who marshalled an army of 1 million men. However, there are no historical records of
such a person. Isthisan error?

SOLUTION: Thisisnot an error. It istrue that until now no extra-biblical records of
Zerah the Ethiopian have been found. However, simply because extra-biblical records
of Zerah have not been discovered does not mean the biblical record isin error. To
doubt the historical accuracy of the Bible on the basis of the silence of extra-biblical
sourcesis to engage in faulty reasoning. Through the years, critics have doubted the
existence of many historical figures of the Bible, only to be refuted by additional
historical and archaeological discoveries(e.g., the existence of the Hittites and of
Sodom and Gomorrah).

2 CHRONICLES 16:1—How can this ver se say Baasha king of Israel built Ramah
in the thirty-sixth year of thereign of Asa?

PROBLEM: Asabegan hisreignin about 911 B.C. The thirty-sixth year of hisreign
would have been about 876 or 875B.c. However, Baasha began hisreign in 909 and
reigned until 886 B.C. when Elah his son became king ( 1 Kings 16:8 ). How could 2
Chronicles 16:1 say Baasha built Ramah in the thirty-sixth year of Asa, 11 years after
Baasha s death?

SOLUTION: The number “thirty-six” is undoubtedly a copyist error. The actual number
was probably “sixteen.” This error is explained by the fact that the numbers were
probably written in numerical notation. In thistype of notation, the difference
between the letter representing the number 10 xx and the letter representing the
number 30 xx was only two small strokes at the top of the letter. It is quite possible
that a copyist misread the original and wrote the wrong letter for the number, possibly
as the result of a smudged or damaged manuscript at his disposal.

2 CHRONICLES 21:12—How could Elijah have sent a letter long after his
departureinto heaven?

PROBL EM: When Jehoram became king in Judah, “he made high placesin the
mountains of Judah, and caused the inhabitants of Jerusalem to commit harlotry, and
led Judah astray” (2 Chron. 21:11). In 2 Chronicles 21:12 , we find that, in response



to Jehoram’s sin, Elijah sent aletter to Jehoram. However, if Elijah was translated
prior to the reign of Jehoram the son of Jehoshaphat, then how could he have sent a
letter to Jehoram?

SOLUTION: Elijah was not translated until some time during the reign of Jehoram son
of Ahab. Jehoram son of Ahab reigned in Israel from about 852 to 841 B.cC. Jehoram
son of Jehoshaphat reigned in Judah from 848 to 841 B.C. Therefore, since Elijah was
not translated until some time in the reign of Jehoram of Israd, it is perfectly
reasonable that he could have sent this letter to Jehoram of Judah.

2 CHRONICLES 22:1 —Were Jehoram’s sons taken captive or were they killed?

PROBLEM: According to 2 Chronicles 21:16-17 , Jehoram’ s sons were only taken
captive by the Philistines and the Arabians. By contrast, this passage says they “killed
all the older sons.”

SOLUTION: Thereis no contradiction here for two reasons. First, it was only the
“older” sons who were killed, not all of them. The others could have been taken
captive. Second, they could have first taken them captive and then afterward killed
them.

2 CHRONICLES 228 —Were Ahaziah’s brothers dlain or werethey hisbrother’s
sons?

PROBLEM: Here we aretold that it was king Ahaziah's brother’s “sons’ who were
killed. But 2 Kings 10:13-14 says it was Ahaziah’'s “ brothers’ that were dain.

SOLUTION: The Hebrew term for “brother” can mean “near relative.” For example,
Abraham’ s nephew Lot was called his “brother” ( Gen. 14:12, 16 ). Since Ahaziah,
the youngest son, was born when his father was only 18, he could have had many
nephews and cousins or “brethren.” Since the 2 Chronicles passage refersto his
brother’s sons, the word “brother” can be taken in the strict sense here.

It is also quite possible that both statements are literally true. Since Jehu was
commanded by God to exterminate the house of Ahab, and since Ahaziah “walked in
the way of the house of Ahab,” it is conceivable that Jehu took it upon himself to
destroy the house of Ahaziah also, including his brothers and his brothers’ sons. In
fact, in the 2 Kings passage, the report of the killing of Ahaziah's brothers ( 2 Kings
10:13-14) takes place after Jehu had killed Ahaziah ( 2 Kings 9:27 ), while the 2
Chronicles passage reports the killing of the sons of Ahaziah's brothers before the
killing of Ahaziah ( 2 Chron. 22:8-9).

2 CHRONICLES 28:24—Did Ahaz encourage or oppose wor ship in the Jerusalem
temple?



PROBLEM: In 2 Kings 16:15, Ahaz encouraged the worship of the Lord in the temple.
But, in 2 Chronicles 28 he is said to have “ shut up the doors of the house of the Lord,
and made for himself atarsin every corner of Jerusalem” (v. 24).

SOLUTION: First of al, evenin 2 Kings, during his earlier reign, Ahaz was said to be
an evil king who “did not do what was right in the sight of the Lord his God” ( 16:2).
He even “took the silver and gold that was found in the house of the Lord ... and sent
it as apresent to the king of Assyria” (v. 8). During this period, he encouraged only a
corrupt form of worship in the pilfered Jerusalem temple (v. 15).

Furthermore, the 2 Chronicles passages refers to alater, even more corrupt, part
of hisreign. During this period of apostasy, he shut up the house of the Lord
completely and set up his own centers of worship.

2 CHRONICLES 33:10-17 —Why istherepentance of Manasseh recorded here,
but no mention ismade of it in 2 Kings?

PROBLEM: According to this text, upon his return, Manasseh repented of hisearlier sin
and reinstituted the worship of the Lord in Judah. However, the record of the career
of Manasseh as found in 2 Kings 21 does not mention this glorious repentance. Why?

SOLUTION: Apparently the author of 2 Kings did not record the repentance of
Manasseh because of the lack of influence it had upon the steady decline of the

nation. The Book of 2 Kings concentrates primarily upon the actions of the covenant
people of God as awhole. The repentance and reforms of Manasseh did relatively
little to turn the nation around from its path to judgment, while his sinful leadership
early in his reign did much more damage to the nation. Even in the 2 Chronicles
passage we find this statement: “ Neverthel ess the people still sacrificed on the high
places, but only to the Lord their God” ( 2 Chron. 33:17 ). Even though the people
dedicated their sacrifices to the Lord, they were still committing sin, because
sacrifices were to be made at the temple, not upon high places which were originally
atarsto false gods. Despite the efforts of Manasseh, the people would not totally
dedicate themselves to the Lord.

2 CHRONICLES 34:3-5 —If Josiah demolished idolatry, then why doesit say
Manasseh did it earlier?

PROBLEM: Here we are informed that Josiah destroyed the altars and idols, but earlier
(in 2 Chron. 33:15 ) Manasseh had destroyed them.

SOLUTION: No human king can root out the depraved human desire for idolatry.
Therefore, Josiah had to redo the same work that his predecessor had done. A good
human king can destroy idols, but not the love of idols. And, aslong as this love
exists, idolatry will liveto rear its ugly head again and again.



2 CHRONICLES 36:6—Was Jehoiakim carried to Babylon or did hediein
Jerusalem?

PROBLEM: The Chronicler declares that Nebuchadnezzar “ came up against him
[Jehoiakim], and bound him in bronze fettersto carry him off to Babylon.” But
elsewhere “ Jehoiakim rested with hisfathers’” ( 2 Kings 24:6 ) and was “ buried with
the burial of adonkey, dragged and cast out beyond the gates of Jerusalem” ( Jer.
22:19; cf. 36:30).

SOLUTION: Apparently, Jehoiakim was bound and fettered with the intention “to carry
him off to Babylon” (2 Chron. 36:6 ), but he was slain instead, and his body
ignominiously treated “and cast out beyond the gates of Jerusalem” ( Jer. 22:19). The
phrase “rested with hisfathers’ ( 2 Kings 246 ) refers to death, not necessarily to a
burial in the same place. Of all the kings of Judah, Jehoiakim is the only one whose
official burial is not mentioned.



EZRA

EZRA 1:8 —Who is Sheshbazzar ?

PROBL EM: When Cyrus the king of Persia allowed the Israglitesto return to Jerusalem,
he gave back the articles of the house of the L ord which Nebuchadnezzar had taken.
According to Ezra 1:8 , Cyrus counted out into the hands of Sheshbazzar the prince of
Judah the treasures that Nebuchadnezzar had taken. Who was this Sheshbazzar?

SOLUTION: There have been two proposals as to the identity of Sheshbazzar. First,
some commentators claim that Sheshbazzar was the court name of Zerubbabel. The
giving of court names was quite common during the captivity of Israel in Babylon.
Daniel’ s court name was Belteshazzar ( Dan. 1:7 ). One weakness of thisview isthat
it is not clear whether or not Sheshbazzar is a Babylonian name, and usually, an
| sraelite who had received a court name, had also been given a Hebrew name by his
parents. Neither Sheshbazzar nor Zerubbabel are Hebrew names, and neither can be
conclusively identified as Babylonian.

Second, other commentators claim that Sheshbazzar is the court name of
Shealtiel, Zerubbabel’ s adopted father. This involves an explanation as to why
Sheshbazzar isidentified as “the prince of Judah” in Ezra 1:8 . It is proposed that
Shealtiel/Sheshbazzar was assigned to this position by the Babylonian governor, and
that this position passed on to Zerubbabel after Shealtiel/Sheshbazzar’ s death. Ezra
5:16 states that it was Sheshbazzar who “laid the foundation of the house of God.”
Since Ezra 3 does not specifically name Sheshbazzar as participating in the laying of
this foundation, it can be assumed that Shealtiel/Sheshbazzar and Zerubbabel
participated in the project together as a father/son team, and Sheshbazzar is just not
mentioned. One weakness of this position is that there is no indication that there were
two persons functioning as joint governors of Jerusalem. Also, thereis the fact that
the name Sheshbazzar is not mentioned in the long list recorded in Ezra 2 of those
who came back with Zerubbabel.

The fact that Sheshbazzar’ s name is not mentioned again after Ezra 5:16 can be
explained from the point of view of either proposal. If Sheshbazzar and Shealtiel are
one person, then perhaps he died shortly after the laying of the foundation. If



Sheshbazzar and Zerubbabel are one person, then the court name was simply
dropped, and the given name Zerubbabel was retained. Either explanation, however,
provides a reasonabl e solution, and thereis no real reason to assume an error or
contradiction here.

EZRA 2:1 ff—Why aremany of thenumbersin Ezra’slist of those who returned to
Jerusalem different from thosein Nehemiah 7 ?

PROBLEM: In the record of those who returned to Jerusalem under the leadership of
Zerubbabel as recorded in Ezra, there are 32 family units identified and numbered. In
18 of these indances, the numbers in Ezra are exactly the same as those found in
Nehemiah 7 . However, in 14 instances, the numbers differ. The difference ranges
from aslittle as one to as much as 1,100. Why are these numbers different?

SOLUTION: Firgt, it ispossible that each of these is a copyist error. One of the most
problematic areas of transcription for the Jewish scribe was copying numbers. It is
certainly conceivable that out of these rather large lists of names and numbers there
would be a number of copyist errors (see Appendix 2).

Second, it is also possible that Ezra and Nehemiah compiled their lists at different
times. Ezramay have compiled alist of those who left Babylon with Zerubbabel,
while Nehemiah compiled his list of those who actually made it to Jerusalem. In some
cases, people who left Babylon with the intention of going back to rebuild Jerusalem
may have turned back or died along the way. In other cases, afamily may have
enlisted recruits to bolster their numbers. Perhaps family membersin other lands got
word of the migration and rendezvoused with their relatives along the way from
Babylon to Jerusalem.

EZRA 3:10 —How could therebuilding have begun during thereign of Cyruswhen
Ezra4:24 saysit wasin thereign of Darius|?

PROBLEM: According to Ezra 3:8-13 , the rebuilding of the temple began under the
reign of Cyrusthe Great (cf. Ezra5:16 ), who reigned in Persia from about 559 to 530
B.C. However, Ezra 4:24 says the rebuilding of the temple took place during the reign
of Darius, King of Pearsia, about 520 B.C. Also, Haggal 1:15 implies that the building
of the temple did not begin until 520 B.Cc. How can these statements be reconciled?

SOLUTION: The statementsin Ezra 3:10 and 5:16 are references to laying the
foundation, while Ezra 4:24 and Haggai 1:15 concern the resuming the rebuilding
project after along period of delay. Ezra 4.4 points out that as soon as the people of
the land heard about the rebuilding project, they discouraged the people and frustrated
their efforts throughout the reign of Cyrus. The project was abandoned for 16 years.
At this point, God directed Haggai to prophesy to the people of Jerusalem to motivate
them to begin the project again. Thisisreferred to in Ezra4:24 . The rebuilding of the



temple was resumed about 520 B.C. during the time of Darius and was completed in
516 B.C.

EZRA 4.23 —How could foreign influence have caused the work to cease when
Haggai 1.2 blamesit on theindifference of the leaders?

PROBLEM: Ezra 4:7-23 records that after the great beginning made by the peoplein
laying the foundation of the temple, foreign enemies came up to force the people to
stop the rebuilding project. However, Haggai 1:2 implies that the people were
indifferent toward the building project. What was the real reason for the delay in
rebuilding the temple?

SOL UTION: Both statements are true. Although the military force of the enemy caused
the rebuilding to stop, it was the indifference of the people that was responsible for
the fact that the project was not restarted. During the reign of Cyrusthe Great, the
climate was hostile toward the people, and the building project faced stiff opposition.
Once Darius | had taken power in Persiain about 522 B.C. , the opportunity to restart
the building project was much more favorable. However, the leaders of the people
had become so involved in their own affairs that they were not interested in
undertaking such an enormous project.

EZRA 10:10-44 —Why did God command | sraelite men to put away their
unbelieving wives, but Paul said not to do so?

PROBLEM: Ezramade al the returning Israglites put away their “pagan wives’ because
they were “adding to the guilt of Isragl” ( Ezra10:10 ). However, when Paul was
asked whether a believer should divorce an unbelieving spouse, he said, “If any
brother has a wife who does not believe, and she iswilling to live with him, let him
not divorce her” (1 Cor. 7:12). Aren’t these contradictory instructions?

SOLUTION: Thedifferent adviceis given at different times, for different peoples, and
for different reasons. First of all, Ezra' s command was given in OT times to the Jews,
and Paul’s command was given in NT times to Christians. New Testament believers
arenot under OT laws to Israel (see comments on Matt. 5:17-18).

Furthermore, even assuming that the moral principle embodied in this OT
command is still binding today, the situations are different for three reasons. First, the
wivesin the OT were not just “unbelievers’ who were “willing” to be “sanctified” by
the believing husband ( 1 Cor. 7:14 ). They were “pagans,” that is, they were
probably Babylonianidol worshipers (cf. Neh. 13:25-26 ), who were having a pagan
influence on their husbands. God told Solomon that his pagan wives, “will turn away
your hearts after their gods” ( 1 Kings 11:2 ). Second, these were not just any pagans,
for they included descendants of Moab and Ammon ( Ezra 10:30 ; cf. Neh. 13:23)
and other surrounding nations of which God had told the Israelites explicitly that they
should not marry them (cf. Ex. 34:16 ; Deut. 7:3). Third, they may even have been



extrawives (cf. Ezra 10:44 ), and God forbid polygamy (see comments on 1 Kings
11:1). If so, they had violated the laws about polygamy ( Deut. 17:17 ) and idolatry (
Ex. 20:4-5). Thisisadifferent situation from Paul’ s instruction to keep a non-

idolatrous monogamous wife (cf. 1 Cor. 7:2), if she wished to remain under the
sanctifying influence of a believing husband.



NEHEMIAH

NEHEMIAH 2:19 —Why is Nehemiah’ sadver sary named Geshem here and
Gashmu in Nehemiah 6:6 ? (KJV )

PROBLEM: As soon as Nehemiah set about to rebuild the walls of Jerusalem, the
surrounding enemy mounted an opposition. One of those who opposed the work was
identified as Geshem the Arab. However, in Nehemiah 6:6 this same person is
identified as Gashmu. Which is the correct spelling?

SOLUTION: Both spellings are correct. The difference liesin the way the Hebrew and
Arab languages treat the spelling of proper names. The Arabic pronunciation is
preserved in Nehemiah 6:6 with the customary “u” ending. The Hebrew
pronunciation is preserved in Nehemiah 2:19 with the elimination of the “u” along
with the appropriate short vowels to produce the name “ Geshem.”

NEHEMIAH 7:1 ff—Why are many of the numbersin Nehemiah’slist of those who
returned to Jerusalem different from thosein Ezra 2: 1ff ?

(See comments under Ezra 2:1ff .)
NEHEMIAH 7:32 —If Ai was destroyed earlier, why isit still inhabited here?

PROBLEM: After an earlier embarrassing defeat because of disobedience to God,
Joshua' s forces completely destroyed the city of Ai (Josh. 8:28). But itisstill
flourishing many yearslater ( Neh. 7:32).

SOLUTION: Thisis many centuries later, and the city was rebuilt by survivors or others.
Phrases like “ utterly destroyed” ( Josh. 8:26 ) refer to all who got caught. It does not
say that some did not escape. Nor does it eliminate the possibility that others moved
in later to occupy the site.



This same explanation applies to the Amalekites who were completely destroyed (
1 Sam. 15:7-8), yet survived to be overthrown at alater date (1 Sam. 30:1, 17).
Likewise, Bethel and Gezer were conquered by Joshua ( Josh. 12:12, 16 ) and later
under the judges ( Jud. 1:22—-29 ). However, Genesis 32:3 may refer to the settlement
of Edom by anticipation (cf. Gen. 36:6, 8).

NEHEMIAH 8:17 —Wasthisfeast not celebrated since Joshua’'stime or was it
celebrated later by Zerubbabel?

PROBLEM: According to this passage, the Feast of Tabernacles had not been celebrated
by Isradl “since the days of Joshua the son of Nun.” Y et, Ezra 3:4 declares that
Zerubbabel and the Israelites “kept the Feast of Tabernacles’ after they returned from
the Babylonian captivity.

SOLUTION: The Nehemiah passage means there had been nothing like this celebration
since Joshua’ s day. It does not mean no one had ever celebrated this feast since
Joshua' s day. Nehemiah’ s celebration was unique in many ways. First, it was
commemorated by “the whole congregation” (Neh. 8:17 ). Second, it was celebrated
with “great gladness” (v. 17). Third, it was celebrated with a Biblethon, that is, with
continual Bible reading for one week. Fourth, they celebrated it exactly as Moses had
commanded, with arestored priesthood and temple ( 8:18 ; cf. 12:1ff ). Nothing like
this had occurred since Joshua's day.



ESTHER

ESTHER —How could thisbook be part of the Holy Scriptureswhen God is not
even mentioned?

PROBLEM: Although the rabbis at Jamnia, in about A.D. 90, debated whether the book
should continue to be counted among the inspired Scriptures, the Book of Esther has
enjoyed along history of acceptance among the books of the Hebrew canon.
However, the Book of Esther isthe only book in the entire Bible in which the name of
God is not mentioned. How can it be part of the Word of God?

SOLUTION: Even though there is an absence of the name of God, it is evident that there
is no absence of thehand of God. The entire book overflows with the providence of
God in human affairs. God so directed the lives of those involved that He had the
right person at precisely theright place at precisely the right point in time. As
Mordecal observed, “Y et who knows whether you have come to the kingdom for such
atimeasthis’ (Es. 4:14).

Further, the name of God is found in the Book of Esther in acrostic form. At four
crucial pointsin the story (1:20; 5:4 ; 5:13 ; 7:7), twice forward and twice
backward, God’ s name (YHWH) is present. The devout Jew would have recognized
this, while the Persians would not. This may have been God'sway of preserving His
sacred name from pagan perversion. Even apart from any explicit use of God’ s name,
the hand of God in directing the affairs of men is glaringly obvious throughout the
narrative. Y et, the free moral agency of each participant is perfectly preserved.
Although He can, God does not need to invade the normal process of daily affairsto
accomplish Hiswill. His providence delicately intertwines into the acts and decisions
of people so that He accomplishes all Hiswill with divine perfection and precision,
without violating human free choice. The Book of Esther, like no other book, reveals
the hidden, supernatural providence of God in directing all of His creation according
to the good purpose of Hiswill. Evenin the explicit absence of God’s name, Esther
reminds us that He is always present and alwaysin control.

ESTHER 2:1-18 —How could Esther participatein a pagan beauty contest?



PROBLEM: Itisevident that Esther was selected by God as His instrument to deliver
Israel from evil at the appointed time ( Esther 4:14 ). However, as a devout Jew, how
could Esther take part in a pagan pageant and then become part of the harem of King
Xerxes?

SOLUTION: Firgt, it isnot clear that Esther had a choice as far as being part of the
display of beautiful women before the king. According to Esther 2:8 , Esther was
“taken to the king's palace.” This seemsto imply that Esther had no choice in the
matter, but was drafted into the service of the king.

Second, it is not clear that participants in the pageant had to do anything explicitly
immoral to bein the contest. Knowing Esther’ s character, we can be sure she would
have refused to do anything contrary to God's law.

Finally, once she had been chosen by the king, she was compelled to belong to his
court. It was the providence of God that brought Esther to this place at precisely the
appropriate moment. When the time was right, Esther was willing to place her life on
the line for the people of her God.

ESTHER 4:16—Didn’t Esther disobey human gover nment which God had
ordained?

PROBLEM: Romans 13:1 informs us that even pagan governments are “ appointed by
God,” and Peter adds, “submit yourselvesto every ordinance of man for the Lord’s
sake” (1 Peter 2:13; cf. Titus 3:1). But it says that what she did was “against the
law” (4:16). So, didn’t Esther violate the God-ordained laws of Persia by going
before the king?

SOLUTION: Sometimesit is necessary to disobey human government, namely, when it
compels usto sin. For example, if the government says we cannot pray to God ( Dan.
6) or we must worship idols ( Dan. 3) or we must kill innocent babies (see
comments on Ex. 1:15-21 ), then we must disobey. In Esther’ s case, however, there
was no law compelling her to sin. But neither did she disobey the law of the land,
since the law alowed for someone to come before the king unannounced at their own
risk ( Es. 4:11). Knowing of this provision of the law and accepting the risk of her
life, Esther went before the king to save the lives of her people. In this case there was
no need to disobey the law, since it was not compelling her to kill anyone or to
commit any other act of sin.

'Geisler, N. L., & Howe, T. A. 1992. When critics ask : A popular handbook on Bible
difficulties. Victor Books: Wheaton, 111



JOB

JOB 1:1—If all aresinners, then how can Job be perfect?

PROBLEM: God declared that Job was “ blameless and upright, and one who feared God
and shunned evil” ( 1:1). Yet the Bible insists that “there is none righteous, no, not
one,” for “al have sinned and fall short of the glory of God” ( Rom. 3:10, 23).

SOLUTION: God's praise of Job was not absolute, asis clear from His later
condemnation of him (in chap. 38 ) and from Job’s own confession, “I abhor myself,
And repent in dust and ashes’ ( Job 42:6 ). Further, God only pronounced Job
“blameless’ before man, whereas Romans is speaking about no one, apart from
Christ’ s work, being blameless before God (cf. Rom. 3:19).

JOB 1:1—WasJaob areal historical person?

PROBLEM: Thefirst verse of the Book of Job introduces the main character as a
historical figure who actually existed in the land of Uz. However, modern scholars
have guestioned the historicity of the man Job. Was Job areal historical person?

SOLUTION: Job was a person in human history. First of all, verse one of the book
plainly asserts that Job actually existed. There are no literary indications that this
statement should be understood any other way than as a statement of historical fact.
Thereis every reason to accept it with the same assurance one would accept the
historicity of any such statement in the Bible.

Second, the historicity of Job is attested by references in other parts of the
Scripture. In Ezekiel 14:14 , 20 , God names Job along with Daniel and Noah as
examples of righteousness. To question the historicity of Job, one would have to
guestion the historicity of Daniel and Noah. Additionally, thiswould call into
guestion the veracity of God, for He makes reference to these men (through Ezekiel)
asreal historical figures.



Finaly, in James 5:11 we find areference to Job in which Job is held to be an
example of patience in the midst of tribulation. James makes a matter-of-fact
reference to Job that assumes the historicity of both the man and the events recorded
in the book that bears his name. There would have been no real force to James
appedl if Job were merely afictional character. For in that case, what actual comfort
would hislife beto real people?

JOB 1:5—Why does Job offer a burnt offering for his sonsif they had blessed God?

PROBLEM: According to Job 1:5, Job was such a pious man that he even offered burnt
offerings for his sonsjust in case they had sinned and cursed God. However, the
Hebrew word used here, and in 1:11 and 2.5, is not “cursed,” but “blessed.” Why do
these passages use the word “blessed” instead of the word “ cursed” ?

SOLUTION: Two solutions have been proposed. First, the Hebrew people had a sublime
reverence for God’'s name. In fact, they would not even pronounce God’' s name lest
they possibly commit blasphemy in the act. When the name Y ahweh appeared in the
text of the Scripture, the pious Hebrew would not say God' s name out loud, but
would substitute the word “Adonai,” which means “Lord.” It has been proposed that
perhaps the author of Job (or alater editor), recognizing this reverence, did not wish
to write or speak the word “curse” with reference to God. Therefore, he substituted
the word “bless’ and allowed the context to supply the necessary idea.

Second, others have suggested that the verb used here, barak, means “to say
good-bye to.” Several passages are cited in support of this use, such as Genesis 24.60
, 32:1 and 47:10 . The function of thisword in this context is viewed as a antiphrastic
euphemism. Thisisthe use of aword or phrase that usually has one meaning in
common speech, but is used to mean the opposite. We do this at times even today .
For example, someone might sarcastically say “yes” when the obvious meaning is
“no.” Job’'s statement in 1.5, then, can be trandated, “ It may be that my sons have
sinned and dismissed God in their hearts.” In each of these instances, the word gives
the idea of dismissing or rejecting God.

JOB 1:6 —How can Satan come before God when he was dismissed from heaven?

PROBLEM: Job 1:6 states that the sons of God came to present themselves to God, and
“Satan also came among them.” However, this implies that Satan has access to the
throne of God when elsewhere it is declared that he has been banished from God’'s
presence ( Rev. 12:7-12).

SOLUTION: Satan has been officially expelled from heaven, but he still actually has
access there. Severa places in Scripture present the idea that Satan has access to the
presence of God in order to accuse the saints. In Zechariah 3:1 we find avision of
Joshua standing before the angel of the Lord with Satan on his right hand accusing
him. Revelation 12:10 identifies Satan as the accuser of the brethren “who accused



them before our God day and night.” Apparently, as the prince of the power of the air
( Eph. 2:2), Satan has had opportunity to appear before God for the purpose of
accusing God’ s people of sin. Thisiswhat he is doing against Job in both Job 1:6 and
2:1.

JOB 1:6 —Who arethe sons of God mentioned in this ver se?

PROBLEM: Theintroduction of Satan into the story of Job takes place before the throne
of God. Satan comes before God among a group identified as “the sons of God.” But,
who are these sons of God?

SOLUTION: These are angels. Several other passages in the Bible refer to angels as the
sons of God, such as Job 2:1 and Job 38:7 (cf. Pss. 29:1 and 89:6 where the Hebrew
uses the phrase “sons of God”). The angels are the “sons’ of God in the sense that
they are His creation. (Also see comments on Gen. 6:2ff .)

JOB 1:20-21 —Doesthis verseteach reincar nation?

PROBLEM: The Bible speaks against the belief in reincarnation ( Heb. 9:27 ). But here
Job speaks of a person returning again after he dies.

SOLUTION: Job is not speaking about the “return” of the soul to another body to live
again, but of the return of the body to the grave. God told Adam he would “return to
the ground” for “dust you are and to dust you shall return” ( Gen. 3:19). And the
Hebrew word for “womb” ( beten ) isused figuratively in Job’s poetic expression of
the “earth.” The ideas of “earth” and “womb” are used in Psalm 139, saying, God
formed usin our “mother’swomb” in “the lowest parts of the earth” (vv. 13, 15).
Like the ancient Hebrew book of wisdom ( Ecclesiasticus 40:1 ), Job believed that
men labor “from the day they come forth from their mother’ s womb, till the day they
return to the Mother of al [i.e., the womb of the earth].” Likewise, Job used the
poetic expression “return there [i.e., to my mother’swomb]” to refer to the earth from
which we all come and to which we all return (cf. Ecc. 12:7).

Furthermore, even if oneinsisted on aliteral understanding of this figure of
speech, it would not prove reincarnation. It would only show that the person returns
to his mothers womb after he dies, which is absurd!

Finally, Job did not believein reincarnation into another mortal body; he believed
in resurrection in an immortal body. He declared: “1 know that my redeemer lives,
And He shall stand at last on the earth; And after my skin is destroyed this | know,
that in my flesh | shall see God” ( Job 19:25-26 ). He realized that this corruptible
flesh would put on incorruptible flesh (cf. 1 Cor. 15:42-44 ). But reincarnation, by
contrast, does not believe we will be raised once in an immortal physical body; it is
the belief that the soul will bereincarnated many times into mortal bodies that will
die again. So thereis no basis for claiming Job believed in reincarnation.



JOB 5:13—Why does Paul quote these words of Eliphaz if Eliphaz wasrebuked by
God in Job 42:7 for what he said?

PROBLEM: Eliphaz was one of the friends of Job who came to comfort himin his
affliction. In Job 5:13 , Eliphaz makes the following observation which Paul quotesin
1 Corinthians 3:19 : “He [God] catchesthe wisein their own craftiness.” However, in
Job 42:7 , God rebukes Eliphaz and his friends because “you have not spoken of Me
what isright, as My servant Job has.” How could Paul quote Eliphaz since God
rebuked him for not saying the right things?

SOLUTION: Although God rebuked Eliphaz for his overall view of God, this does not
mean that every statement Eliphaz made was incorrect. There were many particular
things which Job said that were not right; however, Job’s view of God wasright in
general. At times, even Job recognized that some things that Eliphaz and his friends
said were true. Their problem was that they misdirected the truth they knew and
improperly applied it to what God was doing in Job’slife.

JOB 7:9—Doesthis ver se contradict the Bible's teaching about resurrection?

PROBLEM: The Scriptures teach that all people will be raised bodily from the tomb (cf.
Dan. 12:2; 1 Cor. 15:22 ; Rev. 20:4—6 ). Indeed, Jesus said that one day “al who are
in the graves will hear His voice and come forth” ( John 5:28-29 ). However, Job
seems to say just the opposite, when he wrote: “he who goes down to the grave does
not come up” (cf. also Job 14:12 ; Isa. 26:14 ; Amos 8:14 ).

SOLUTION: Asthefirst set of passages clearly reveas, there will be aresurrection of
all the dead, both the just and the unjust ( Acts 24:15 ; cf. John 5:28-29 ). Job himself
expressed belief in the resurrection, declaring, “After my skin is destroyed, this |
know, that in my flesh | shall see God” ( Job 19:26 ). What he meant when he spoke
of someone going down to the grave and not coming up ( 7:9) is explained in the
very next verse. “He shall never returnto hishouse” (v. 10). In other words, those
who die do not return to their mortal lives again. Indeed, the resurrection isto an
immortal life (1 Cor. 15:53), not to the same mortal life one had before.

Job 14:12 does not deny there will be any resurrection, but simply that there will
be none until “the heavens are no more,” that is until the end of the age. But, that is
precisely when the resurrection will take place, namely “at the time of the end” ( Dan.
11:40; cf. 12:1-2 ; John 11:24). In fact, the passage actually teaches resurrection.
For Job simply spoke of being hidden in the grave by God until an appointed time
when God would again remember him ( 14:13) in the resurrection.

Likewise, the Isaiah passage ( Isa. 26:14 ) does not deny the resurrection. Here
too the resurrection is affirmed in the succeeding verse which states clearly, “Y our
dead shall live; together with my dead body they shall arise” (v. 19 ). Obvioudly, then
verse 14 means “they will not live” until the resurrection. The memory of the wicked



will perish from the earthly scene. Not until the heavenly scene dawns will they be
raised again.

Also, some texts which may appear to deny the resurrection (e.g., Amos 8:14 )
simply refer to the enemies of God falling, never to rise to oppose Him. They will

never resume their former sway over God' s people. In short, God overthrew them
irretrievably.

JOB 11:7—Can God be known by humans?

PROBLEM: Job seemsto imply that God cannot be known by human reason. Paul aso
declared that God’ s judgments are “unsearchable ... and His ways past finding out” (
Rom. 11:33). On the other hand, the Bible declares that God has revealed Himself to
all people ( Rom. 1:20) so that they “are without excuse” (v. 20 ). Indeed, the Bibleis
said to be a special revelation of God by which we can know Him and serve Him ( 2
Tim. 3:16-17).

SOLUTION: God cannot be known directly in thislife, nor can He be known
completely. For “now we seein amirror, dimly, but then face to face. Now | know in
part, but then | shall know just as | also am known” ( 1 Cor. 13:12 ). God can be
known “by the things that are made” ( Rom. 1:19 ), but He cannot be known in
Himself. The following contrast summarizes the ways God can and cannot be known:

HOW GOD CANNOT BE HOW GOD CAN BE KNOWN

KNOWN

In Himself (His essence) In His creation (His effects)
Directly Indirectly

Completely Partially

As Spirit AsIncarnatein Christ

While “no one has seen God at any time [in His essencgd” ( John 1:18),
nonetheless, His only begotten Son has revealed Him. Thus, Jesus could say, “He
who has seen Me has seen the Father” ( John 14:9).

JOB 14:12 —Does this contradict the Bible'steaching on the resurrection?
(See comments on Job 7:9 .)
JOB 19:17 —How could Job have children here when they were all killed earlier?

PROBLEM: InJob 1:2, 18-19 (cf. 8:4) all of Job’s children werekilled in agreat

windstorm. Y et here he speaks of his breath being “repulsive to the children of my
own body.”



SOLUTION: Theterm “children” can mean “grandchildren” or even his *blood
relatives.” With seven sons and three daughters, including their own families (cf. 1:2 ,
18), Job undoubtedly had many grandchildren. Job lived 140 more years after his
sickness ( Job 42:16). So, in hislong life, he had many years to have many
grandchildren and great grandchildren.

JOB 19:26 —Does this ver seindicate that the resurrection body will be a body of
flesh?

PROBLEM: Satan had afflicted Job’ s body, and his flesh was rotting away. However,
Job expressed hisfaith in God by saying, “in my flesh | shall see God” ( Job 19:26 ).
Does this mean that the resurrection body will be a body of flesh?

SOLUTION: Yes. Although the preposition “from” ( min) may be translated “without,”
itisacharacteristic of this preposition that when it is used with the verb “to see,” it
has the meaning “from the vantage point of.” Thisideais strengthened by the use of
contrasting parallelism employed in this verse. Hebrew poetry often employs two
parallel lines of poetic expression which sometimes express contrasting words or
ideas (called antithetic parallelism). Here the loosing of Job’ s flesh is contrasted by
histrust in God to restore the body that is decaying before his eyes, and that in his
very flesh, he would see God. Thisisamost sublime expression of Job’s faithin a
literal, physical resurrection (see also Dan. 12:2 ; Luke 24:39 ; John 5:28-29 ; Acts
2:31-32).

JOB 37:18 —Doesthe Bible err in speaking of a solid dome above the earth?

PROBLEM: Job speaks of God who “spread out the skies’ like “a cast metal mirror” (
37:18). Indeed, the Hebrew word for the “firmament” (ragia) which God created
(cf. Gen. 1:6) is defined in the Hebrew lexicon as a solid object. But thisisin clear
conflict with the modern scientific understanding of space as non-solid and largely
empty.

SOLUTION: Itistruethat the origin of the Hebrew word ragia meant a solid object.
However, meaning is not determined by origin (etymology), but by usage. Originally,
the English word “board” referred to awooden plank. But when we speak of a church
board member, the word no longer has that meaning. When used of the atmosphere
above the earth, “firmament” clearly does not mean something solid. Thisis evident
for several reasons. First, the related word raga (beat out, spread out) is correctly
rendered “ expanse” by many recent tranglations. Just as metal spreads out when
beaten (cf. Ex. 39:3; Isa. 40:19 ), so the firmament is a thinned out area.

Second, the root meaning “spread out” can be used independently of “beat out,”
asitisin several passages (cf. Ps. 136:6 ; Isa. 42:5; 44:24 ). |saiah wrote, “ So says
Jehovah God, He who created the heavens and stretched them out, spreading out the
earth and its offspring ( 1sa. 42:5, MKJv ). This same verb is used of extending



curtains or tents in which to dwell, which would make no senseif there was no empty
space there in which to live. Isaiah, for example, spoke of the Lord “who sits on the
circle of the earth, and its people are like grasshoppers; who stretches out the heavens
like a curtain, and spreads them out like atent to dwell in...” (Isa. 40:22 , MKJV ).

Third, the Bible speaks of rain falling through the sky ( Job 36:27-28 ). But this
makes no sense if the sky isametal dome. Nowhere does the Bible refer to little holes
in ametal dome through which the drops fall. It does speak figuratively of the
“windows of heaven” opening for the Flood ( Gen. 7:11 ). But this should probably
not be taken any more literally than our idiom, “It is raining cats and dogs.”

Fourth, the Genesis creation account speaks of birds that “fly above the earth
across the face of the firmament” ( Gen. 1:20 ). But thiswould be impossible if the
sky was solid. Thus, it is more appropriate to translate ragia by the word “expanse”
(astheNAsB and NIV do). And in this sense thereis no conflict with the concept of
space in modern science.

Fifth, even taken literally, Job’s statement ( 37:18 ) does not affirm that the
“skies’ area“metal mirror,” but simply that they are“ as[like]” amirror. In other
words, it is acomparison that need not be taken literally, any more than God isreally
a“strong tower” (cf. Prov. 18:10). Further, the point of comparison in Job is not the
solidity of the “skies” and amirror, but their durability (cf. word “strong” [ chazaq ];
v. 18). So when al is considered, there is no evidence that the Bible affirms that the
firmament of the sky isametallic dome. And thus there is no conflict with modern
science.

JOB 41:1—Doesthis passage makerreference to the mythological figure L eviathan?

PROBLEM: Job 41:1 makes reference to the mythological figure Leviathan. But, how
can the Bible talk about Leviathan asif it were areal sea monster?

SOLUTION: Although thisis basically the same name used in the Ugaritic documents
about a mythological sea monster, itisnot at al clear that Job 41:1 is areferenceto
this monster. Some commentators have proposed that thisis areferenceto alarge
crocodile, and that the name “Leviathan” is used to heighten the emphasis on its
uncontrolability.

Further, this type of expression is often used today, as when someone refers to an
adversary asa“monster.” Thisisnot aclaim that monsters actually exist. It is merely
the application to the person or thing of the fearsome characteristics that are usually
associated with a monster.

Finally, even if it is assumed that thisis areference to the same mythol ogical
creature of the Ugaritic tales, its use in this poetic text is not necessarily a claim that it
really exists. It could be simply a poetic figure employing the image of an untamable



seamonster to illustrate a point. Whereas Job is merely a man incapable of taming
such afearsome beast, God is all-powerful, and it is He who sets the bounds of both
man and beast. As such, it would be like someone today saying “ Jesus (whom they
believeis historical) is stronger than Superman (whom they believe to be mythical).”
Poetic expressions often employ symbolic figuresin an effort to heighten the
emotional impact of the literal message being conveyed. This does not, however,
mean that the author accepts the pagan mythology that has given rise to this figure.



PsSALMS

PSALM 1:2—Should Christians meditate, or isthisa Buddhist practice?

PROBLEM: David declared here that the righteous person “ meditates day and night.”
However, meditation is associated with Eastern religions, such as Buddhism and
Hinduism, which are contrary to Christianity. Should Christians engage in
meditation?

SOLUTION: Thereisasignificant difference between Christian meditation and mystical
meditation found in many eastern religions, popularly known in western forms as
“New Age’ religions. The differences are brought out in this contrast:

CHRISTIAN EASTERN RELIGIONS

Object Something (God) Nothing (void)
Purpose Worship of God Merge with God
Means Divinerevelation Human intuition
Sphere Through reason Beyond reason
Power By God's grace By human effort
Experience Objectiveredlity Purely subjective
Immediate State Concentration Relaxation

(See Geidler and Amano, The Infiltration of the New Age, Tyndale, 1989, 135)

There is a big difference between emptying one’'s mind to meditate on nothing
and filling one’s mind with the Word of God to meditate on the Living God. David
said he meditated on God's “law”—the Word, not on the void. His purpose was
spiritual fellowship with Y ahweh, not a mystical union with Brahman or the Tao of
eastern religions. The two forms of meditation are entirely different.

PSALM 3:1—How could David have written this Psalm when criticsinsist that
most Psalmswere not completed until much later?



PROBLEM: Theinscription on this psalm, as on many others, says, “A Psalm of
David.” However, biblical critics argue that the form and style of the psalm reflects a
much later period than David’ s time.

SOLUTION: Most scholars do not believe these inscriptions are part of the inspired text,
but were added |ater. However, thereis strong evidence that David did write this
psalm, as well as some 70 others attributed to him. Consider the following.

First, these inscriptions are very old and reflect the most ancient documentary
evidence about the authors of these psalms.

Second, David, being atrue poet (cf. 2 Sam. 1:17-27 ) was certainly capable of
writing these psalms.

Third, there is evidence that David possessed the rich imagination needed to write
Hebrew poetry (cf. 2 Sam. 1:19-27).

Fourth, David was also a good musician (cf. 1 Sam. 16:18-23) which would
greatly aid him in composing these psalms that comprised the ancient hymnal of
Judaism.

Fifth, David probably composed the music used in Solomon’s temple ( 1 Chron.
6:31-32 ) in which these psalms were later sung.

Sixth, the Bible declares that David was endued with the Spirit of God ( 1 Sam.
16:13), thus enabling him to write such inspired poems.

Seventh, David was deeply spiritual in both character and heart (cf. 2 Sam. 7),
something obviously true of the author of the psalms attributed to him.

Eighth, Psalm 18, for example, is also recorded in 2 Samuel 22 , whereit is
directly attributed to King David.

Ninth, David swore on his death bed that God spoke through his mouth as the
“sweet psalmist” of Israel (2 Sam. 23:1).

Finally, both our Lord and NT writers verified by name that David wrote specific
psalms attributed to him in these OT inscriptions. For example:

Psalm 2 is cited in Acts 4:25-26 as by David
Psalm 32 is cited in Romans 4:7-8 as by David
Psalm 95 is cited in Hebrews 4:7 as by David

Psalm 110 is cited in Matthew 22:44 as by David.



In brief, there is an ancient and unbroken teaching extending to modern times,
which includes our Lord and His apostles, that King David is indeed the author of the
psalms attributed to him. No one has provided any solid evidence to the contrary, but
have offered instead mere speculations about literary form which generally either beg
the question or are based on the fallacious argument from ignorance.

PSALM 5:5—How can thisverse say God hates the wicked when John 3:16 says
that God lovestheworld?

PROBLEM: Psalm 5:5 states, “ Y ou [God] hate all workers of iniquity.” However, John
3:16 says God loves the world. Don’t these verses contradict each other?

SOLUTION: Thereis no contradiction in these statements. The difficulty arises when
we wrongly assume that God hates in the same way men hate. Hatred in human
beingsis generally thought of in terms of strong emotional distaste or dislike for
someone or something. However, in God, hateisajudicial act on the part of the
righteous Judge who separates the sinner from Himself. Thisis not contradictory to
God'slove, for in Hislove for sinners, God has made it possible for sin to be forgiven
so that all can be reconciled to God. Ultimately, the sinner will reap the harvest of
God's hatred in eternal separation from God, or the harvest of God’slove by being
with Him for all eternity. But, God is “not willing that any should perish but that all
should come to repentance” ( 2 Peter 3:9). God' s justice demands that sin be
punished. God’ s love carried that punishment for every man in the person of His Son
(2Cor. 5:21).

PSALM 10:1—Is God approachable or unapproachable?

PROBL EM: Throughout the Bible God is depicted as eminently approachable, for “God
isour refuge and strength, a very present help in trouble” ( Ps. 46:1 ; cf. 73:28 ; James
4:8). On the other hand, in this psalm God is portrayed as inaccessible. For example,
“Why do Y ou stand afar off, O Lord? Why do Y ou hide Y ourself in times of
trouble?’ ( Psa. 10:1; cf. Isa. 14:15 ; Ezek. 20:3).

SOLUTION: The psalmist is speaking figuratively here. Just as “drawing near” to God (
James 4.8 ) isfigurative, not literal, likewise, neither does God literally “hide” from
us. It may seem to us as though He does simply because He does not respond as fast
aswe would like or in the way we would like. Nonethel ess, the Scriptures assure us
that God is both listening and acting in our best interest (cf. Heb. 4:14-16 ; 12:11).
Thereis no text of Scripture that says God does not respond to the earnest and
penitent prayers of believers (see comments on John 9:31).

PSALM 11:5—How can this verse say God hates some people when John 3:16 says
God loves everyone?



(See discussion under Ps. 5:5.)
PSALM 24:2 —Istheearth founded upon the seas or on nothing?

PROBLEM: The psalmist declaresthat the earth was “founded upon the seas.” But Job
said, “He hangs the earth on nothing” ( Job 26:7 ).

SOLUTION: Thefirst text speaks about the obvious fact that the earth is situated above
the seas so that they cannot overflow and destroy it. The versein Job may refer to the
scientific fact that the earth is suspended in space, something that could have been
inferred from observation of other heavenly bodies visible to the eye, and inferences
made from eclipses. Indeed, Aristotle (4th century B.C. ) concluded that the earth was
round in asimilar way.

PSALM 30—Why doesthe subtitle to Psalm 30 make reference to the dedication of
the house of David when the psalm says nothing about it?

PROBLEM: The subtitle to Psaim 30 is“A Song at the dedication of the house of
David.” However, the psalm itself makes no reference to the house of David, and the
content is concerned with a personal experience of God’s gracein time of trouble. Is
this subtitle an error?

SOLUTION: Thetitles and subtitles that appear in our Bibles were not part of the
original inspired psalms. These were added at a later time in much the same way that
study Biblestoday provide titles and subtitles over various sections of a given book.
In many cases they provide valuable information about the psalms with which they
are connected.

However, some scholars believe that some of these sentences that have been
understood to be titles of one psalm have come to be seen as postscripts of the
previous psalm. This may be the case with the subtitle over Psalm 30 . Some think
that Psalm 29 is much better suited as a psalm of dedication, and perhaps what has
been taken to be the subtitle of Psalm 30 is actually the postscript of Psalm 29 .

PSALM 34—Why doesthe subtitle of this Psalm have the name Abimelech when
the name should be Achish?

PROBLEM: The subtitle of Psalm 34 states, “A Psalm of David when he pretended
madness before Abimelech, who drove him away, and he departed.” However,
David's act of madness, recorded in 1 Samuel 21:13 , took place before Achish, not
Abimelech. Isthis an error?



SOLUTION: It must be remembered that the titles and subtitles of the various psalms
were not part of the original, inspired psalms. Therefore, it is possible that those who
added these titles made an error in this instance.

Others have proposed that perhaps Abimelech was another name for Achish. It
was not an uncommon practice in ancient times to have two names. Gideon was also
named Jerubbaal ( Jud. 6:32 ; 7:1), and Solomon also went by the name Jedidiah ( 2
Sam. 12:25). It is possible that the name Abimelech was a recurring namein acertain
dynasty of the Philistines.

PSALM 37:9, 34—When the wicked are cut off, arethey annihilated?

PROBLEM: The psalmist affirmsthat “evildoers shall be cut off.” Elsewhere ( Ps. 73:27
; Prov. 21:28), it saysthey will perish (see commentson 2 Thes. 1:9 ). But, does
being cut off forever mean they will be annihilated?

SOLUTION: Being “cut off” does not mean to be annihilated. If it did, then the Messiah
would have been annihilated when He died, since the same word ( karath ) is used of
the death of the Messiah (in Dan. 9:26 ). But, we know that Christ was not
annihilated, but lives on forever after His death (cf. Rev. 1:18 ; also see comments on

2Thes. 1:.9).
PSALM 37:25—Do therighteous ever beg bread?

PROBLEM: David declares here, “I have not seen the righteous forsaken, nor his
descendants begging bread.” But thisis obviously not always true. Many of the
starving thousands in the world today are Christians. Even the Bible spoke of “a
certain beggar named Lazarus’ who was in heaven ( Luke 16:20 ). David’s statement
seemsto be clearly false.

SOLUTION: Severa things should be kept in mind about David’ s statement. First of al,
strictly speaking it is not auniversal claim— it is simply a statement about his own
personal experience. He beginsit by saying, “1 have been young, and now am old; yet
| have not seen” (v. 25).

Second, he is not claiming that no righteous person ever starves, but simply that
he has not seen them “begging bread.” Thereis a difference.

Third, the context of his statement was the OT Jewish economy wherein no one
needed to starve because the Law provided that they could glean in the fields (cf. Lev.
19:10; Deut. 24:21). In this system, there was generally no need to “beg bread”—it
could be gleaned freely from the fields.



Finally, like Proverbs, this statement need not be taken universally, but only asa
genera rule that in asociety ordered according to God' s law, those who live
righteously will seldom find it necessary to beg for food.

PSALM 44:23—Does God sleegp?

PROBLEM: According to Psalm 121:4 , God shall “neither Slumber nor sleep.” Yet, in
this verse the psalmist calls on God, “Awake! Why do Y ou sleep, O Lord?’

SOLUTION: The psalmist uses “sleep” as afigure of speech referring to the fact that
God had deferred judgment, showing at that moment no signs of activity (cf. Ps.
44:9-10).

PSALM 45:3-5 —Isthisa prediction of Mohammed?

PROBLEM: Since this verse speaks of one coming with the “sword” to subdue his
enemies, Muslims sometimes cite it as a prediction of their prophet Mohammed, who
was known as “the prophet of the sword.” They insist it could not refer to Jesus, since
He never came with asword ( Matt. 26:52).

SOLUTION: This contention, however, fails for several reasons. First, the very next
verse (v. 6 ) identifies the person spoken of as “God” whom Jesus claimed to be (
John 8:58 ; 10:30 ). But Mohammed denied he was God, saying he was only a human
prophet. Second, the NT affirmsthat this passage refersto Christ ( Heb. 1:8). Third,
although Jesus did not come the first time with a sword, He will at His second coming
(cf. Rev. 19:11-16).

PSALM 51:5—Was man brought forth in iniquity or made upright?

PROBLEM: David said he was “brought forth in iniquity,” but Solomon taught that
“God made man upright” ( Ecc. 7:29 ). Which is true?

SOLUTION: Both are correct, but each is speaking about something different. Solomon
isreferring to man’soriginal creation before he “ sought out many schemes’ ( Ecc.
7:29). David is alluding to how humans have been “brought forth” from actual
“ conception” in their mother’s womb since the Fall.

PSALM 51:5—Doesthis ver se support the position that an unborn fetusisonly a
potential human being?

PROBLEM: David claimed that he was “conceived” in sin in his mother’ s womb.
However, he could not have actually sinned at the moment of conception, since he



had no moral consciousness or free will which are necessary for moral acts (see lsa.
7:15; John 9:41).

SOLUTION: Thistext does not support the view that a human embryo is merely a
potential human being, as opposed to an actual human being. Thisis evident for
several reasons. First, even if it were teaching that humans are potential sinners from
conception, it does not follow that they are potential humans.

Second, in whatever sense the unborn are declared sinners from the point of
conception, it reveals, nevertheless, that they are human, that is, they are part of the
fallen human race. For it is only by virtue of being part of the Adamic human race
that we are conceived in sin (see comments on Rom. 5:12).

PSALM 51:16—Did David disavow the sacrificial system of M oses?
(See comments on Hosea 6:6 .)
PSALM 53:5—Doesn’t this verse contradict itself?

PROBLEM: The psalmist said, “they arein great fear where no fear was.” But how
could they bein fear if there was no fear there?

SOLUTION: The Bible critic here manifests two serious flaws—utter presumption that
the biblical writer was so stupid asto contradict himself in the same sentence, and
complete ignorance of the fact that the same word is often used in different senses,
even in the same sentence. For example, “Y ou know perfectly well that you do not
know anything perfectly. ” (See also comments on Prov. 26:4-5 and Phil. 3:15.) The
meaning in this psalm is captured by theNiv : “There they were, overwhelmed with
dread, where there was nothing to dread.”

PSALM 58:3—How can an innocent child be wicked from the womb?

PROBLEM: Over and over the Bible speaks of the innocence and guiltlessness of little
children (cf. Deut. 1:39 ) who do not “know to refuse evil and choose the good” ( Isa.
7:15), and who are part of the kingdom of God ( Matt. 18:3—4 ; cf. Rom. 9:11). Yet,
in thisverse David insists that “the wicked are estranged from the womb; they go
astray as soon as they are born, speaking lies.” But, if ababy is morally guiltless, then
how can he or she speak lies?

SOLUTION: Itisclear that this cannot refer to actual sins, but only potential ones, since
the baby has not yet developed its moral consciousness and responsibility. The
Scriptures clearly speak of “children not yet being born, nor having done any good or
evil” (Rom. 9:11). The sensein which aperson is“sinful at birth” ( Ps. 51:5, N1V )
is by way of inclination, not by way of moral action. All persons are “by nature



children of wrath” ( Eph. 2:3) because they are born with atendency to sin, but they
arenot born in sin in reality. The condemnation over the head of everyone who
comesinto Adam’sraceisjudicial guilt, not personal guilt. We stand condemned
before God because “al sinned” in Adam our representative ( Rom. 5:12). This
situation can be summarized as follows.

WE ARE NOT BORN IN WE ARE BORN IN SIN
SIN
Actually Potentially
By action By inclination
In redlity In tendency
Personally Judicially

PSALM 73:20—How can thisversetalk about God awakening when Psalm 121:3
statesthat God never sleeps?

(See comments on Ps. 44:23 .)

PSALM 88:11—Do the dead have remembrance of anything?
(See comments under Ecc. 9:5.)

PSALM 97:7—Doesn’t thisverseimply there are many gods?

PROBLEM: The psalmist commands, “Worship Him, al you gods.” Y et the Bible
elsewhere insists thereis only one God ( Deut. 6:4 ).

SOLUTION: First of al, thereis no other God, but there are many gods. Thereis only
onetrue God, but there are many false gods. Indeed, Paul declaresthat there are
demons behind false gods ( 1 Cor. 10:20 ). And one day even the demons will bow
before the true and living God and confess that Heis Lord ( Phil. 2:10).

Furthermore, good angels are sometimes called “gods” ( elohim ) in the Bible (
Ps. 8:5; cf. Heb. 2:7). Thisverse ( Ps. 97:7) could be acommand for the angels to
worship God, as they are so commanded in Psalm 148:2 : “Praise Him, all His
angels.”

PSALM 104:5—Will the earth abide forever or will it be destroyed?

PROBLEM: Thisverse, and severa others (cf. Ps. 78:69 ; Ecc. 1:4 ), speak of the earth
being “established forever.” By contrast, the Bible also teaches that the heavens and
the earth “will perish” ( Ps. 102:26 ) or “pass away” ( Luke 21:33), being “burned
up” (2 Peter 3:10).



SOLUTION: First, the Hebrew word for “forever” (.olam) often simply means along
period or an indefinite time. Hence, one need not take the verses that speak of the
earth lasting “forever” asliterally meaning without any end. Further, even taken
literally an important distinction must be made. While the earth will not abide forever
in its present form, its constituent elementswill remain, and it will be reformed into a
“new heaven and anew earth” ( Rev. 21:1) which will never pass away. In this sense,
both are true—the basic elements of the universe God created will last forever, but
not in their present shape which has been infected by sin and decay ( Rom. 8:18ff ).
God will one day destroy the universein its present form and reconstruct it into a
perfect world, “anew heaven and anew earth” ( Rev. 21:1) which contains no
disease, death, or decay (cf. Rev. 21-22).

PSALM 109:1 ffi—How can the God of lovein the NT bereconciled with the
vengeful God of these cursing Psalms?

PROBLEM: This psalm, like many othersin the OT (e.g., Pss. 35; 69 ), pronounces
curges on one's enemies. Thus they are called imprecatory (cursing) psalms. David
says, “Let his children be fatherless, and hiswife awidow” ( 109:9). By contrast,
Jesus said, “Love your enemies ... and pray for those who ... persecute you” ( Matt.
5:44). How can the God of vengeance of the OT be the same as the God of love of
the NT (1 John 4:16)?

SOLUTION: Severa important factors must be kept in mind in understanding these
imprecatory or so-called cursing psalms.

First, the judgment called for is based on divine justice and not on human
grudges. David said clearly of hisenemiesin this psam, “they have rewarded me evil
for good, and hatred for my love” (v. 5). While David did pray this imprecation
(curse) on his enemies, he nonetheless loved them and committed them to the justice
of God for adue reward for their wicked deeds. David' s action in sparing Saul’ s life
isvivid proof that revenge was not a motivation behind this psalm. In spite of the fact
that Saul stalked David's life, David forgave Saul and even spared hislife (cf. 1 Sam.
24;26).

Second, judgment in these psalms is expressed in terms of the culture of the day.
Since being fatherless or awidow was considered a tragedy, the curseis expressed in
these commonly understood categories.

Third, since the Hebrew culture made no sharp distinction between the sinner and
his sin, the judgment is expressed in personal terms rather than abstractly.
Furthermore, since the Hebrew family was a solidarity, the whole family was saved
(cf. Noah, Gen. 7-8) or judged together (cf. Achan, Josh. 7:24).

Fourth, the phenomenon of imprecation is not unique to the OT. Jesus urged His
disciplesto curse cities that did not receive the Gospel ( Matt. 10:14 ). Jesus Himself



called down judgment on Bethsaida and Capernaum in Matthew 11:21-24 . Paul
declared anathema any who did not love the Lord Jesus ( 1 Cor. 16:22 ). Even the
saintsin heaven cried out to God for vengeance on those who martyred believers (
Rev. 6:9-10).

Fifth, imprecations are not a primitive or purely OT phenomenon. Justice
executed on evil isjust as much apart of God, asis blessing on the righteous. Both
aretrue of God in the OT aswell asinthe NT. In fact, God is mentioned as being
loving more often in the OT than inthe NT.

Sixth, becausethe OT emphasis was on earthly reward, connected with family,
prosperity, and the land, the OT curses were expressed in these terms. With the NT
revelation expressed more in terms of eternal destiny, there was less need to express
imprecations in these earthly terms.

Even in these OT imprecations one can see an anticipation of Christ. God has
committed all judgment to the Son ( John 5:22). So those who long for justice are not
only aspiring to His righteous kingdom, but can wait patiently for Him who comes
quickly to executeit justly ( Rev. 22:12).

PSALM 115:17—Can the dead praise God or arethey unconscious?

(See comments on Ecc. 9:5 and 2 Kings 14:29 .)

PSALM 119:110—Isit truethat David never erred from God’s preceptsor did he

go astray from them?

PROBLEM: David appears to contradict himself in the same psalm. First he saysto

God, “1 have not strayed from Y our precepts’ (v. 110 ). But later he admitted, “| have
gone astray like alost sheep” (v. 176 ). However, it would seem that both cannot be
true.

SOLUTION: David has two different things in mind. In the first case heis speaking in

general, and in the latter heis speaking in particular. Inverse 110 David states that
the general trend of his life has been faithfulness to God. But, in verse 176 , David
affirms what we must all acknowledge, namely, the universal truth that “all we like
sheep have gone astray” ( Isa. 53:6 ). So understood, there is no real contradiction
here. (See also commentson 1 Kings 11:4 .)

PSALM 137:9—How could the Psalmist rejoice at the thought of little onesbeing

dashed against rocks?



PROBL EM: When the psalmist considers the ultimate judgment that will be brought
against Babylon, he appears to rejoice that babies will be injured. How could a man
of God rejoice over such atragic and cruel event?

SOLUTION: The psalmist is not rejoicing over the dashing of babies. Rather, heis
rejoicing over the retributive justice of God that would ultimately return the cruelty of
the Babylonians upon them as ajust punishment for their crimes. The Babylonians
had treated the Hebrews and their children with just such acts of brutality. Ultimately,
God would bring the Medes and Persians to inflict His judgment upon Babylon. In
the hands of God, the armies of the Medes and Persians would balance the scal es of
justice, for the Babylonians would reap what they had sown (see comments on Ps.
109:1ff ).

PSALM 139:13-16 —Can it beinferred from this ver sethat the Bible considers
abortion to be murder?

PROBLEM: According to this passage, God |ooks upon the unborn as a human being.
However, if the unborn is fully human, then abortion would be the willful killing of
the innocent—murder. Does this passage indicate that God considers abortion to be
murder?

SOLUTION: Yes. Several other passages reinforce this position. First, the unborn are
known intimately and called out by God. In Jeremiah 1.5, God says, “Before |
formed you in the womb | knew you; before you were born | sanctified you; and |
ordained you a prophet to the nations.”

Second, the unborn are said to possess personal characteristics—sin, asin Psalm
51:5; orjoy,asinLuke 1:44 .

Third, anyone who harms the unborn receives the same punishment for harm done
to an adult. Elsewhere (see comments on Ex. 21:22-23 ), equal punishment is given
for harm done to awoman or to the child she carries. God looks upon the unborn as
fully human. And the willful taking of an innocent human life is murder.



PROVERBS

PROVERBS 1:1 —How could Solomon’swritings be part of the Scripturesince 1
Kings 11:6 said Solomon did evil in the sight of the Lord?

PROBLEM: Solomon began hisreign as aman who loved the Lord ( 1 Kings 3:3).
Later in hislife he began to turn away from following the Lord and did that which
was evil in God' s sight. How can the writings of an evil man become Scripture?

SOLUTION: The reason any book isin the Bible is not based upon the life of the human
author, but on the inspiration of the Holy Spirit (2 Tim. 3:16, cf. 2 Peter 1:20-21).
Every human author was a sinful human being. It is by the grace of God that humans
were used to communicate God’ s revelation. Solomon asked God for the capacity to
judge Isragl and to “discern between good and evil” ( 1 Kings 3:9). Solomon’s
writings are in the Bible because God supernaturally spoke to him ( 1 Kings 3:10-15
) and gave him wisdom to share with others. In short, he was a prophet or mouthpiece
through whom God spoke, imperfect though he was.

PROVERBS 8:22-31 —Whoisreferred to as “wisdom” in these ver ses?

PROBLEM: Many commentators have claimed that the person identified as wisdom in
Proverbs 8:22-31 is Jesus, because 1 Corinthians 1:30 states that Jesus is the wisdom
of God. However, though theNkJv trandates 8:22 as“ The Lord possessed me,” the
Hebrew uses the word ganah which is usually translated “to create.” If this passageis
areference to Jesus, then why does 8:22 affirm that the Lord created wisdom? If
“wisdom” in Proverbsis not areference to Jesus, then who isit?

SOLUTION: This passage is not adirect reference to any person. Poetic expression
often takes an abstract idea and talks about it asif it were aperson. Thisiscalled
personification. The wisdom referred to here is not areference to Jesus. Rather, itisa
personification of the virtue or character of wisdom for the purpose of emphasis and
impact. However, since Jesus is the perfect wisdom of God, He is the only one who
perfectly personified and exemplified the wisdom spoken of in Proverbs—for “in
Whom are hidden al the treasures of wisdom and knowledge” ( Col. 2:3).



PROVERBS 11:31 —Aretherighteous rewarded in thislife or in the next one?

PROBL EM: Here Solomon speaks as though the godly person receives hisreward in
thislife, claiming, “the righteous will be recompensed on the earth.” However, the
Bible repeatedly speaks of the rewards of the believer as being yet future, after Christ
returns (cf. 1 Cor. 3:12-15). Jesus said, “Behold, | am coming quickly, and My
reward iswith Me, to give to every one according to hiswork” ( Rev. 22:12).

SOLUTION: Rewards only begin in this life—they are not completed until the next life.
They are only partially passed out on earth—they will befully given in heaven. The
sameis true of punishment for the wicked. The same retributive justice that governs
this world will aso rule the world to come. The wrath of God is aready abiding on
unbelievers ( John 3:36 ), yet we are told to flee from the wrath to come ( Matt. 3:7).

PROVERBS 12:21 —Does God always spar e the godly from grave trouble?

PROBLEM: In some places the Bible promises, “No grave trouble will overtake the
righteous’ ( Prov. 12:21 ; cf. 1 Peter 3:13). But, in other places, such asthe fate of
Job, it makes a point to show how the godly sometimes suffer great troubles.

SOLUTION: Two factors help to explain this apparent contradiction. First, the promise
in Proverbsis only general, not universal. For example, the promise that the enemies
of the godly will be at peace with him ( Prov. 16:7 ) is surely not universal. Paul
pleased God, and yet his enemies stoned him ( Acts 14:19 ). Surely Jesus pleased
God, and yet His enemies crucified Him!

Second, the believer is not promised that no tribulation would befall him. In fact,
he iswarned that “in the world you will have tribulation” ( John 16:33). On the
contrary, God deliberately allowed Job to undergo grave trouble ( Job 1), another
man to be born blind for His glory ( John 9:3 ), and the Apostle Paul to have an
affliction (2 Cor. 12:7-9). What the believer is promised is that no permanent or
ultimate evil will befall him. No evil will beset us out of which God cannot bring
some greater good (cf. Gen. 50:20 ; Rom. 8:28).

PROVERBS 13:22 —Are believers obligated to leave an inheritanceto their
children?

(See commentson 1 Tim. 5:8 .)
PROVERBS 16:4 —Does God make people to be doomed?

PROBL EM: On the one hand, the Bible speaks of human beings as having free choice (
Matt. 23:37 ; 2 Peter 3:9) and being responsible for their own destiny (cf. Ezek.
18:20 ; John 3:36 ). On the other hand, Solomon declares here that “the Lord made ...



even the wicked for the day of doom.” Indeed, Paul speaks of some people being
“vessels of wrath” ( Rom. 9:22 ). How can we justify God making people in order to
destroy them?

SOLUTION: God does not create people in order to destroy them. God loves “the
world” ( John 3:16 ), and Christ died “for the whole world” ( 1 John 2:2). Indeed,
Christ’s blood “bought” even those who deny Him ( 2 Peter 2:1). And God “is not
willing that any should perish” ( 2 Peter 3:9). Thereisahell, but it was not prepared
for human beings. Jesus said it was “ prepared for the devil and his angels’ ( Matt.
25:41).

How then can we explain the fact that God made the wicked for the day of doom?
Theword “made”’ (asah ) has broad usage in Hebrew. 1t can mean “appoint” or
“ingtitute” or even “administer.” God isin sovereign control of the entire universe.
Even when humans intend something for evil, God can mean it for good ( Gen. 50:20
). Inthis sense, “ Surely the wrath of man shall praise You” ( Ps. 76:10). For “in all
things God works for the good” ( Rom. 8:28 , NIV ). So even the “day of doom” is
“for” God in the sense that Heisin control of it and it will ultimately redoundto His
glory. For God'sloveis magnified in heaven, and Hisjustice is manifest in hell.

Of course, it isnot God’ s directive will that anyone be judged, but in His
sovereign will He has appointed (“made”) that even judgment on sin will magnify
Him. Nonetheless, God “desires all men come to be saved and to come to the
knowledge of the truth” ( 1 Tim. 2:4). Even the “vessels of wrath” were only
“prepared for destruction” ( Rom. 9:22 ) because they refused to repent, since God
patiently “endured [them] with much longsuffering,” waiting for them to repent (cf. 2
Peter 3:9).

In brief, God’ sprescriptive will isthat all be saved. His permissive will is that
some be lost (those who refuse to repent). And God’ s providential will isthat He will
bring ultimate good, even out of evil. In this sense, all things are made for (i.e.,
appointed by) Him.

PROVERBS 2224 —Wasn't this section of Proverbs copied from the Egyptian
work titled “ The Wisdom of Amenemope?’

PROBLEM: An Egyptian document containing a book titled “The Wisdom of
Amenemope” was discovered in 1888. Many of the sayings are similar to those found
in Proverbs chapters 22-24 . However, if these chaptersin Proverbs are simply a copy
of this Egyptian book, then at least this section was not written by Solomon, as it
clamsto be (cf. 1:1; 25:1).

SOLUTION: Firgt, thereis no reason why God could not guide Solomon to use other
human sourcesin writing God’' s Word. Other authors of Scripture did this (cf. Luke
1:1-4). However, it is not clear that Solomon used this Egyptian source. For,



although there are sentences and contents that are quite similar, the fact is that the
differences outweigh the similarities. The two books deal with the same general
subject matter, and this fact alone can account for the similarities. Furthermore, closer
examination by scholars has reveaed that, if there was any borrowing, it was more
likely that the Egyptian author borrowed from the Hebrew author. Ultimately, of
course, God is the source of al truth, wherever it is found. Thus the proverbial
wisdom found in these chapters of Proverbsis from the Holy Spirit whatever human
source He employed.

PROVERBS 22:6 —How can this ver se be true when experience teaches us that
often children abandon the principles of their training?

PROBLEM: According to Proverbs 22:6 , if achild istrained in the way to live, he or
she will not depart from this training even when older. However, experience shows
that thisis not awaystrue. Isn’t this proverb contradicted by experience?

SOLUTION: This proverb does not contradict experience because it is only a general
principle that allows for individual exceptions. Proverbs are not designed to be
absolute guarantees. Rather, they express truths that provide helpful advice and
guidance for wise living by which individuals should conduct their daily lives. Itis
generally true that the diligent training of godly parents will influence children to
follow that training in later years. However, circumstances and individual
personalities and problems might work against the training a child has received. The
proverb encourages parents to diligently fulfill their responsibilities, and to trust the
future to the grace and sovereignty of God.

PROVERBS 24:11 —Doesthis versejustify breaking the law to stop abortions?

PROBL EM: Solomon urged here that we “Deliver those who are drawn toward death,
and hold back those stumbling to the slaughter.” Does this justify illegal attemptsto
“rescue”’ babies by blocking pregnant women’s path into legal abortion clinics?

SOLUTION: This passage does not justify breaking the laws of God-ordained human
government (cf. Rom. 13:1; 1 Peter 2:13 ), even if we believe they are unjust laws.
The only time believers are allowed to disobey the law is when it compelsthem to
sin, not when it permits someone else to sin (see comments on Ex. 1:15-21).
Otherwise, we would be obligated to block the doors to non-Christian churches or
temples where they are sinning by worshiping false gods. We should disobey alaw
that compels usto worship idols ( Dan. 3 ), but we should not disobey one that
permits othersto do so.

Furthermore, thistext ( Prov. 24 ) does not support illegal attempted “rescues’ for
several reasons. First, the chapter does not support civil disobedience; it commands
civil obedience. It says, “fear the Lord and the king” (v. 21), and fear implies
obedience to His commands (cf. Rom. 13:1, 3 and Titus 3:1 ). Second, those being



led away to death ( 24:11) are victims of those breaking the law; they were not the
lawbreakers. In other words, they were being carried away contrary to the law,
whereas legal abortion is occurring in accordance with the law.

Thereis no indication in this passage (or any other) that believers have the right to
illegally take away the legal rights of others simply because they personally believe
the laws are unjust. By the sameiillogic used by so-called “rescuers’ we should block
the path of anyone—judge, jury, or police—taking alawbreaker to the place of lega
sentence if we believe the conviction is unjust. Further, if it isright to “rescue” lives
by blocking clinic doors, then why not rescue them by bombing clinics, destroying
their power supplies, or even assassinating the doctors and nurses doing it. Perish the
thought! The truth is that two wrongs do not make aright, and the end does not justify
the means, whether it is an active or a passive means of disobeying God-ordained
human government that has issued non-compulsory laws that permit othersto sin.

PROVERBS 25:1 —How can Solomon be the author of Proverbswhen Hezekiah’'s
men copied them?

PROBLEM: The Book of Proverbs claimsto be written by Solomon ( 1:1; 10:1).
Conservative Jewish and Christian scholars have long attributed this book to King
Solomon. However, Proverbs 25:1 speaks of King Hezekiah's men “ copying” these
proverbs long after Solomon’s death. Further, the last two chapters claim to be
written by Agur ( 30:1) and King Lemuel ( 31:1) and not by Solomon.

SOLUTION: Since Solomon wrote some 3,000 proverbs ( 1 Kings 4:32 )—many more
than are in this book—it is possible that the Book of Proverbs was not put together
from Solomon’s many proverbs until after his death. If so, then God would have
guided His servants who compiled it so that they selected the ones He wanted in His
authoritative Word.

It isaso possible that Solomon himself wrote the Book of Proverbs and that the
reference to “copying” by Hezekiah’s men ssmply refersto their later transcribing
what Solomon wrote on another manuscript. The last two chapters could have been
included by Solomon himself or added later since they too were inspired wisdom like
that of Solomon’s, even though they were written by other men of God named Agur (
30:1) and Lemuel (31:1).

PROVERBS 26:4-5 —How can contradictory commands both be true?

PROBLEM: Verse 4 says“Do not answer afool according to hisfolly;” and verse 5 tells
usto “Answer afool according to hisfolly.” But thislooks like aflat contradiction.

SOLUTION: Thiswould be contradictory if it were not qualified by the accompanying
phrases. We should answer afool according to hisfolly if not doing so will leave him
“wisein hisown eyes’ (v. 5). But, we should not answer him according to hisfolly if



in so doing we will “aso belike him.” In other words, it depends on the
circumstances. Sometimes we should and sometimes we should not answer afool.
The wise man will know the difference. And if one lacks wisdom, let him ask of God
(James1.5).

PROVERBS 27:22 —I sfoolishness corr ectable?

PROBLEM: Proverbs 22:15 teaches that “Foolishness is bound up in the heart of a
child, But the rod of correction will driveit far from him.” But, according to this
verse, foolishnessisirremediable, because, “Though you grind afool in a mortar with
apestle along with crushed grain, yet his foolishness will not depart from him.”

SOLUTION: There are two significant differences in these passages. First, oneis
speaking of achild, who is still teachable. The other isreferring to an adult who is
beyond hope. Second, the correctable foolishness is only waywar dness, whereas the
incorrigible foolishness isbeyond hope.

PROVERBS 28:13 —Isit right to cover sinsor not?

PROBLEM: God warns here that “He who covers his sinswill not prosper.” However,
elsewhere God commends those who have had their sins covered, saying, “Blessed is
he ... whose transgression is covered” ( Ps. 32:1).

SOLUTION: Inresponse, several crucia differences should be observed. First, anyone
who attempts to cover his own sin is condemned, but the one who confesses his sins
and has God cover hissinsfor himis blessed. Second, in thefirst case, itisan
unjustified concealment of sin that God is condemning. In the other passageitisa
God-appointed means of remission or atonement. Third, one passage is condemning
anyone who attempts to cover up his sin. The other is commending those who have
God cover their sins by blood atonement.

PROVERBS 30:30 —If the fear of man ison all beasts, why do lions not fear
humans?

PROBLEM: God told Noah that “the fear of you and the dread of you shall be on every
beast of the earth” ( Gen. 9:2). However, thisis not the case, for even Proverbs 30:30
admits that the lion “does not turn away from any.”

SOLUTION: Several things help us to understand this problem. First, “the turn away”
may refer to other beasts, not to humans. Second, unless they are desperately hungry
or defending their young or turf, beasts do try to steer clear of human beings. Third,
whatever exceptions there may be only serve to establish the rule that the presence of
human beings tends to intimidate lower forms of life.



PROVERBS 31.6 —Does this ver se encour age drinking strong alcoholic bever ages?

PROBLEM: On the one hand the Bible speaks against strong drink, claimingitisa
“mocker” and arouses “brawling” ( Prov. 20:1 ). On the other hand, Solomon declares
here that we should “give strong drink to him who is perishing, and wine to those
who are bitter of heart.” Doesn’t this encourage drinking strong alcoholic beverages?

SOLUTION: The Bible strongly condemns the social abuse of strong drink (see
commentson 1 Tim. 5:23), but not itsmedicinal use. Thisis clearly amedicinal use
here, since it was to be given to those who are dying (“perishing”) or in deep pain or
shock (“bitter distress” or “misery,” v. 7). Used in thisway and for this purposeis
not forbidden in Scripture. Indeed, alcohol properly administered has healing power
both on theinside of the body ( 1 Tim. 5:23 ) and on the outside ( Luke 10:34 ). But
to abuse strong drink or engage in drunkenness is forbidden in Scripture (cf. 1 Cor.
5:11; 1 Tim. 3:8).



ECCLESIASTES

ECCLESIASTES 1:1—If thisbook isinspired, why isn’t it quoted in the NT?

PROBLEM: The NT writers quote the vast majority of the OT from Genesis to Malachi.
There are literally hundreds of citations from every major section of the OT. Yet, the
Book of Ecclesiastesis not quoted once. If it was inspired, then why isn't it cited at
least one time?

SOLUTION: There are several OT books that are not directly quoted in the NT,
including Ruth, 1 and 2 Chronicles, Esther, Song of Solomon, and Ecclesi astes.
However, all these books were considered inspired by both Judaism and Christianity.
Several points should be kept in mind.

First, being quoted in the NT was not atest for the inspiration of an OT book.
Rather, the question was whether it was written by a spokesperson accredited by God
and accepted by His people. Ecclesiastes meets this test.

Second, while notext of Ecclesiastesis cited as such in the NT, many of itstruths
are. For example:

What we sow we reap Ecc. 11:1, cf. Gal 6:7
Avoid lust of youth Ecc. 11:10, cf. 2 Tim. 2:22
Death is divinely appointed Ecc. 3:2, cf. Heb. 9:2
Love of money is evil Ecc. 5:10, cf. 1 Tim. 6:10
Don’'t be wordy in prayer Ecc. 5:2, cf. Matt. 6:7

Third, the NT writers had no occasion to quote from every book in the OT. Few
Christians have quoted recently from 1 Kings, yet the NT did ( Rom. 11:4 ). Indeed,
few believers ever cite 2 or 3 John, and yet they are part of the inspired Word of God.
Whether, or even how often, a book is quoted does not determine whether it is
inspired.



ECCLESIASTES 1:2—How can thisbook be part of the Scripturessinceit
contains such skepticism?

PROBLEM: Several statements that Solomon makes throughout this book indicate a
skepticism that seems contrary to the Bible as awhole. In Ecclesiastes 9:5 Solomon
says, “For the living know that they will die; but the dead know nothing. ” However,
the Book of Ecclesiastes isincluded in the canon of Holy Scriptures as an inspired
book. How can such a skeptical book be inspired Scripture?

SOLUTION: Although Ecclesiastes does contain statements that, when taken in
isolation, appear to be contrary to the teaching of the Bible, the book is not a book of
skepticism. Once these statements are understood in their contexts, their meaning is
compatible with other Scriptures. Such statements as found in Ecclesiastes 1:2 are not
designed to produce or to promote skepticism. Rather, Solomon is recording his
search for happiness and meaning in life by pursuing everything that this world
offers. Each of these seemingly skeptical observationsis amed at demonstrating that,
apart from God, everything “under the sun” is only vanity, and that the only source of
true happiness and lasting peace is the Lord our God. Solomon’ s investigations led
eventually to the conclusion that the whole duty of man isto “fear God and keep His
commandments” ( Ecc. 12:13).

ECCLESIASTES 1:9-10 —Isn't it false to claim thereis nothing new under the
sun?

PROBL EM: Solomon declared here that “there is nothing new under the sun.” But not
only isthis contrary to science and human history, but it is opposed by other verses of
Scripture (cf. Isa. 43:19 ; Jer. 31:22 ) where God says He will do “anew thing.”

SOLUTION: Of course there are new inventions, and God does new things. Solomon is
not speaking about these, but as to how a human being can be satisfied “under the
sun” (v. 8). All the regular means of wine, wealth, wisdom, and works (see Ecc. 2)
have already been tried and found wanting.

ECCLESIASTES 1:18—Iswisdom the sour ce of happiness, or the means of
sorrow?

PROBL EM: Solomon affirms here that *in much wisdom is much grief, and he who
increases knowledge increases sorrow.” However, Proverbs asserts that “Happy isthe
man who finds wisdom, and the man who gains understanding” ( Prov. 3:13). Does
wisdom bring sorrow or happiness?

SOLUTION: It al depends on the purpose for which wisdom or knowledge are sought.
In Ecclesiastes, Solomon is seeking wisdom “under the sun” (cf. 1:3), that is, apart
from God, as the source of happiness. This he rightly concludesis “vanity and



grasping for thewind” ( 1:14). However, if wisdom is viewed as based in “the fear of
the Lord” ( Prov. 1:7), then it is the very means of obtaining true happiness. |ndeed,
Solomon came to this very conclusion in Ecclesiastes (see 8:12 ; 12:13). Also, the
OT understanding of wisdom is not the accumulation of great amounts of knowledge.
For Solomon, wisdom is first and foremost living a successful life of righteousness
and peace in obedience to God. Knowledge aonedoes not bring wisdom. Indeed, the
message of Ecclesiastesis that knowledge alone brings only sorrow. Wisdom is the
accumulation of the right kind of knowledge coupled with alife that isin harmony
with God's commands and at peace with Him.

ECCLESIASTES2:2 —Islaughter good or bad?

PROBL EM: Sometimes the Bible speaks as though laughter is good and other times as
though it is bad. Solomon concluded, “I said of laughter, "It is madness'; and of
mirth, "What does it accomplish? ”( Ecc. 2:2). He added that “ sorrow is better than
laughter” ( 7:3). Jesus added, “Woe to you who laugh now” ( Luke 6:25). On the
other hand, the Bible encourages laughter, claiming that “a merry heart does good,
like medicine” ( Prov. 17:22 ). Solomon even “commended enjoyment, because a
man has nothing better under the sun than to eat, drink, and be merry” ( Ecc. 8:15).

SOLUTION: The answer liesin another verse. “To everything there is a season, atime
for every purpose under heaven ... atime to laugh; atime to mourn” ( Ecc. 3:1, 4).
What the Bible says about laughter can be summarized in the following contrast.

WHEN LAUGHING IS WHEN LAUGHING ISB AD
GOOD
The means of enjoying life The end (godl) of lifeitself
Means of expressing Means of attaining happiness
happiness
In a cheerful spirit In riotous derision
As reasonable merriment As senseless hilarity

ECCLESIASTES 2:24—1s Solomon commending hedonism here?

PROBLEM: Solomon concluded, “There is nothing better for a man than that he should
eat and drink, and that his soul should enjoy good in hislabor.” But thisis hedonism,
which is condemned elsewhere in the Bible ( Luke 12:19-20 ; 1 Cor. 10:7 ).

SOLUTION: Solomon is not recommending pleasure-seeking hedonism apart from God.
There is a big difference between the hedonist’s “Eat, drink, and be merry for
tomorrow we die” and Solomon’s exhortation to enjoy life because it comes “from
the hand of God” ( Ecc. 2:24). The kind of pleasures Solomon commended is that
“which God gives him under the sun” ( Ecc. 8:15), and that “is the gift of God” (
Ecc. 3:13).



God is not acosmic killjoy or a heavenly scrooge. He “gives usrichly all thingsto
enjoy” (1 Tim. 6:17 ) and at His “right hand are pleasures forevermore” ( Ps. 16:11).
However, Solomon warns, “Rejoice, O young man, inyour youth, and let your heart
cheer you in the days of your youth; walk in the ways of your heart, and in the sight
of your eyes; but know that for al these God will bring you into judgment” ( Ecc.
11:9). God wants us to enjoy thislife, but to live it in the light of the next one.

ECCLESIASTES 3:19—Isman’sfatethe same as that of animals?

PROBL EM: Solomon seems to claim here that there is no difference between the death
of humans and animals. “One thing befalls them: as one dies, so diesthe other.” Y et
Solomon asserts later that, unlike animals, when a human dies, “the spirit will return
to God who gaveit” ( Ecc. 12:7). How can this conflict be explained?

SOLUTION: There are both similarities and differences between the death of animals
and humans. In both cases, their bodies die and return to dust. Likewise, their death is
certain, and both are powerless to prevent it. In these respects, the physical
phenomena are the same for both humans and animals.

On the other hand, humans have immortal souls(spirits), and animals do not (
Ecc. 12:7; cf. 3:21). Of no beasts does the Bible say, “to be absent from the body ...
[is] to be present with the Lord” ( 2 Cor. 5:8). Likewise, nowhere does the Bible
speak of the resurrection of animals, asit does of all human beings (cf. John 5:28-29 ;
Rev. 20:4-6 ). So thereis a big difference in the spiritual realm between the death of
humans and animals. Consider the following summary:

HUMAN AND ANIMAL DEATHS

SIMILARITIES DIFFERENCES
Physically Spiritualy
In the body In the soul
Life before death Life after death
Mortality of the body Immortality of the person
How the body decays That the body is raised
No control over death Experience of aresurrection

ECCLESIASTES 3:20—If all return to dust, how can there be aresurrection?

PROBLEM: Some have argued against a physical resurrection on the grounds that the
scattered fragments of decomposed corpses cannot be reassembled, since some
become plants, or others are eaten by animals or even cannibals. Y et, the Bible
declaresthat all bodies will “comeforth” from the “graves’ ( John 5:28-29).



SOLUTION: Severa things must be noted in this connection. First, as many scholars
have pointed out, if necessary, it would be no problem for an omnipotent God to
bring all of the exact particles of one’' s body together again at the resurrection.
Certainly He who created every particle in the universe could reconstitute the
relatively few particles (by comparison) in a human body. The God who created the
world out of nothing is surely able to fashion aresurrection body out of something.

Second, it is not necessary to believe that the same particles will be restored in the
resurrection body. Even common sense dictates that a body can be the same physical
body without having the same physical particles. The observable fact that bodies eat
food and give off waste products, as well as get fatter and skinnier, is sufficient
evidence of this. Certainly, we do not say that one’ s body is no longer material or no
longer her body simply because she gains or loses weight.

Third, in the light of modern science it is unnecessary to believe that God will
reconstitute the exact particles one had in his pre-resurrection body. The physical
body remains physical even though, according to science, the exact physical
moleculesin it change every seven yearsor so. So, the resurrection body can be just
as material asour present bodies and still have new moleculesiniit.

ECCLESIASTES 3:20-21 —If thereislife after death, why does Solomon declare
that man has no advantage over the beasts?

PROBLEM: The Bible teaches that the soul survives death ( Phil. 1:23 ; 2 Cor. 5:8;
Rev. 6:9). But, Ecclesiastes insists that “all go to one place: all are from the dust, and
al return to dust” (v. 20 ). Hence, “man has no advantage over beasts, for al is
vanity” ( 3:19).

SOLUTION: The reference here is to the human body, not to the soul. Both men and
beast die and their bodies return to dust. However, humans are different in that their
soul “goes upward” (v. 21). In fact, Solomon speaks of “eternity” in the human heart
( Ecc. 3:11) and of itsimmortality when he declares that at death “man goesto his
eternal home” (12:5). He also emphasized that we should fear God because thereis a
day when “God will bring you into judgment” after thislife ( 11:9). So Ecclesiastes
is not denying life after death; it is warning about the futility of living only for this
life “under the sun” (cf. 1:3, 13 ; 2:18). (See prior comments under 3:19 .)

ECCLESIASTES 7:16—How isit possible to be too righteous?

PROBL EM: Jesus commanded His followers to be “perfect just as your Father in
heaven is perfect” ( Matt. 5:48 ). God said, “Y ou shall therefore be holy, for I am
holy” ( Lev. 11:45). But, Solomon instructs us not to be “overly righteous” ( Ecc.
7:16 ). How can someone be too righteous? Surely one cannot be too just or too
loving?



SOLUTION: A person cannot be too righteous, but he can be overly righteous. The
Pharisees were a good case in point. They were so righteous that they were self-
righteous. For, “being ignorant of God’ s righteousness, and seeking to establish their
own righteousness, [they] have not submitted to the righteousness of God” ( Rom.
10:3).

ECCLESIASTES 8:12—Arethelives of thewicked prolonged or shortened?

PROBLEM: According to this verse, “the sinner does evil a hundred times, and his days
are prolonged” (cf. Job 21:7). Y et elsewhere the Bible says, “the years of the wicked
will be shortened” ( Prov. 10:27 ; cf. Ecc. 8:13).

SOLUTION: The texts that speak of the wicked living short lives affirm the general
principle that such living tends to shorten human life. Whatever exceptions there are

prove the general rule. The texts that speak of the wicked living long lives speak only
of some, not all. These become the occasion of the godly cry as to why? The answer,
of course, isthat not all justice is accomplished in thislife.

ECCLESIASTES 9:5—Do the dead remember anything?

PROBLEM: Taken at face value, Solomon seems to be claiming that the dead have no
more knowledge of anything. He wrote here, “the dead know nothing.” Likewise, the
psamist said, “in death there is no remembrance” ( Ps. 6:5). But, this seemsto
contradict the many passages that speak of souls being conscious after death (e.g., 2
Sam. 12:23; 2 Cor. 5:8 ; Rev. 6:9).

SOLUTION: The Bible teaches that the soul survives death in a conscious state of
knowledge (see comments on 2 Kings 14:29 ). The passages which say thereis no
knowledge or remembrance after death are speaking of no memory in thisworld, not
of no memory of this world. Solomon clearly qualified his comment by saying it was
“in the grave’ ( Ecc. 9:10) that there was “no remembrance.” He affirmed also that
the dead do not know what is going on “under the sun” ( 9:6 ). But while they do not
know what is happening on earth, they certainly do know what is going on in heaven
(cf. Rev. 6:9). In short, these texts refer smply to man in relation tothis present life
—they say nothing about thelife to come immediately after this one.

ECCLESIASTES 11:9 —Should a young man follow hisown way or God’sway?

PROBLEM: In this text, Solomon encourages a young person to “walk in the ways of
your heart, and in the sight of your eyes.” But thisfliesin the face of other Scriptures
that urge them to seek not after “your own heart and your own eyes’ ( Num. 15:39).

SOLUTION: There are several ways to understand this Ecclesiastes passage that do not
conflict with other Scriptures. First, some have suggested that it is an example of



irony, meaning, therefore, they were not to go their own way but God’s. Since irony
isaperfectly legitimate human literary form that the Holy Spirit may use (see
Introduction), thisis entirely possible.

Second, even taken literally, the advice is not without qualification, since
Solomon adds quickly, “But know that for all these God will bring you into judgment.
Therefore ... put away evil from your flesh, for childhood and youth are vanity” (
Ecc. 11:9-10). In this sense, Solomon’ s advice would be, enjoy yourself. Do what
your heart desires, but at the same time bear in mind that you are accountable to God,
“who givesusrichly al thingsto enjoy” (1 Tim. 6:17).

'Geisler, N. L., & Howe, T. A. 1992. When critics ask : A popular handbook on Bible
difficulties. Victor Books: Wheaton, Ill.



SONG OF SOLOMON

SONG OF SOLOMON 1:1—How did a sensual book like this get in the Bible?

PROBLEM 1: The Bible condemnsthe lust of the flesh and sensuality ( Rom. 6:6 ; Gal.
5:16-21; 1 John 2:16). Yet thislove song is filled with sensual expressions and
sexual overtures (cf. 1:2; 2.5; 3:1; 4:5).

SOLUTION 1: The Bible does not condemn sex, but only perverted sex. God created
sex ( Gen. 1:27 ), and He ordained that it should be enjoyed within the bonds of a
monogamous marriage and in arelationship of love. The Scriptures declare, “Rejoice
with the wife of your youth. As aloving deer and a graceful doe, let her breasts
satisfy you at all times; and always be enraptured with her love” ( Prov. 5:18-19).

After warning against those who forbid marriage ( 1 Tim. 4:3 ), the apostle
declaresthat “every creature of God is good” (v. 4 ), and he goes on to speak of the
God “who gives usrichly all thingsto enjoy” ( 6:17 ). Hebrews insists that “ marriage
is honorable among all, and the bed undefiled; but fornicators and adulterers God will
judge” (Heb. 13:4).

God readlizes that normal people will have sexual desires, but He adds,
“Nevertheless, because of sexual immorality, let each man have his own wife, and let
each woman have her own husband” (1 Cor. 7:2). So, sex itself is not sinful, nor are
sexual desires. God created them and intends that they be enjoyed within the loving
bonds of a monogamous marriage. The Song of Solomon is adivinely authoritative
example of how sensual love should be expressed in marriage.

PROBLEM 2: Some question whether this book should be in the Bible, claiming that
some rabbis rejected it. Was it always a part of the Jewish Scriptures?

SOLUTION 2: From the very earliest times, this book was part of the Jewish canon.
Centuries after it was accepted into the canon of Scriptures, the school of Shammai (
A.D. 1st century) expressed doubt about its inspiration, but the view of Rabbi Akiba
ben Joseph (c. A.D. 50-132) prevailed when he declared, “ God forbid!—No manin



Israel ever disputed about the Song of Songs ... for al the ages are not worthy the
day on which the Song of Songs was given to Israel; for al the writings are holy, but
the Song of Songsisthe Holiest of Holies” (See Geider and Nix, A General
Introduction to the Bible, Moody Press, 1986, 259).

PROBLEM 3: Many modern scholars propose that this book of Solomon issimply a
collection of love poems that have been put together on the basis of their similarity in
theme. However, as awhole, this book is said to have been written by Solomon. How
can it be abook written by Solomon if it isreally only aloosely connected group of
poems?

SOLUTION 3: Actually, the Song of Solomon is not aloosely connected group of love
poems. The structure of the book demonstratesthat it is a single poetic expression of
the relationship between Solomon and his Shulamite bride. The structure of the Song
of Solomon isrevealed in the repetition of key phrases.

OPENING PHRASES CLOSING PHRASES

2:8 “Thevoiceof my 2.7 “1 charge you O daughters of
beloved! Behold, he Jerusalem ...”
comes.”

3:6 “Whoisthiscoming 3:5 “1 charge you O daughters of
Jerusalem ...”

6:10 “Whoisshe...” 6:9 “The daughters saw her ...”

85 “Whoisthiscoming 8:4 “1 charge you O daughters of

The structure of this book can be illustrated by the following outline.

[. The mutual 1:2-2:7 A
compassion of the
lovers
[1. Preewedding events  2:8-3:5 B
[1l. Wedding details 3:6-6:9 C
V. Post-wedding events 6:10-8:4 B’
V. Themutud 8:5-8:14 A’
contentment of the
lovers

The repetition of “A”sand “B”sis a pattern called chiasm that was frequently
employed by the Hebrew poets as a means of structuring their material. This structure
not only indicates the unity of the book, but it provides evidence of a single author
who put the material together in this manner to tell atrue story and communicate a



message. Thisliteral account of the love of Solomon for his wife teaches the sanctity
of human love in the marriage relationship (cf. Heb. 13:4).

SONG OF SOLOMON 1:2—Why do so many people who claim to interpret the
Bibleliterally, spiritualize the Song of Solomon?

PROBLEM: Evangelical Christians defend the literal interpretation of the Bible. They
insist that it should be taken in its normal, historical-grammatical sense, not in some
hidden, mystical, or allegorical sense. To do so in the Gospels, for example, leadsto
liberalism, denying the historicity of the life, death, and resurrection of Christ.
However, many evangelicals do not take the Song of Solomon literally, but giveit an
allegorical or spiritual meaning. Isthis not inconsistent?

SOLUTION: There are three basic interpretations of the Song of Solomon—the literal,
the allegorical, and the typical.

First, thereisaliteral interpretation. According to thisview, it isaliteral story
about King Solomon and his love for hiswife and her love for him, although scholars
differ over just which of his 700 wives and 300 concubines ( 1 Kings 11:3) this
might be. Some say it was “the daughter of Pharaoh” (1 Kings 11:1 ). Others suggest
it was alowly maiden known as the Shulamite. But all who take it literally insist that
it is about the historical King Solomon and alove affair he had with awoman. They
insist, then, that the book is intended to extol the beauty, purity, and sanctity of
marriage.

Second, otherstake anallegorical interpretation of the book, shying away from
the more sensuously descriptive parts of the story. They prefer to see a deeper
meaning, such as 'Y ahweh’s love for His people Israel (cf. Hosea) or, more broadly,
God'slove for His people in general.

Third, many Christians opt for atypical interpretation of this canticle, seeing in it
the prefiguration or type of Christ and Hislove for the church (cf. Eph. 5:28-32).
Thisview also denies that the book should be taken in aliteral sense, insisting rather
on a deeper spiritual meaning.

Whatever application this love story may have to God' srelation to His people, or
Christ’slove for His church, it seems better to insist on aliteral interpretation of this
book for the following two basic reasons. First, it isinconsistent to allegorize this
story and insist on taking the Gospels and other parts of Scripture literally. Second,
taking it literally does not contradict any other teaching of Scripture. Rather, it
complementsit in many ways. God instituted marriage ( Gen. 2:23-24 ). God crezated
sex and gave it to humans to enjoy within the bonds of marriage ( Gen. 1:27 ; Prov.
5:17-19). Paul declared that sex should be exercised within a monogamous marriage
(1 Cor. 7:1-5). Timothy was informed that sex within marriage should not be
forbidden ( 1 Tim. 4:14 ) and that God “gives usrichly all thingsto enjoy” (1 Tim.



6:17 ). The Song of Solomon is a beautiful example of areal romance between two
actual people that extols the biblical view of sex and marriage.

Since aliteral marriage does, according to Paul, exemplify the love of Christ for
His bride, the church, there is no reason we cannot take this literal love story asa
pictureof God'slove. However, to claim the story is not literally true, or that itisa
type or prediction of Christ’s love for the church goes beyond the meaning of the text.

SONG OF SOLOMON 6:8—Why are Solomon’swives and concubineslisted as
140 when he had 1,000?

PROBLEM: Here Solomon is said to have had only 140 wives and concubines, but 1
Kings 11:3 gives the number of 1,000.

SOLUTION: These two passages may refer to two different timesin hislife, the lower
number being the earlier one. Or, it may be that there were different ways of counting
hiswives. First Kings 11:3 does not really say he had seven hundred wives but “seven
hundred wives, princesses.” In other words, many of these were more political
aliances rather than actual marriages. Further, in the Song of Solomon it speaks of
“virgins without number” ( Song 6:8 ) being part of Solomon’s female entourage.
This genera statement could easily account for the total of 1,000 mentioned in 1
Kings1l.



| SAIAH

ISAIAH 1:1—Hasn't it been shown that Isaiah is actually two or more books, and
that it was not all written by onelsaiah in the 8th century B.C. ?

PROBLEM: Thetraditional view of the Book of Isaiah isthat it was written by Isaiah,
son of Amoz, some time between 739 and 681 B.c. However, modern critics have
argued that Isaiah is actually composed of at least two individual books. What has
been designated as First 1saiah encompasses chapters 1 through 39 , while Second
| saiah encompasses chapters 40 to 66 . Isthe Book of Isaiah actually several books
put together, or isit one book written by the one prophet 1saiah who lived in the 8th
century B.C. ?

SOLUTION: Thetraditional view that the Book of Isaiah is a single work written by the
prophet Isaiah is supported by several arguments. First, the critical view that separates
Isaiah into two or more books is based on the assumption that there is no such thing
as predictive prophecy. Modern scholars claim that the prophecies in chapters 40-55
concerning Cyrus must have been written after Cyrusruled in Persia. Thisview is
antisupernatural and tries to explain these sections of Isaiah as history rather than
predictive prophecy. However, since God knows the end from the beginning ( Isa.
46:10), itisnot at all necessary to deny the supernatural element in Isaiah’s
prophecies.

Second, the differences between the two halves of the book can be explained in
other ways than the two-author approach. Chapters 1 through 39 prepare the reader
for the prophecies contained in chapters 40 through 66 . Without these preparatory
chapters, the last section of the book would make little sense. Chapters 1 through 35
warn of the Assyrian menace that threatens to destroy God'’ s people. Chapters 36-39
form atransition from the previous section to chapters 40-66 , by looking forward to
the invasion of Sennacherib (chaps. 36-37 ), and looking back to the spiritual decline
that has caused the downfall of Jerusalem (chaps. 38-39 ). These four intervening
chapters ( 36-39 ) are not in chronological order because the author is using them to
prepare the reader for what is to follow.



Third, the difference in words and style of writing between the two sections of the
book has been used by critical scholarsto substantiate their claim that there are at
least two different books. However, these differences are not as great as has been
claimed, and the differences that do exist can be explained as a difference in subject
matter and emphasis. No author writes in exactly the same style using precisely the
same vocabulary when writing about different subject matter. Nevertheless, there are
anumber of phrases that are found in both sections that attest to the unity of the book.
For example, thetitle “the Holy one of Israel” isfound 12 timesin chapters 1-39 and
14 timesin 40-66 . The following list illustrates these kinds of similarities.

CHAPTERS 1-39 CHAPTERS 4066

1:15—"Your hands are full 59:3 —"For your hands are defiled with blood.”

of blood.”

28:5—"For acrownof glory 62:3—"Y ou shal also be acrown of glory in the hand
and a diadem of beauty tothe of the Lord, and aroyal diadem in the hand of your
remnant of His people.” God.”

35:6 —"For waters shall burst 41:18 —“1 will make the wilderness a pool of water, and
forth in the wilderness, and the dry land springs of water.”

streams in the desert.”

Fourth, in Luke 4:17 we find that when our Lord rose to read in the synagogue,
“He was handed the book of the prophet Isaiah.” The people in the synagogue and
Jesus Himself assumed that this book was from the prophet Isaiah. Other NT writers
accepted Isaiah as the author of the entire book. John 12:38 states that |saiah was the
one who made the statement that is found in Isaiah 53:1 . Other instances where the
NT ascribes portions of chapters 40-66 to Isaiah include Matthew 3:3 ( Isa. 40:3),
Mark 1:2-3 ( Isa. 40:3), John 1:23 ( Isa. 40:3 ), Matthew 12:17-21 ( Isa. 42:1-4),
Acts 8:32-33 (Isa. 53:7-8), and Romans 10:16 ( Isa. 53:1).

Fifth, the Dead Sea Scrolls include a complete copy of the Book of Isaiah, and
thereisno gap in the scroll between chapters 39 and 40 . This indicates that the
Qumran community accepted the prophecy of Isaiah as one book in the 2nd century
B.C. The Greek version of the Hebrew Bible, which dates from the 2nd century B.C. ,
treats the Book of Isaiah as a single book by the single author, Isaiah the prophet.

|SAIAH 1:11-13 —Did the prophet Isaiah disavow the sacrificial system of M 0ses?

(See comments on Hosea 6:6 .)

|SAIAH 7:14—Isthisversea prophecy about the virgin birth of Jesus Christ?

PROBLEM: The prophecy of Isaiah 7:14 concerns the conception of avirgin and the

bringing forth of a son whose name would be Immanuel. However, verse 16 seemsto
place the birth of the child before the invasion of the Assyrian armies and the fall of



Samariain 722B.c. , and Isaiah 8:3 seems to be a fulfillment of this prophecy. How
can this be a prophecy about the virgin birth of Jesus?

SOLUTION: The fulfillment of this prophecy may be two-fold. Because of the desperate
situation which the people of Israel faced, God promised to give them a sign that
would assure them that He would ultimately deliver His people out of bondage. Many
scholars believe this sign came in two ways. First, it came asasign of the physical
deliverance of Israel from the bondage to which they were going under the invading
Assyrians. Second, it came as asign of the spiritual deliverance of all of God's people
from the spiritual bondage to Satan. The first aspect of the sign was fulfilled in the
birth of Maher-Shalal-Hash-Baz as recorded in Isaiah 8:3 . The second aspect of the
sign was fulfilled in the birth of Jesus Christ at Bethlehem as recorded in the Gospels.

The word trandlated “virgin” ( almah ) refers to ayoung maiden who has never
had sexual relations with aman. The wife of Isaiah who bore the son in fulfillment of
the first aspect of the prophecy was avirgin until she conceived by |saiah. However,
according to Matthew 1:23-25 , Mary, the mother of Jesus, was avirgin even when
she conceved and gave birth to Jesus. The physical conception and birth of the son of
Isaiah was asign to Israel that God would deliver them from physical bondage to the
Assyrians. But, the supernatural conception and birth of the Son of God was asign to
all of God' s people that He would deliver them from spiritual bondageto sin and
death.

ISAIAH 9:6 —Why isJesus called “the everlasting Father” if Heisthe Son of God?

PROBLEM: The orthodox Christian doctrine of the Trinity holds that God is one
Essence in three Persons—Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. However, Isaiah 9:6 calsthe
Messiah “the everlasting Father.” How can Jesus be both the Father and the Son?

SOLUTION: Thisverseisnot a Trinitarian formulathat calls Jesus Christ the Father.
Actualy, it is easier to grasp the idea when the phrase is rendered literally into
English, “Father of eternity.” The first part of verse six makes reference to the
incarnation of Jesus. The part that lists the names by which Heis called expresses His
relationship to His people. He is to us the Wonderful Counselor, the Mighty God, the
Father of Eternity, the Prince of Peace. Considered in this way, we see that Jesusis
the One who gives us eternal life. By His death, burial, and resurrection, He has
brought life and immortality to light. Truly, Heis the Father of eternity for His
people. The name “Father of eternity” indicates that, as aloving father provides for
His children, so Jesus loves us and has provided for us by giving us everlasting life.

| SAIAH 14:12—WhoisLucifer in thisverse?

PROBLEM: Many commentators consider this passage to be areference to Satan,
because the name “Lucifer” is used. However, in Isaiah 14:4 this entire poetic section



stretching from 14:4 through 14:27 is a proverb against the king of Babylon. How can
this be areference to Satan when it is against the king of Babylon?

SOLUTION: This passageis aliteral reference to the king of Babylon, but its
significance encompasses the ultimate defeat and fall of Satan. There have been many
different views as to the identity of this king of Babylon. Some propose that thisis a
reference to Sennacherib, afierce enemy of God' s people. Others see the poetic
figure of personification in which the kingdom of Babylon asawholeisreferredtoin
personal terms. The Hebrew word translated in the NKJv as“Lucifer” literally means
“shining one.” Verse 12 could be translated “How you are fallen from heaven, O
shining one, son of the morning.” Because the king of Babylon desired to set himself
up as God, hisfall would be as from heaven.

The parallels between this passage and such NT passages as L uke 10:18 and
Revelation 20:2 indicate that this passage may have a broader application. The
prophecy was given for those who lived in Isaiah’ s day, and it had immediate
significance for them. God was promising them that their enemy, the king of Babylon
and the evil empireitself, would ultimately be torn down. Y et, the prophecy may
have significance for us as a picture of the ultimate demise of the evil ruler of this
world whom God will ultimately destroy ( Rev. 20:10).

| SAIAH 21:7 —Does this passage predict the coming of Mohammed?

PROBL EM: Some Muslim commentators take the rider on the “donkeys’ to be Jesus
and the rider on “camels’ to be Mohammed, whom they believed superseded Jesus.

SOLUTION: Thisisatotally unfounded speculation with no basisin the text or the
context. Actually, the passage is speaking of the fall of Babylon (v. 9) and the news
of itsfall that spread by various means, namely, those riding on horses, donkeys, and
camels. Thereis absolutely nothing here about the prophet Mohammed.

| SAIAH 26:14 —Doesthis contradict the Bible steaching on the resurrection?
(See comments on Job 7:9 .)

| SAIAH 30:26 —Will the light of the sun and moon beincreased or decreased in the
future kingdom?

PROBLEM: Isaiah has two apparently contradictory predictions. Oneis that the light to
the heavenly bodies will be increased sevenfold ( Isa. 30:26 ). The other isthat it will
be “ashamed” in the light of the Lord Himself ( Isa. 24:23).



SOLUTION: Some scholars believe these are mutually compatible poetic predictions
that even though the light of the sun and moon is increased manifold (perhaps,
figuratively), nevertheless, the light of the Lord will outshine them.

Others takethese as literal predictions about two different future times. They hold
that the natural light of the heavenly bodies will be increased during the reign of
Christ for “athousand years’ ( Rev. 20:4-6 ). But after that, when the “new heaven
and anew earth” ( Rev. 21:1) are created, there will be “no need of the sun or of the
moon to shinein it, for the glory of God illuminated it” ( Rev. 21:23).

| SAIAH 40:5—Will thewicked behold God’sglory?

PROBLEM: Isaiah declaresin this passage that “the glory of the Lord shall be revealed,
and all flesh shall seeit together.” However, earlier Isaiah contended that the wicked
“will not behold the majesty of the Lord” ( Isa. 26:10 ). How can both be true?

SOLUTION: First, the answer liesin the fact that the wicked do not voluntarily
recognize God' s glory, as the godly do. Further, the wicked do not presently
recognize God' s majesty, but one day every knee will bow to Him—both the godly
and the wicked ( Isa. 45:23 ; cf. Phil. 2:10 ). Understood in this way there isno
disharmony between the texts.

| SAIAH 40:25—If nothing islike God, then how can humans be in theimage of
God?

PROBLEM: Isaiah wrote: “ "To whom will you liken Me, or to whom shall | be equal ?
saysthe Holy One.” Y et the Bible says “God created man in His own image” ( Gen.
1:27).

SOLUTION: Isaiahis not denying al similarity between God and His creatures. In fact,
the Bible affirms elsewhere, “He who planted the ear shall He not hear? He who
formed the eye, shall He not see?’ ( Ps. 94:9) Indeed, God s reflected in the mirror
of Hiscreation (cf. Ps. 19:1 ; Rom. 1:19-20). Isaiah is simply affirming that the
transcendent God is more than His creation, even though Heis not totally unlikeiit.

| SAIAH 44.28 —How could Isaiah talk in such specific termsabout a king that
would not exist for some 200 year s?

PROBLEM: InIsaiah 44:28 and 45:1 , Isaiah specifically names Cyrusin connection
with the future restoration of Isragl and the laying of the foundations of the temple.
However, Isaiah conducted his ministry some time between 739 and 681 B.C. , while
Cyrus would not even become king of Persiauntil 539B.c. That isaperiod of at least
150 years. How could Isaiah specifically name Cyrus before he even lived?



SOLUTION: Thisisaninstance of supernatural prophecy. Although it was not in the
power of Isaiah to look into the future, it is certainly in the power of God who
declares “the end from the beginning” ( Isa. 46:10 ). Not only does God know who
will come to power, but, “the Most High rules in the kingdom of men, and givesit to
whomever He chooses’ ( Dan. 4:32). It is God who sets up kingdoms, and it is God
who brings them down. It is no small wonder, then, that God is able to name aking
almost 200 years before he takes the throne. (See comments on Daniel 1:1.)

| SAIAH 45:7—Is God the author of evil?

PROBLEM: According to this verse, God “creates good and evil” ( kv, cf. Jer. 18:11
and Lam. 3:38 ; Amos 3:6 ). But many other Scriptures inform us that God is not evil
(1 John 1:5), cannot even look approvingly on evil ( Hab. 1:13), and cannot even be
tempted by evil ( James 1:13).

SOLUTION: TheBibleisclear that God is morally perfect (cf. Deut. 32:4 ; Matt. 5:48),
and it isimpossible for Him to sin ( Heb. 6:18 ). At the same time, His absolute
justice demands that He punish sin. This judgment takes both temporal and eternal
forms ( Matt. 25:41 ; Rev. 20:11-15). Inits temporal form, the execution of God’s
justice is sometimes called “evil” because it seems to be evil to those undergoing it
(cf. Heb. 12:11 ). However, the Hebrew word for evil ( ra ) used here does not aways
mean moral evil. Indeed, the context indicates that it should be translated, as the NKJv
and other modern trandlations do, as “calamity.” Thus, God is properly said to be the
author of “evil” in this sense, but not in the moral sense—at least not directly.

Further, thereis an indirect sensein which God is the author of moral evil. God
created moral beings with free choice, and free choice is the origin of moral evil in
the universe. So, ultimately God is responsible for making moral creatures who are
responsible for moral evil. God made evil possible by creating free creatures, but the
free creatures made evil actual. Of course, the possibility of evil (i.e., free choice) is
itself agood thing. So, God created only good things, one of which was the power of
free choice, and moral creatures produced the evil. However, God is the author of a
moral universe and in this indirect and ultimate sense is the author of the possibility
of evil. Of course, God only permitted evil, but does not promote it, and He will
ultimately produce a greater good through it (cf. Gen. 50:20 ; Rev. 21-22).

The relation of God and evil can be summarized this way:

GOD ISNOT THE GOD ISTHE AUTHOR OF EVIL
AUTHOR OF EVIL
Inthe sense of sin In the sense of calamity
Mora evil Non-moral evil
Perversity Plagues
Directly Indirectly

Actuality of evil Possibility of evil



| SAIAH 53:3—Was Jesus despised by men or respected by them?

PROBLEM: According to Isaiah, Jesus was “ despised and rejected by men.” Yet in the
Gospels, even Jesus' enemies seemed to respect Him, saying as Pilate did, “1 find no
fault in Him at all” ( John 18:38 ). The Roman soldiers who crucified Jesus
exclaimed, “Certainly thiswas arighteous Man” ( Luke 23:47 ). Indeed, Luke says
that Jesus “increased ... in favor with God and men” ( 2:52 ). Which istrue—was
Jesus respected or despised?

SOLUTION: Both aretrue. In general, He was respected by Hisfriends and rejected by
Hisenemies. He was honored by His disciples, but crucified by Hisfoes.

Further, Jesus was more accepted in general in Hisearly ministry, but the
antagonism became more intense in Hislater ministry. So, it depends on who is
speaking and when, as to whether Jesus was despised or respected.

| SAIAH 56:3—Did I saiah predict therewould be homosexualsin the kingdom?

PROBLEM: According to some pro-homosexual interpreters, Isaiah 56:3 prophesied
homosexuals will be brought into the kingdom of God. The Lord said, “to them | will
give within my temple and its walls amemorial and a name better than sons and
daughters; | will give them an everlasting name that will not be cut off” ( NIV ).
Should this be taken to mean that Isaiah predicted the day of acceptance for
homosexuals into God' s kingdom?

SOLUTION: The Bible makes no predictions about homosexuals being accepted into
the kingdom of God. First of all, Isaiah’s prophecy is about “eunuchs,” not
homosexuals. And enunuchs are asexual, not homosexual.

Second, the “eunuchs” spoken of are probably spiritual, not physical. Jesus spoke
of spiritual “eunuchs” who had given up the possibility of marriage for the sake of the
kingdom of God ( Matt. 19:11-12).

Third, thisis a classic example of reading one’ s beliefs into the text (isogesis),
rather than reading the meaning out of the text (exegesis). Thisisthe very thing
homosexuals charge heterosexuals of doing with Scripture.

Finally, the Bible says emphatically that “neither fornicators ... nor homosexuals
... Will inherit the kingdom of God” ( 1 Cor. 6:9). The Scriptures repeatedly and
consistently condemn homosexual practices (see comments on Lev. 18:22 ; Rom.
1:26). God loves all persons, including homosexuals. But He hates homosexuality.

|SAIAH 57:15—Does God dwell in eternity or with men?



PROBLEM: Isaiah speaks of God as “the High and Lofty One Who inhabits eternity.”
Y et John claimsthat “ God is with men, and He will dwell with them” ( Rev. 21:3). Is
God in eternity or in time?

SOLUTION: Godisin both. Heis*out there” aswell as“in here.” Intechnical terms,
He is both transcendent over the universe and yet immanent in it. All of God is
everywhere, in heaven and on earth ( Ps. 139:7-10). Heisover al andin al. He
created the universe and has manifested Himself in it, but Heis not identical to the
universe ( Col. 1:15-16 ). God isin the world, but God is not the world. Likea
painter and his painting, God put Himself in His creation but is still more than it.



JEREMIAH

JEREMIAH 1:5—Does Jeremiah teach reincarnation in this ver se?

PROBLEM: God told Jeremiah: “Before | formed you in the womb | knew you; before
you were born | sanctified you; and ordained you a prophet to the nations.” But if
God knew Jeremiah before he was formed in the womb, then He must have
preexisted as a soul before he was incarnated into a body, which is what reincarnation
teaches.

SOLUTION: These verses do not speak of the soul preexisting before birth, but of God
calling and setting apart people for the ministry long before they are born. I knew
you” does not refer to apreexistent soul, but to the prenatal person. They were
known by God “in thewomb” ( Jer. 1.5 ; cf. Ps. 51.6 ; 139:13-16 ). The word “know”
(yada ) implies a special relationship of commitment (cf. Amos 3:2). It is supported
by words like “sanctified” (set apart) and “ordained,” which reveal that God had a
special assignment for Jeremiah (and Paul, Gal. 1:15-16 ), even before birth.
Therefore, these passages do not imply preexistence of a soul; rather, they affirm
preordination of an individual to a special ministry.

JEREMIAH 2:22 —Werelsrael’ssins eradicable or not?

PROBLEM: Jeremiah seems to imply that nothing could wash away Isragl’ssins. “ "For
though you wash them with lye, and use much soap, yet your iniquity is marked
before Me,” saysthe Lord God.” However, later Jeremiah changes his tune and calls
upon them to “Wash your heart from wickedness that you may be saved” ( 4:14).
Why the difference?

SOLUTION: The solution seemsto liein the fact that the first passage is speaking about
mere outward washing that does not cleanse their hearts. That is, no external ritual
can purify asinful heart. Asthe prophet said elsewhere, they needed to “circumcise”
their hearts, not just their flesh ( Jer. 4:4 ; cf. Deut. 10:16 ). What was wrong with
them could only be purified by true penitence, not by phony practices.



JEREMIAH 6:20—Do the later prophets disavow the earlier sacrificial system of
M 0ses?

(See comments on Hosea 6:6 .)
JEREMIAH 12:1—Do thewicked prosper or not?

PROBL EM: Jeremiah complained, “Why does the way of the wicked prosper?” The
same complaint is heard elsewhere in Scripture (cf. Job 12:6 ; Ps. 73:7 ). However,
other passages of Scripture contend that the wicked do not prosper. Rather, “evil
pursues sinners’ ( Prov. 13:21) and “evil shall slay the wicked” ( Ps. 34:21).

SOLUTION: Jeremiah is speaking of temporary prosperity, which the wicked often
enjoy. Thetransitory nature of their prosperity, however, is due to the longsuffering
of God, wherein He delays judgment in favor of mercy and in the hope of repentance
(2 Peter 3:9). When the Bible speaks of God slaying the wicked, it does not always
mean immediately, but ultimately. When understood in this way, there is no real
conflict between these passages.

JEREMIAH 15:6—Can God repent?

PROBLEM: The prophet speaks of God repenting so many times that He is “weary of
relenting.” Yet in other places the Bible affirms that “He is not a man that He should
relent” ( 1 Sam 15:29 ; cf. Mal. 3:6).

SOLUTION: God does not actually change, but only appears to change as we change,
just as the wind appears to change when we turn and go in another direction (see
comments on Gen. 6:6 and Ex. 32:14 ). God cannot change His character nor His
unconditional promises ( Heb. 6:17-18 ), because they are based in His unchangeable
nature (cf. 2 Tim. 2:13). Infact, it is because God is unchangeable in Himself that He
appearsto change in relation to humans who vary in their character and conduct.
God's immutability demands that His feelings and actions toward different human
beings be different. Since He always feels the same revulsion toward sin ( Hab. 1:13
), God cannot feel the same toward a person who has just fallen in sin as toward that
same person when he confesses his sin and calls upon God’ s mercy for salvation. In
this case, it is not God who changes, but the person who changesin relation to God.

JEREMIAH 20:7—Did God deceive Jeremiah?

PROBLEM: The kJv of thisversereads, “O Lord, thou has deceived me, and | was
deceived.” But, God is a God of truth who cannot lie ( Heb. 6:18 ), nor can He tempt
othersto sin ( Jas. 1:13). How then could He deceive Jeremiah?



SOLUTION: The Hebrew word ( patah ) translated “deceived” by the KJv does not
imply moral deception here. It can be translated “induced” or “persuaded” ( NKJv and
NIV note). It simply means that God persuaded or constrained Jeremiah into a
ministry of which he was not fully aware of all the consequences. But thisisagood
description of marriage. And who but the most cynical would insist that all romance
and courtship are moral deception simply because the couple could not foresee al
they were getting into.

JEREMIAH 22:30—Was Jehoiachin childlessor did he have heirs?

PROBLEM: Jeremiah was told here to “write this man down as childless.” However,
Jechoiachin had a son, Shedltiel, who is listed in Matthew 1:12 .

SOLUTION: First of al, the verse does not say he would actually be childless. Jeremiah
was simply told to write him down “as if childless’ (NIv ). Further, thisis explained
by the last part of the verse, namely, “none of his descendants shall prosper, sitting on
the throne of David, and ruling anymore in Judah.” Thisistrue of Hisimmediate
successors. And it is even true of hislong-range successor, Christ, who was not an
actual son of Jehoiachin but only alegal son through his legal father, Joseph (see
comments on Matt. 1:17 ). Jesus, however, was the actual son of David through
Mary, His actual mother (cf. 2 Sam. 7:12ff ; Luke 3:23, 31).

JEREMIAH 27:1—Isthis passage about Jehoiakim or Zedekiah?

PROBLEM: In the NKJV , this passage reads, “1n the beginning of the reign of
Jehoiakim.” However, verses 3 and 12 identify Zedekiah as king of Judah, and 28:1
indicates that the prophecy of chapter 27 was given during the time of the reign of
Zedekiah, not Jehoiakim. Should it be Zedekiah or Jehoiakim here?

SOLUTION: Itismost likely the case that a scribe miscopied the text by inadvertently
placing the heading of chapter 26 over chapter 27 . Thereis good textual evidence
from the Syriac and the Greek versions of the OT that thereis ascribal error here.
While the Syriac version reads “ Zedekiah,” the Greek version omits this verse
altogether. This could indicate that a problem had developed in the early stages of the
transmission of this portion of Jeremiah’s text, and the Greek trand ators were not
able to decipher the verse at all and merely left it out. The context and the historical
situation indicates that the original read “Zedekiah” instead of “ Jehoiakim.”

JEREMIAH 32:31—Did God delight in Zion (Jerusalem) or did it provoke His
anger?

PROBLEM: The psamist declared that “the Lord loves the gates of Zion.” ( Ps. 87:2).
In fact, “the Lord has chosen Zion ... [as] My resting place forever” ( Ps. 132:13-14
). But, in this text, Jeremiah quotes God as saying, “ This city has been to Me a



provocation of My anger and My fury from the day that they built it, even to this
day.” Well, then, does God delight in Zion forever, or has He been provoked by it
from the beginning?

SOLUTION: Actually both are true, whether taken in a spiritual senseor in aliteral
sense. Some scholarstake thisspiritually, as areference to God' s eternal blessing on
His heavenly Zion, the church (cf. Heb. 12:22 ; Rev. 21-22).

Other Bible scholars understand this literally as yet to be fulfilled when Isragl is
restored to their land forever as God promised (see comments on Rom. 11:26).
Accordingly, the city of Jerusalem which was chosen by God as the capital of His
people Isragl was a perpetual pain to God. But, when the Messiah returns to set up
His throne and reign there (cf. Zech. 13-14 ; Matt. 19:28), it will be a source of
endless delight to God.

JEREMIAH 34:3—Did Zedekiah seethe King of Babylon or not?

PROBLEM: Jeremiah declared here to King Zedekiah: “your eyes shall see the eyes of
the king of Babylon ... and you shall go to Babylon.” However, 2 Kings 25:7 saysthe
Babylonian invaders “put out the eyes of Zedekiah, bound him with bronze fetters,
and took him to Babylon.” How then could he see the king of Babylon, if he was
blind?

SOLUTION: These passages are perfectly harmonious, once all the factors are known.
First, the king of Babylon summoned that the captured King Zedekiah be brought to
his headquartersin Riblah (cf. 2 Kings 25:6 ). There, after seeing the king of Babylon
“faceto face” ( Jer. 34:3), Zedekiah's eyes were put out. Then Zedekiah was bound
and taken to Babylon. So Zedekiah saw theking of Babylon, but not the city of
Babylon.

JEREMIAH 36:28—How can thisbook beinspired if the original manuscript of
Jeremiah perished?

PROBLEM: According to evangelical scholars, only the origina manuscripts
(autographs) were inspired and inerrant, not the copies, since there are minor errorsin
the copies. But according to this passage, the king destroyed the original manuscript
in thefire.

SOLUTION: When evangelicals refer to the “original manuscripts’ alone being inspired
(autographs), they do not exclude the fact that a biblical author may have had a
“second edition” in original manuscripts too. Nor do they exclude the fact that, if the
original is destroyed, God can inspire another one just like it. Indeed, Jeremiah was
told, “ Take yet another scroll, and write on it all the former words that were in the



first scroll” (v. 28 ). So both manuscripts were inspired, only the first one perished
without a copy. So the second oneis now the “original” one.

Technically, we should not claim that only the original manuscripts are inspired,
but the original text. For example, a perfect copy (e.g., a photo copy) of an original
manuscript is asinspired asis the origina manuscript itself. Likewise, all existing
manuscript copies of the original are inspired in so far as they have accurately
reproduced the original manuscript. God in His wisdom has not deemed fit to
preserve the original manuscripts of Scripture. Some believe thisis so men would not
make an idol of it (cf. 2 Kings 18:4 ). Others claim it was His way of keeping it from
human digortion by diffusing so many copiesthat it would be impossible to distort all
of them. Whatever the case, the copies we do have are earlier, more numerous, and
more accurate than those of any other book from the ancient world. They bring us all
the truth of the original text, and the minor differences do not affect any doctrine of
the Christian faith.

JEREMIAH 36:30—How can this ver se say that Jehoiakim shall have no oneto sit
on the throne when hisson reigned after him?

PROBL EM: Because Jehoiakim burned the book of the prophecy of Jeremiah, God told
Jeremiah to prophesy again to Jehoiakim that he “shall have no oneto sit on the
throne of David” ( Jer. 36:30 ). However, according to 2 Kings 24:6 , Jehoiachin the
son of Jehoiakim “reigned in his place.” Isthis contradictory?

SOLUTION: Thisis not acontradiction. Although Jehoiachin did take over after the
death of hisfather, he was in Jerusalem only three months before the city fell to the
invading armies of Nebuchadnezzar. After reigning in Jerusalem for only three
months, Jehoiachin was taken into captivity, and Zedekiah was placed on the throne
in his stead. The Hebrew idea expressed in the phrase “sit on the throne” indicates a
more permanent enthronement. God was telling Jehoiakim that his family name
would not continue in the place of leadership, and that no dynasty in his name would
continue. The extremely short reign of Jehoiachin, and his almost immediate removal
and captivity, were afulfillment of this prophetic statement.

JEREMIAH 43:8-13 —How can these versestalk about theinvasion of
Nebuchadnezzar when thereisno evidencethat it ever happened?

PROBLEM: According to this prophecy of Jeremiah, Nebuchadnezzar would attack and
devastate Egypt. However, the Greek historians made no mention of this event, and
there does not seem to be sufficient historical evidence to substantiate the claim that
there ever was such an invasion. Isthis an error in the biblical record of history?

SOLUTION: No, thereis no historical error. Until recently, the only testimony from
ancient historians was the record of Josephus, the Jewish historian. Modern scholars
rejected Josephus' testimony as a fabrication to support the Hebrew Scriptures.



However, asmall fragment of a Babylonian chronicle from about 567 B.C. confirms
both the record of Josephus and the biblical record concerning Nebuchadnezzar’s
invasion of Egypt. Thereis also confirmation from an inscription on the statue of
Nes-hor, governor of southern Egypt under Hophra. Nebuchadnezzar did indeed
invade and devastate Egypt as Jeremiah had prophesied.

JEREMIAH 46:2—Doesthis date of the defeat of the Egyptian armies by
Nebuchadnezzar contradict the date given in Daniel 1:1?

(For aconsideration of the historical accuracy of this statement, see comments under
Dan. 1:1.)



LAMENTATIONS

LAMENTATIONS 3:22—Is God compassionate or ferocious?

PROBLEM: This and many other versesin Scripture describe God as merciful and
compassionate, slow to wrath and plentiful in kindness (cf. Ps. 94:9 ; James 5:11 ; 1
John 4:16). By contrast, there are numerous passages in the Bible which reveal God
as wrathful and vengeful. God told Moses, “Y ou shall destroy all the peoples whom
the Lord your God delivers over to you; your eye shall have no pity on them” ( Deut.
7:16; cf. 1 Sam. 6:19 ; 15:2-3; Jer. 13:14 ; Heb. 12:29).

SOLUTION: In each case, the object is different. God executes His wrath on the wicked,
as Hisjustice demands, and He bestows His kindness on the righteous, as His love
constrains Him. These are consistent acts of God in accardance with His own
unchangeable essence ( Mal. 3.6 ; James 1:17 ). But since the objects are different it

only appears that God is acting contradictorily when in fact they are eminently
compatible in a holy, loving God.



EZEKIEL

EZEKIEL 1:5-28 —Isthis a manifestation of UFOsand extraterrestrial
intelligence?

PROBLEM: Ezekiel speaks here of “living creatures’ whose faces werein “the likeness
of aman” which moved “like aflash of lightning” (v. 14 ). They were “lifted up from
the earth” (v. 19) and their “wheels were lifted up together with them” (v. 20 ). Some
have taken this to be areference to UFOs and extraterrestrials. Are there human-like
UFO creatures in outer space?

SOLUTION: Thisis not areference to UFOs, but isavision of the glory of God. Thisis
evident for several reasons. First, the text states clearly that “ This was the appearance
of the likeness of the glory of the Lord” ( Ezek. 1:28).

Second, these are called “visions” in the very first verse. Visions are usually given
in highly symbolic form (cf. Rev. 1:9-20 ). Hence, the “likeness’ (v. 28 ) given of
things should not be taken literally, but symbolicaly.

Third, the “living creatures’ were angels, since they had “wings’ (v. 6) and flew
in the midst of heaven. They compare to the angels mentioned in Isaiah 6:2 and
especially to the “living creatures’ (angels) which were around God' s throne (in Rev.
4.6).

Fourth, their message was from the “Lord God” of Israel to the Prophet Ezekiel
(cf. 2:1-4), not from some alleged UFO beings. The context was a message from the
God of Israel through the Jewish prophet Ezekiel to His “rebellious nation” ( 2:34 ;
cf. 3:4).

Fifth, thereis no real evidence that any UFO, humantlike creatures exist
anywhere in the universe. There are, of course, demonic spirits which the Bible calls
a“lying spirit” ( 1 Kings 22:22 ) and “deceiving spirits’ (1 Tim. 4:1). These demons
or evil angels may deceive people into thinking they are extraterrestrials. But they can
be known by their false teaching and the evil practices they encourage, such as



idolatry, witchcraft, astrology, divination, fortune telling, and contacting departed
gpirits (cf. Deut. 13:1-9; 18:9-14; 1 Tim. 4:1-3).

EZEKIEL 14:9—Did God deceive these false prophets?

PROBLEM: Ezekiel declaresthat God “induced’ the fal se prophets to speak and then
would “destroy” them for doing so. But this sounds deceptive.

SOLUTION: God's action was neither deceptive nor morally coercive. Giving false
propheciesis exactly what fase prophets like to do. So, thereis no coercion by God
in inducing them to ply their trade. The sovereign God so ordered the circumstances
that these evil men would, by their own free will, utter false prophecies that would
reveal their true character and lead to their eventual doom. It is because they did not
love the truth that God gave them over to error and its eventual consequence,
destruction (see 2 Thes. 2:10-11).

EZEKIEL 16:47—Did | srael imitate the heathen or not?

PROBLEM: In Ezekiel 5:7 , the | sraelites were condemned because they had
“multiplied disobedience more than the nations that are all around” them. Y et, herein
Ezekiel 16:47 they were condemned by God who said, “Y ou did not walk in their
ways nor act according to their abominations.”

SOLUTION: There are two possible explanations of this discrepancy. Some scholars
hold that the Israelites had imitated the pagan nations in someregards, but not in all.
They had not gone so far as to incur the same judgment of God as the heathen around
them, even though their present course was not consistent with God's Law.

Others believe that both texts indicate they were not merely imitating the heathen,
but that they had gone far beyond them in their moral corruption. When the last
passage is taken in its entirety, this becomes more clear: “Y ou did not walk in their
ways nor act according to their abominations; but, asif that were too little, you
became more corrupt than they in your ways.” In other words, “They were not like
them; they were worsethan them!” They were not following the heathen; they were
so bad that they were theleadersin evil.

EZEKIEL 16:49—Wasthe sin of Sodom selfishnessrather than homosexuality?

PROBLEM: Ezekiel described the sin of Sodom as selfishness: “Now this was the sin of
your sister Sodom: She and her daughters were arrogant, overfed and unconcerned;
they did not help the poor and needy” ( NIV ). No mention is made of homosexuality
or related sexual sins. Contrary to the traditional view, they were apparently
condemned simply because they were selfish, not because they were homosexuals.



SOLUTION: Sodom’s sin was not only selfishness, but also homosexuality. Thisis
evident from several facts. First of all, the context of Genesis 19 reveals that their
perversion was sexual (see comments on Gen. 19:8).

Second, the sin of selfishness related by Ezekiel ( 16:49 ) does not exclude the sin
of homosexuality. As a matter of fact, sexual sins are aform of selfishness, since they
are the satisfaction of fleshly passions.

Third, by calling their sin an “abomination,” the very next verse (v. 50 , NKJV )
indicates that it was sexual. Thisis the same word used to describe homosexua sins
in Leviticus 18:22 .

Fourth, the notorious nature of Sodom’s sexual perversity isrevealed in the very
word “sodomy” which has come to mean homosexual activity.

Fifth, the sin of Sodom is referred to elsewhere in Scripture as a sexual
perversion. Jude even calls their sin “sexua immorality” (v. 7).

EZEKIEL 18:20—Does God ever punish one person for another’ssin?

PROBLEM: Ezekiel says clearly God does not punish the sons for their fathers' sins, but
that “the soul who sins shall die [for its own sing].” However, in Exodus 20:5 we are
informed that God visits “the iniquity of the fathers on the children to the third and
fourth generations.” These seem flatly contradictory.

SOLUTION: Ezekidl is speaking of the guilt of the father’s sin never being held against
the sons, but Moses was referring to the consequences of the fathers' sins being
passed on to their children. Unfortunately, if afather isadrunk, the children can
suffer abuse and even poverty. Likewise, if amother has contracted AIDS from drug
use, then her baby may be born with AIDS. But, this does not mean that the innocent
children are guilty of the sins of their parents.

Further, even if the Exodus passage implied that moral guilt was somehow also
visited on the children, it would only be because they too, like their fathers, had
sinned against God. Noteworthy is the fact that God only visits the iniquities of
“those who hate” Him ( Ex. 20:5), not those who do not (see also comments on Rom.
5:12).

EZEKIEL 18:32—Does God rejoice over the sinner’s doom?

PROBLEM: According to this verse, God declares, “1 have no pleasure in the death of
onewho dies[in hissing].” Yet in Proverbs 1:26 , God declares to the sinner, “1 also
will laugh at your calamity; | will mock when your terror comes.” But, these seem to
be contrary attitudes toward the doom of the sinner.



SOLUTION: The answer liesin the fact that the passages are speaking about two
different types of people. God does not rejoice in the death of an ultimately
unrepentant sinner, since He knows “it is appointed for men to die once, but after this
the judgment” ( Heb. 9:27 ). However, God does “laugh” (is satisfied) when the
unwise learn the consequence of their imprudence in thislife (cf. Prov. 1:31).
“Laugh” isafigure of Hisindignation at their spurning the path of wisdom for
foolishness. God is rightly indignant over the foolhardy and the ways of those who do
not fear Him (v. 29 ) and who bring disaster on themselves. But, in no way does He
rejoice in those who go to their ultimate doom without Him, for He takes no pleasure
in the death of the wicked.

EZEKIEL 20:25—Are God's statutes evil?

PROBLEM: Ezekiel tells us that God “gave them up to statutes that were not good, and
judgments by which they could not live.” However, the Bible declares that God's
laws are perfect and holy (Lev. 11:45; Ps. 19:7 ; Rom. 7:7).

SOLUTION: First of all, Ezekiel is probably not referring to the laws of God, but to
pagan statutes to which God turned over His people when they disobeyed His holy
law. Notice the text says, God aso gave them up to statutes that were not good
because “they rebelled against Me” ( 20:21).

Second, thereis a sense in which God' s holy law can be said to be not good,
namely, disobedienceto it brings evil results. The Apostle Paul put it thisway: “Isthe
law sin? Certainly not! ... But sin, taking opportunity by the commandment,
produced in me all manner of evil desire. For apart from the law sin was dead” (

Rom. 7:7-8). That is, the purpose of the law is good (namely, to reveal God's
righteousness), but the result to the law is evil (sinceit is the occasion of man's
sinfulness).

EZEKIEL 26:3-14 —How can Ezekiel’s propheciesbeincluded in Scriptureif they
are wrong about Nebuchadnezzar ?

PROBLEM: According to the propheciesin Ezekiel 26 , God would bring
Nebuchadnezzar against the proud city of Tyre and would utterly destroy it. However,
Ezekiel 29:18 indicates that Nebuchadnezzar failed to capture Tyre. How can these
two statements be reconciled?

SOLUTION: Nebuchadnezzar did destroy the coastal cities. However, the people of the
port of Tyre had obviously relocated to the island city, which they were able to
successfully defend against the Babylonian invaders. Nebuchadnezzar had defeated
and plundered the cities on the shore, as Ezekiel prophesied in 26:7-11 , but he could
not defeat the island city. Thisfact is reported in Ezekiel 29:18 .



Further, verse 12 marks a shift from the prophecy concerning Nebuchadnezzar to
prophetic declarations about other invaders. Verse 3 had already introduced the idea
of many invadersin the statement, “I ... will cause many nations to come up against
you.” As history records, many nations did come up against the island city of Tyre,
but it was Alexander the Great, laying siege against the island city of Tyre in about
332 B.c., who finally conquered the city and left it in total ruins so that it was never
rebuilt. When rightly understood, Ezekiel’ s prophecy perfectly fits the historical
record.

EZEKIEL 28:1—Whoistheprinceof Tyre?

PROBLEM: Many conservative scholars equate the prince of Tyre with Satan.
However, such statements as “you are aman, and not agod” ( 28:2) indicate that this
is areference to a human prince, not to Satan. Who is the prince of Tyre?

SOLUTION: Evangelical scholars hold differing positions concerning the identity of the
prince of Tyre. Some hold that the language in chapter 28 is highly poetic with
figurative expressions that are designed to emphasi ze the arrogance of the prince of
Tyre. These commentators understand this to be a human prince, although thereis
difference of opinion about exactly who this man would be. Someidentify this prince
as Ethbaal 111 who ruled from about 591 to about 572 B.cC. Othersidentify him as
Ithobal 11, who may have been the same person under a different name. Some
commentators propose that the language cannot be applied to any specific person, but
is a personification of the city itself. The “king” serves as asymbol of the government
and the people as awhole.

Other commentators propose that verses 1-11 refer to the human prince, but that
verses 11-19 refer to Satan. Those who advocate this view point to the change of
reference from “the prince (nagid ) of Tyre” inverse 2, to “the king ( melek ) of
Tyre” inverse 12 . This change of reference from prince to king, coupled with such
statements as “you were in Eden” (v. 13), “you were the anointed cherub” (v. 14),
and “you were perfect in your ways from the day you were created” (v. 15) may
indicate that this section is about Satan. To the contrary, others simply understand
these phrases as hyperbolic (literary exaggeration) references to the human prince and
king.

All conservative commentators agree, however, that chapter 28 is a prophecy
against the city of Tyre and itsruler, whoever that might be. This ruler exalted
himself above God and deserved the judgment that God would bring upon him.
Although the specific identity of the prince and king of Tyreis adebated issue, the
application of this passage extends to all those who exalt themselvesin pride and
arrogance against God, whether they be kings, demons, or common people. And, of
course, Satan himself is the ultimate example of all such proud creatures (cf. 1 Tim.
3:6).



EZEKIEL 29:17-20 —Does Ezekiel prophesy about an invasion of Egypt by
Nebuchadnezzar which never actually took place?

(For adiscussion of the historical accuracy of the prophecies of Nebuchadnezzar’s
invasion of Egypt, see comments under Jer. 43:8-13 .)

EZEKIEL 40-48 —How can these prophecies be understood literally when the NT
declaresthat the sacrificial system has been abolished by Christ’sdeath?

PROBLEM: Ezekiel seemsto predict that, in the messianic period, the sacrificial system
used by the Jews before the time of Jesus will be reinstituted (chaps. 40-48).
However, the NT in genera and the Book of Hebrews in particular is emphatic in
declaring that Christ has by one sacrifice forever done away with the need for animal
sacrifices (10:1-9).

SOLUTION: There are two basic interpretations of this passage of Scripture. Some take
it spiritually and othersview it literaly.

First, some argue for aspiritual interpretation that these sacrifices are not to be
understood literally, but only as symbols or foreshadows of what was fulfilled in
Christ’s all-sufficient sacrifice on the Cross ( Heb. 1:1-2 ). They give the following
reasons for their view.

1. TheNT teachesthat Christ fulfilled and abolished the OT sacrificial system and
priesthood ( Heb. 8:8-10).

2.  TheBook of Revelation describes the Heavenly City of the future with no
temple or sacrifices, only Christ the Lamb ( 21:22-27 ).

3.  Ezekid portrays the Gentiles as excluded from Israel’ stemple, which is
contrary to the NT teaching that Jew and Gentile are onein Christ ( Gal. 3:28 ;
Eph. 2:12-22).

4. TheNT speaks of the church as a spiritual Isragl in which OT predictions are
fulfilled (Gal. 6:16 ; Heb. 8:8-10).

Those who object to this view point out, first, that this violates the normal,
historical-grammatical way to interpret the text. Further, it illegitimately reads NT
meaning back into the OT text, rather than understanding the OT text asit is written.
They also argue that the sacrifices predicted by Ezekiel could be pointing back to the
Cross, just asthe OT ones pointed forward to it.

Theliteral interpretation looks to an actual restoration of the temple and
sacrificial system, just as Ezekiel predicted it to be fulfilled during Christ’s millennia
reign on earth ( Rev. 20 ). They support their position with the following points:



=

Ezekiel presents ahighly detailed description, with numerous measurements,
and historical scenes that do not fit with a spiritual interpretation.

If this passage is spiritualized, then on similar grounds most of the OT
prophecies could be spiritualized away, including the obviously literal ones about
Christ’ sfirst coming, which we know from their fulfillment was literal. The same,
then, applies to His second coming.

The Bible distinguishes between Israel and the church ( 1 Cor. 10:32 ; Rom.
9:3-4). Promises unigue to Abraham and hisliteral descendants, such asthe
Promised Land ( Gen. 12:1-3), are not fulfilled in the church, but remain yet to
be fulfilled in the future (Rom. 11 ; Rev. 20).

The picturein Revelation 21 is not that of the millennium ( Rev. 20), but of the
eternal state that followsit. Ezekiel’s prediction ( 40—48 ) will befulfilled in the
millennium. Later, in the new heaven and the new earth, there will be no temple
or sacrifices.

The sacrifices mentioned by Ezekiel have no atoning significance. They are
merely memorial in nature, looking back to the accomplished work of Christ on
the Cross, much asthe Lord’ s Supper does for believers today.

Therest of Ezekiel’s prophecy will be fulfilled in aliteral 1,000-year reign of
Christ ( Rev. 20:1-7 ) asHe sits on alliteral throne with His 12 apostles sitting on
12 literal thronesin Jerusalem ( Matt. 19:28 ). If so, then there is no reason not to
take the prophecy about the sacrifices asliteral too.

The OT did not foresee how Jew and Gentile would be joined together (cf. Eph.
3:4-6), but it did envision that the Gentiles would be blessed ( Isa. 11:10-16 ).
Ezekiel’ s presentation does not exclude this later revelation (cf. Col. 1:26 ).

The Book of Hebrews speaks only of abolishing animal sacrificesasin an
atoning sense, not in amemorial sense.



DANIEL

DANIEL 1:1 a—Wasn’'t the Book of Danidl actually written after about 170 b.c. ?

PROBLEM: Daniel contains an incredible amount of detail concerning the kingdoms of
the Gentiles from the reign of Nebuchadnezzar, from about 605 b.c. , down to the
Roman empire which began to exercise dominance as early as 241 b.c. and, under
the Roman general Pompey, took over the Promised Land in 63 b.c. However,
conservative scholars have maintained that Daniel wrote in the 6th century b.c.
How could Daniel have given such historically accurate details of eventsin the
future?

SOLUTION: The Book of Daniel contains supernatural prophecies that, from Daniel’s
time, extended hundreds of yearsinto the future ( Dan. 2:7 ). Daniel 11 presents a
sweeping display of detailed prophecy that stretches from the reign of Cyrus the
Great to the reign of antichrist, to the millennial kingdom, to the end of the age
and into eternity. The record of the movement of nations and eventsis so
accurate, it reads as the historical account of an eyewitness. However,
conservative scholarship places the date of the Book of Daniel at atime before
any of these eventstook place. The book itself claims to be predictive prophecy
(cf. 9:24ff ). To avoid the conclusion that Daniel’ s prophecy was a supernatural
act of God, modern scholars have proposed a number of explanations including a
late date of writing. However, the historical accuracy of Daniel’ s record confirms
a 6th century composition, and the best conclusion is that the Book of Daniel isa
revelation from God about historical events that were future to Daniel, many of
which are still future to us today.

DANIEL 1:1 b—Isthe date given here of Nebuchadnezzar’ sinvasion in
contradiction to the date given in Jeremiah 46:2 ?

PROBLEM: The Book of Daniel begins with the dating of the invasion of
Nebuchadnezzar in the third year of the reign of Jehoiakim of Judah. However, in
Jeremiah 46:2 , the date of Nebuchadnezzar’ sinvasion is given as during the
fourth year of the reign of Jehoiakim of Judah. Which is correct?

SOL UTION: Both statements are correct. The differenceis aresult of two different
calendar systems used by the two prophets. Daniel employed the Tishri (around
October) calendar system which was the first month of the new year on the
Hebrew calendar. Jeremiah, whose prophecy concerned the coming invasion of
the Assyrian armies, employed the calendar of the Assyrians that marked Nisan
(around April) asthe first month of the new year. Jehoiakim came to the thronein
the month of Tishri in 609 b.c. The official reckoning of aking’sfirst year starts



on thefirst day of the new year, Tishri 1. Since Jehoiakim became king of Judah
several days after the first day of the new year, hisfirst official year as king did
not begin until the firs day of the following year. For Daniel, this meant that
Jehoiakim’sfirst official year began on the first day of Tishri, almost awhole year
later. For Jeremiah, this meant that Jehoiakim’s first official year began about six
months later on the first day of Nisan.

Nebuchadnezzar’ s invasion took place in the summer of 605 b.c. , between the
months of Nisan and Tishri. This means that according to Daniel’ s reckoning, it
was only the third official year of Jehoiakim’s reign, but according to Jeremiah’s
reckoning it was Jehoiakim’s fourth official year as king of Judah.

DANIEL 2:2—Why does Dani€l refer to the Chaldeans as a group of wise men here
when he refers to them as an ethnic group in 5:30 ?

PROBL EM: When Danidl refersto those whom Nebuchadnezzar summoned to interpret
his dream, he identifies these as magicians, astrologers, sorcerers, and Chaldeans.
Each of these is a group of wise men who functioned as advisorsto
Nebuchadnezzar. However, in 5:30 Dani€l refers to the Chaldeans as an ethnic
group when he refers to Belshazzar as king of the Chaldeans.

SOLUTION: Thereis no contradiction here. Although these two verses use the same
word, kasdim, this word has two distinct uses in the Hebrew language. The
Hebrew word can refer to a class of astrologer-priests, asit isused in Daniel 2:2..
It can aso refer to the ethnic group of Chaldeans asitisused in 5:30 . Duetoits
development through several languages and cultures, what originally started out
as the Sumerian word Gal-du, which was applied to the astrologers meaning
“master builder,” has ultimately become confused with the Hebrew word for the
ethnic group, Chaldeans (kasdim). Consequently, Daniel employs the same word
in its two common uses.

DANIEL 3:12—If Daniel wasfaithful to God, why did he not refuse to bow to thisidol
too?

PROBLEM: Inthefirst chapter, Daniel and the three other young men refused to do
anything that violated their conscience (cf. Dan. 1:8ff ). However, here only the
three young men refused to bow to the image. Why didn’t Daniel refuse to
perform thisidolatrous act also?

SOLUTION: He undoubtedly would have refused, if he had been there. But, thereis
absolutely no indication that Daniel was present. Since he was a government
officia (cf. Dan. 1:19 ), he may have been out of the capital on business at this
time. We do know that later ( Dan. 6 ) he stood firm on his spiritual convictions,
even under the threat of death. So, had he been present, we can be assured that he
would not have engaged in this idolatry either.

DANIEL 5:1 — How can Daniel say the last king of Babylon was Belshazzar when
history records that it was Nabonidus?

PROBLEM: Danidl 5 records the downfall of Babylon and identifies the king of
Babylon as Belshazzar. However, neither Babylonian nor Greek historians record



the existence of any such person. In fact, ancient historians report that Nabonidus
was the last king of the Babylonian empire. Is Daniel’s record in error?

SOLUTION: Danidl’s historical record of Belshazzar has been confirmed by recent
archaeol ogical evidence. Nabonidus was the king of Babylon from 556 to 539 b.c.
However, according to a cuneiform document known as the “Persian Verse
Account of Nabonidus,” in the third year of hisreign, about 553 b.c. , Nabonidus
departed from Babylon on along journey and entrusted the rule of Babylon into
the hands of hisfirst born son, Belshazzar. When Cyrus overthrew Babylon,
Nabonidus was in Temain North Arabia. Since Belshazzar was the subordinate of
Nabonidus, his name was forgotten, because the ancient Babylonian and Greek
historians were primarily interested in the reigns of the official kings. Daniel’s
record has proven to be amazingly accurate.

DANIEL 5:31—How can the Book of Daniel be inspired if it makes reference to aman
that modern scholarship says never existed?

PROBLEM: According to Daniel 5:31 , the kingdom of Belshazzar fell to the invading
armies, and Darius the Mede took over as king. However, modern scholars have
rejected the historical accuracy of the Book of Daniel. They argue that there never
was a Darius the Mede, since thereis no mention of such a person in ancient
documents. Isthis an error in Daniel’ s historical account?

SOLUTION: Likethe historical record of Belshazzar, which modern scholars questioned
until archaeological evidence vindicated Daniel’s accuracy, Daniel has again
recorded the existence of a man that other ancient historical documents omit.
Some modern scholars claim that the author of Daniel mistakenly thought that the
Medes conquered Babylon instead of the Persians. They claim that this author
then confused Darius 1, king of Persia (521486 b.c. ) with the conqueror of
Babylon and identified this figure as Darius the Mede. However, thereis no
reason to assume that the Book of Daniel isin error. Dariusthe Medeis a
different person from Darius | of Persia. Darius the Mede was a subordinate to
Cyrusthe Great. Cuneiform texts refer to Darius the Mede as Gubaru who was
appointed by Cyrusto be governor over al of Babylonia. The tendency to deny
the historical accuracy of Daniel simply because thereis currently no
corroborating historical information stems from the antisupernatural bias of
modern scholarship. Daniel’s historical record has proven to be areliable source
of information.

DANIEL 10:1—Did Daniel continue until the first year of Cyrus or the third year of his
reign?

PROBLEM: Daniel 1:21 assertsthat Daniel “continued until the first year of King
Cyrus.” But Daniel 10:1 saysthat Daniel was still there until the “third year of
Cyrusking of Persia.”

SOLUTION: Thefirst passage ( Dan. 1:21 ) does not say Daniel did not continue to live
longer. It simply notes that he lived until that glorious year when the Jewish exiles
received permission to return to their homeland (cf. Ezra1:3). The second
passage ( Dan. 10:1) notes that Daniel also lived even beyond that time.

Further, the word “ continued” may imply that he retained his position or
continued in Babylon. Although he lived on after Cyrus took over, Daniel would



not necessarily have retained his government position with Babylon (cf. Dan. 1:19
) after thistime, since the Medo-Persians took over.

DANIEL 12:2—Will the resurrection be partia or universal?

PROBL EM: Some Scriptures leave the impression that only some will be raised from
the dead. Daniel says“many of those who sleep in the dust of the earth shall
awake” ( Dan. 12:2). The NT often refers to resurrection “out from among” (GkK.,
ek ) the dead, implying that not all will beraised (e.g., Luke 20:35 ; Acts 4.2 ;
Rom. 1:4; 1 Cor. 15:12).

SOLUTION: Therewill be both a partial resurrection and then later a complete
resurrection. There are two resurrections—the resurrection of the “just” and then
later the resurrection of the “unjust” (Acts 24:15). First, “those who have done
good” will come forth and then “those who have done evil” ( John 5:29 ). John
informs us that these two resurrections are separated by “athousand years.” The
“first resurrection” is before the thousand years ( Rev. 20:6 ). Thisisthe
resurrection of the saved who “lived and reigned with Christ for athousand years”
(v.4). But, “therest of the dead [the unsaved] did not live again until the
thousand years were finished” (v. 5). So, the first resurrection is partial,
consisting only of the saved, and the second resurrection completes the picture,
resurrecting al the rest, namely, the unsaved.



HOSEA

HOSEA 1:2 —How could a holy God who condemns harlotry command Hoseato marry
aharlot?

PROBL EM: God commanded Hosea to “take yourself awife of harlotry.” However,
according to Exodus 20:14 , adultery isasin; and according to 1 Corinthians 6:15-18 , to have

sexual relations with a harlot isimmoral (cf. Lev. 19:29 ). How could a holy God command
Hoseato take a harlot as his wife?

SOL UTION: Some scholars have attempted to avoid the difficulty by claiming thisis an
allegory. However, while God obviously intended this as adramatic illustration to Israel of their
unfaithfulnessto Him (cf. 1:2), thereis no indication in the text that it is anything but aliteral
event. How else could it have been such aforceful example to the wayward people of Israel.
Taken literally, thereis no real contradiction with any other Scripture for several reasons. First of
all, when God commanded Hosea to take Gomer, the daughter of Diblaim, to be his wife, Gomer
may not yet have actually committed adultery. However, God knew what was in her heart, and
He knew that she would ultimately be unfaithful to Hosea. Thisis similar to the angel of the
Lord calling Gideon a“mighty man of valor” before he had fought a single battle ( Jud. 6:11-12
). God knew that Gideon would become a great leader in Isragl even though he was not yet. God
commanded Hosea to take a woman whom He knew would become a harlot. God commanded
this as apicture of how Israel had committed spiritual adultery against Him. When God brought
Israel out of EQypt, she was a brand new nation. She had not yet broken the covenant which God
would establish with her in the wilderness. Just like Isragl had committed spiritual adultery by
worshiping other gods, so Gomer would commit physical adultery by having relaions with other
men. The relationship between Hosea and Gomer was an object lesson for all Isradl.

Second, the passage does not condone harlotry. In fact it is a strong condemnation of harlotry, of
both the physical and spiritual (idolatry) kind (cf. 4:11-19 ). The fact that the grave sin of
idolatry is depicted as spiritual harlotry reveals God' s disapproval of harlotry.

Third, Hosea was commanded to marry a harlot, not to commit adultery with her. God said, “ Go,
take yourself awife. ” God did not say go in and commit fornication with her. Rather, He said
marry her and be faithful to her, even though she will be unfaithful to you. Not only does this not
violate the commitment of marriage, it actually intensifies it. Hosea was to be faithful to his
marriage vows even though his wife would become unfaithful to hers.

Fourth, the command in Leviticus 21:14 to not marry a harlot was given to the levitical priests,
not to everyone. Salmon apparently married Rahab the harlot ( Matt. 1:5) from whose legal
genealogy Christ eventually came. At any rate, Hosea was a prophet, not alevitical priest, hence,
the prohibition to not marry aharlot did not apply to him.



Finally, the command in 1 Corinthians 6:16 not to be joined to a harlot is not a command never
to marry awoman who was a harlot. Rather, the command is directed against those who were
having sexual relations outside of the marriage relationship. But, Hosea did not have sexual
relations outside of marriage. God commanded Hosea to marry Gomer and always be faithful to
her.

HOSEA 6:6 —Do the prophets disavow the sacrificial system of Moses?

PROBL EM: Moses commanded the use of sacrifices in the worship of the Lord, saying,
“And you shall burn the whole ram on the altar. It is aburnt offering to the Lord; it is a sweet
aroma, an offering made by fireto the Lord” ( Ex. 29:18 ). However, the later prophets seemed
to repeatedly repudiate the sacrificial system. Hosea quotes the Lord, saying, | desire mercy and
not sacrifice, and the knowledge of God more than burnt offerings’ ( Hos. 6:6 ). David confessed
to God, “Y ou do not desire sacrifice, or else | would giveit; You do not delight in burnt
offering” ( Ps. 51:16 ). God declared through Jeremiah, “Y our burnt offerings are not acceptable,
nor your sacrifices sweet to Me” ( Jer. 6:20).

SOLUTION: The later prophets did not repudiate the OT sacrificial system—they only
stressed that God did not desire mere outward observance, but also inward obedience. Thisis
clear from three lines of evidence. First, God expressed approval with the offering of sacrifices,
even during the same period in which many of the above quoted verses were written, which are
mistakenly taken to express His disapproval. For example, Solomon offered thousands of burnt
offerings to the Lord, which God accepted by a supernatural manifestation of fire from heaven (
2 Chron. 7:1-4). The godly King Josiah manifested his obedience to the Law of Moses by eating
the passover lamb (cf. 2 Kings 23:21-23). Other good kings offered burnt sacrifices which were
acceptable to God (cf. 2 Kings 16:15 ; 2 Chron. 29:18 ). Even after the captivity, at the end of the
OT, sacrifices were offered during the time of Ezra (cf. Ezra 3:5 ; 8:35) and Nehemiah (cf. Neh.
10:33) which were accepted by God.

Second, even the later prophets themsel ves offered sacrifices and/or encouraged others to
do so. Samuel offered a“burnt offering to the Lord” ( 1 Sam. 7:9). Elijah offered a“burnt
sacrifice” on Mt. Carmel which God accepted ( 1 Kings 18:38 ). The prophet Joel lamented that
“the grain offering and the drink offering have been cut off from the house of the Lord” ( Joel
1.9, 13). Likewise, Zephaniah prophesied of atime when worshipers would return with an
“offering” to the Lord ( Zeph. 3:10 ). Ezekiel also predicted the continuance of offeringsin the
future kingdom ( Ezek. 40:38 ). Even David, who stressed the need for inner purity of heart,
nevertheless, in the same psalm, spoke of the need to offer a“burnt offering” ( Ps. 51:19).

Finally, the verses that seem to speak against sacrifices and offerings do not condemn
them as such, but only in the vain way in which they were being offered. It was ritual without
reality that God condemned. They had a“form of godliness but denying its power” (2 Tim. 3:5
). That thisis what the verses mean is evident from several facts: (1) Asjust noted, during this
same period God was accepting sacrifices offered with aright heart. (2) Also, asjust observed,
even the prophets themselves offered sacrificesto the Lord. (3) Samuel the prophet, who made
one of the condemning statements ( 1 Sam. 15:22 ), offered a sacrifice to the Lord in the very
next chapter (1 Sam. 16:2, 5). (4) The very wording of this condemnation implies that God was
not against sacrifices as such. For example, the prophet Samuel said “to obey is better than
sacrifice, And to heed than the fat of rams’ ( 1 Sam. 15:22). It is clear that thisisnot a
condemnation of sacrifices, but of sacrifices without an obedient heart.



HOSEA 8:13 —How can this verse say that Ephraim will return to Egypt when 11:5
says that Ephraim will not return there?

PROBL EM: According to the prophecy of 8:13, because Israel, or Ephraim, had sinned
against God, Hosea prophesied that they would return to Egypt (cf. 9:3 ). However, in 11:5 God
specifically states that Israel “shall not return to the land of Egypt.” Isthis a contradiction?

SOLUTION: Thereis no contradiction because the statements refer to different aspects
of Israel’s experience. In Hosea 8:13 , God is remembering the sin of Israel in worshiping other
gods. Intheir hearts, the people of Israel were aways “returning to Egypt.” In Hosea 11:5, God
isreiterating the promise of Deuteronomy 17:16 that Israel would not return to the captivity of
Egypt. Although God would punish the sin of His people, He would not cause them to return to
the captivity of Egypt. Rather, He would bring the Assyrian armies to enact His judgment, and
Israel would be carried away as the captives of this foreign enemy. On severa occasions |sreel
had sought help from Egypt against the Assyrians. The promise that they would not return to
Egypt was not only a restatement of the promise of Deuteronomy 17:16 , but it wasalso a
warning that Egypt would not be able to help Isragl any more against the invading Assyrians.

Although their hearts were turning away from God, and returning to the pagan influence
of Egypt, God would not drive them back there. Rather, He would break the bond with Egypt
that Israel continued to rely upon instead of relying upontheir God. He would do this by
bringing about their captivity in Assyria. These two statements are in perfect harmony.



JOEL

JOEL 3:6 —How could Jodl mention the Greeksif hisbook waswritten beforethe
4th centuryB.c. ?

PROBLEM: According to many scholars, Joel was written in the 9th century B.C.
However, the Greek reference in Joel 3:6 indicates that the earliest the book could
have been written is the late 4th century B.C.

SOLUTION: Itisnot necessary to suppose that the mention of Greeks places the
composition of the book in the late 4th century B.C. The context of chapter 3 isthe
judgment of the nations. God promises punishment specifically upon the Phoenicians
and the Philistines because they had plundered His people and sold them into slavery
to the Greeks. Verse 6 states that these nations had sold His people to the Greeks:
“That you may remove them far from their borders.” If Joel had been written after the
expansion of the empire of Greece by Alexander the Great in the middle of the 4th
century B.C. , then God could not have accused the Phoenicians and the Philistines of
selling the Jews to the Greeks who were “far from their borders.” The Greeks are
referred to in ancient Neo-Babylonian inscriptions as early as the 7th-century B.C. ,
and the Cretan Linear B tablets indicate the beginning of the Greek civilization and
language from about 1500 B.C. So, it is not passible to use this reference to date Joel’ s
prophecy in the fourth century B.C.

JOEL 3:12—Does God sit or stand to judge?

PROBLEM: Jodl declaresthat God will “sit to judge al the surrounding nations.” But,
elsewhere the Bible says God “stands to judge the people” (Isa. 3:13). Whichiis
true?

SOLUTION: Both are figures of speech which express literal and compatible truths.
God “sits’ to hear everyone impartially and decide their guilt or innocence. Then He
“stands’ to execute the judgment on the case. Each expression describes a different
aspect of God’s rule as judge.



AMOS

AMOS 8:11—What does Amos mean when he says therewill be a famine of
hearing the words of theLord?

PROBL EM: Because of the sin of Isragl, God pronounced through His prophet Amos
that He would bring judgment upon the people. One aspect of that judgment was that
there would be afamine of hearing the words of the Lord. However, thereis no
indication from history that the Hebrew Scriptures were destroyed or removed from
Israel at thistime. To what does the “famine” in hearing the words of the Lord refer?

SOLUTION: This verse addresses the lack of messengers from God, such as His
prophets. Israel had not only despised the messengers of God, but had put many of
them to death for their words. In God' s judgment upon Israel, there would come a
time when Israel would seek for help and guidance, but God would be silent
(compare Ezek. 7:26 and Micah 3:7 ). He would not send any messengers to them.
Although they would still have the written Hebrew Scriptures, there would be a

famine of the words of the Lord through His prophets.
AMOS 8:14—Does this contradict the Bible' s teaching on theresurrection?

(See comments on Job 7:9 )



OBADIAH

OBADIAH —If the Book of Obadiah isinspired Scripture, then why isit not quoted
intheNT?

(For adiscussion of this question, see Ecc. 1:1.)

OBADIAH —Isthe prophecy of Obadiah ssmply an expression of Jewish
nationalism?

PROBLEM: The prophecy of Obadiah is essentially a message of divine moral
judgment upon the nations. Of the 21 verses that comprise this book, 16 are directed
as pronouncements of coming judgment against Edom, and 5 verses are dedicated to
the prophecies of the future triumph of Israel over Edom. But, isn’t this simply an
example of Jewish nationalism rather than a revelation of God?

SOLUTION: The Book of Obadiah is arevelation of the sovereignty of God presented
in the midst of national disgrace and defeat. The impotence of God’ s people against
their enemies was a reflection upon the power of the God of Israel. Wasn't Y ahweh a
defeated God? Wasn't He powerlessto resist the enemies of His people? No is
Obadiah’ s resounding reply! The God of Israel will keep His promises even though
the future looks black. The nations have not understood that their temporary victory
over God’s people was the very work of God. The message of Obadiah is that the
God of Israel isawaysin complete control, and He will accomplish His purpose. Itis
amessage of faith and hope, and triumph against the enemies of God. But the triumph
of Israel will be ablessing to all nations. Israel’ s apostasy brought judgment. But, “if
their being cast away is the reconciling of the world, what will their acceptance be but
life from the dead?’ ( Rom. 11:15) This book is not simply an expression of Jewish
nationalism. It is adeclaration of the faithfulness of God, and a testimony to His
moral justice by which He will ultimately establish justice in the earth.



JONAH

JONAH 1:1—Isthe Book of Jonah fact or fiction?

PROBLEM: Traditional Bible scholarship has held that the Book of Jonah records
events that actually took placein history. However, because of the literary style of the
book and the amazing adventuresthat are said to have befallen the prophet Jonah,
many modern scholars propose that it is not a book of actual historical events, but a
fictional story designed to communicate a message. Did the events of Jonah actually
happen or not?

SOLUTION: Thereis good evidence that the events recorded in the Book of Jonah are
literal historical eventsthat took placein thelife of the prophet Jonah.

First, the tendency to deny the historicity of Jonah stems from an antisupernatural
bias. If miracles are possible, thereisno real reason to deny that Jonah is historical.

Second, Jonah and his prophetic ministry is mentioned in the historical book of 2
Kings (14:25). If his supernatural prediction is mentioned in a historical book, why
should the historical nature of his prophetical book be rejected?

Third, the most devastating argument against the denial of the historical accuracy
of Jonah isfound in Matthew 12:40 . In this passage Jesus predicts His own burial
and resurrection, and provides the doubting scribes and Pharisees the sign that they
demanded. The sign is the experience of Jonah. Jesus says, “For as Jonah was three
days and three nights in the belly of the great fish, so will the Son of Man be three
days and three nights in the heart of the earth.” If the tale of Jonah’s experience in the
belly of the great fish was only fiction, then this provided no prophetic support for
Jesus' claim. The point of making reference to Jonah is that if they did not believe the
story of Jonah being in the belly of the fish, then they would not believe the death,
burial, and resurrection of Jesus. Asfar as Jesus was concerned, the historical fact of
His own death, burial, and resurrection was on the same historical ground as Jonah in
the belly of the fish. To reject one was to cast doubt on the other (cf. John 3:12).
Likewise, if they believed one, they should believe the other.



Fourth, Jesus went on to mention the significant historical detail. His own death,
burial, and resurrection was the supreme sign that verified His claims. When Jonah
preached to the unbelieving Gentiles, they repented. But, here was Jesus in the
presence of His own people, the very people of God, and yet they refused to believe.
Therefore, the men of Nineveh would stand up in judgment against them, “because
they [the men of Nineveh] repented at the preaching of Jonah” ( Matt. 12:41). If the
events of the Book of Jonah were merely parable or fiction, and not literal history,
then the men of Nineveh did not really repent, and any judgment upon the
unrepentant Pharisees would be unjust and unfair. Because of the testimony of Jesus,
we can be sure that Jonah records literal history.

Finally, there is archaeological confirmation of a prophet named Jonah whose
graveisfound in northern Isragl. In addition, some ancient coins have been unearthed
with an inscription of a man coming out of afish’s mouth.

JONAH 3:3—IsJonah’stestimony to the size of Nineveh accurate?

PROBLEM: When Jonah arrived at the city of Nineveh, he observed that the city was so
large, that it took athree-day journey to pass through it. However, such a statement
must be an exaggeration, since it is argued that the average man could walk only from
50 to 70 milesin three days. A city of 50 to 70 milesin diameter is not recorded in all
of history until modern times. Isthis an error?

SOLUTION: There have been several proposals to explain this observation by Jonah.
Some commentators propose that Jonah is commenting on the circumference of the
city. A city 50 milesin circumference would be about 16 milesin diameter. Thissize
more nearly fits the estimated population of about 600,000 people in this maor
ancient city.

Other commentators propose that Jonah is not claiming that it would take three
daysto walk straight through the city. Rather, Jonah observed that it would take three
daysto go through all the various areas in the entire city. Those who hold this
position point out that Jonah went to Nineveh in order to proclaim the message of
judgment to the people. Thiswould require him to go to every part of the city, not
simply to walk through the middle from one side to the other. This also fits the
statement of verse 4 in which Jonah enters the city and, in the first day’ swalk,
proclaimed the message as he went along.

JONAH 3:6—Why does Jonah refer to theking of Assyria simply astheking of
Nineveh?

PROBL EM: Conservative scholars maintain that the Book of Jonah was written by the
prophet Jonah who actually experienced the events recorded in the book. However, if
the Book of Jonah was written by a Hebrew prophet who lived in the time of the



Assyrian empire, why would he refer to the king of the Assyrian empire simply as the
king of Nineveh?

SOLUTION: All of the ancient records regarding the history of Assyriatestify to the fact
that it was common knowledge that Nineveh was the capital city of Assyria. Simply
because Jonah identifies this king as the king of Nineveh does not mean that Jonah
did not aso realize that this man was the king of the Assyrian empire of which
Nineveh was the capital. The king of Assyriawould certainly be the king of its capital
city. Toidentify the king of a nation as the king of its capital city was not uncommon.
In 1 Kings 21:1 Ahab, king of Israel, isreferred to as the king of Samaria. So, Jonah’'s
use of thistitle is not anachronistic, and does not provide evidence for alate date.



M I1CAH

MICAH 3:4—Does God ever withhold His blessing from those who cry out for it?

PROBLEM: Thistext and other passages of Scripture (cf. Isa. 1:15 ; James 4:3 ) speak
of God withholding His blessing from those who cry unto Him. But, the Bible
contends, on the other hand, that God “givesto al liberally” who ask ( James 1.5),
“for everyone who asks, receives’ ( Luke 11:10).

SOLUTION: These diverse texts are speaking about different kinds of people. God
never withholds His promised blessing from those who call with asincere and
repentant heart. But, He does withhold it from those who do not call in “faith with no
doubting” ( James 1:6 ) or who “ask amiss’ to spend it on their own pleasures ( James
4:3). In brief, God always grants His promised blessings on the faithful, but He does
not always promise the same blessings to the unfaithful.

Second, not all of God's promised blessings are unconditional, as was His
unilateral land promise to Abraham and his descendants ( Gen. 12 ; 14-15; 17).
Many of His blessings are conditioned on His people’ s obedience, such asthe
bilateral covenant with Israel (“1f you will indeed obey my voice,” Ex. 19:5).

Likewise, God never promises that He will heal everyonein thislife of all
diseases. In fact, God refused to heal Paul though he pleaded three times with Him to
be relieved of hisburden ( 2 Cor. 12:8-9). Nor does God promise that He will make
al believersrichin thislife. Even Jesus became poor for us ( 2 Cor. 8:9), and He
declared that there would always be poor ( Matt. 26:11 ), spiritually blessed though
they be ( Matt. 5:3). In these cases, no matter how much faith one musters, God will
not necessarily bestow the blessing in this life, since He never unconditionally
promised to do so.



NAHUM

NAHUM 1:2—Does God get angry?

PROBLEM: Nahum declares that God “avenges and is furious.” Indeed, God is often
represented as being angry in the Bible (cf. Isa. 26:20 ; Jer. 4:8). At the sametime,
the Bible urges believers not to be angry, sinceitisasin (cf. Gal. 5:20 ). Butif itisa
sin, then how can God do it?

SOLUTION: Anger as such isnot sinful. It depends on the purpose, nature, and/or
object of anger. Even Jesus, our perfect moral example, was angry at sin (cf. Matt.
23:15-36 ). Paul exhorted us, “Be angry, and do not sin” ( Eph. 4:26). In short, we
should be angry at sin, but we should not sin in being angry. The problem with human
anger, even in the good sense of anger at sin, isthat it is easy to carry it too far so that
we sin in our anger. Unlike God, who is“slow to anger” ( Neh. 9:17 ), we are often
quick to anger. In short, there is good and bad anger for humans.

GOOD ANGER BAD ANGER
Over sin Over being sinned against
Against sin Against sinners
Expressed righteously Expressed unrighteously
Being slow to anger Being quick to anger

Donein justice Donein retaliation



HABAKK UK

HABAKKUK 3:3—If God iseverywhere, then how could He “come from Teman”?

PROBLEM: This verse seemsto contradict God's omnipresence. If God is everywhere (
Ps. 139:7-10 ; Jer. 23:23), then how could He be localized in the city of Teman from
which He was to come to judge His enemy?

SOLUTION: Thisis not areference to God in His omnipresence, but to a special
manifestation of God, such as atheophany. Just as God came down in a special
display of His glory to Moses on Mt. Sinai ( Deut. 33:2), or as the angel of the Lord
to Manoah (Jud. 13), even so here He came from Teman.

HABAKKUK 3:3—lIsthisa prediction of the Prophet Mohammed?

PROBLEM: Many Muslim scholars believe this refers to the prophet Mohammed
coming from Paran (Arabia), and useit in connection with asimilar text in
Deuteronomy 33:2.

SOLUTION: Asaready noted (see comments on Deut. 33:2 ), Paran is not near Mecca
where Mohammed came, but is hundreds of miles away. Furthermore, theverseis
speaking of “God” coming, not Mohammed. Finally, the “praise” could not refer to
Mohammed (whose name means “the praised one”), since the subject of both “praise”
and “glory” isGod (“His"), and Mohammed is not God.



ZEPHANIAH

ZEPHANIAH 1:1—Hasn't it been demonstrated that Zephaniah is actually
composed of two bookswith different messages?

PROBLEM: Conservative scholars maintain that the Book of Zephaniah is asingle work
composed by the prophet Zephaniah. However, modern scholarship claims that the
book is actually two books with different messages put together asif it were one. The
very beginning of this book is amessage of dread and coming judgment. The
overriding theme is the devastation and destruction that is about to fall in the swiftly
approaching Day of theLord (1.7, 8, 10, 14-15, etc.) However, verses 8-13 of
chapter 3 present a message of hope that seems completely out of keeping with the
theme of the book as awhole. How can this book be considered the sole work of one
person, Zephaniah?

SOLUTION: Thereis no reason to suppose that the messages of judgment and hope are
incompatible. In fact, it is the message of the Book of Zephaniah that the coming
judgment of the Day of the Lord is the very means by which God would bring about
the ultimate restoration of His people. The Day of the Lord isaday of purification
from sin and salvation of the remnant. The hope of salvation in the midst of
judgment, isfound as early as 2:1-3 and 3:8-9, clearly pointing out that it isthis
purifying judgment that will prepare the way for the restoration of God’ s people.
Zephaniah isasingle unified work by the prophet Zephaniah.



HAGGAI

HAGGAI 1:2—How could theindifference of the leader s have caused the work to
cease when Ezra 4:23 blamesforeign influence?

PROBLEM: Haggai 1:2 impliesthat the people were indifferent toward the building of
the temple, while Ezra 4:7-23 claims that foreign enemies came up to force the
people to stop the rebuilding project. Was the reason indifference or opposition?

SOLUTION: Both statements are true. The military force of the enemy caused the
rebuilding to stop, but it was the indifference of the people that prevented the project
from being restarted. (See comments on Ezra4:23 .)

HAGGAI 2:15—Why does this verseimply that the building of thetemple began in
520B.C. ?

PROBLEM: Haggai 2:15 implies that the building of the temple did not begin until 520
B.C. Ezra 3:8-13 claims that the rebuilding of the temple began in about 536 B.C. ,
while Ezra 4:24 says the rebuilding of the temple took place during the reign of
Darius, king of Persia. Which one of theseis correct?

SOLUTION: All of them are correct. They are simply referring to different aspects of
the work. For a discussion of these passages see under Ezra 3:10 .



ZECHARIAH

ZECHARIAH 11:12-13 —How can these ver ses be part of Zechariah when
Matthew 27:9 saysthey belong to the Book of Jeremiah?

PROBLEM: When Matthew presents the prophetic prediction that related to the death of
Judas, he quoted from Jeremiah 32:6-9 . However, he also quoted from Zechariah
11:12-13, but he asserts that these quotes are from the prophet Jeremiah. Does the
Zephaniah passage actually belong in Jeremiah?

SOLUTION: Itisnot exactly accurate to say that Matthew quoted exclusively from
Zechariah 11 or Jeremiah 32 . There are other passages in Jeremiah that refer to the
potter’sfield ( Jer. 18:2; 19:2, 11 ), and Matthew’ s rendering is not an exact quote
from any of the passages. Matthew is combining the various elements of these
propheciesto make his point. Because Jeremiah is the more prominent prophetic
book, Matthew simply mentions Jeremiah’ s name as the source of the prophetic
message which heis bringing out. Matthew did this earlier ( Matt. 5:2 ) where he cites
from two passages ( Micah 5:2 and 2 Sam. 5:2). It was a common practice of the day
to cite the more popular prophet.



M ALACHI

MALACHI 1:.3—If God islove, how could He hate any person?

PROBLEM: Inthe latter part of verse 2 and thefirst part of verse 3, God says, “Y et
Jacob | have loved; But Esau | have hated.” But, John says, “God islove’ (1 John
4:16). How can a God of love hate any one person?

SOLUTION: First of al, God is not speaking about the person Esau, but of the nation
that came from him, namely, Edom. So God is not expressing hate toward any person
here.

Further, the nation Edom was deserving of God' s indignation for their “violence
against your brother Jacob [Israel]” ( Obad. 10 ). They sided with Israel’ s enemies,
blocked the way of their escape, and even delivered up those who remained (vv. 12—
14).

Finally, like the Nicolaitans, God hates the works of the sinner, not the sinner
himself. John commends the believers that * hate the deeds of the Nicolaitans, which |
also hate” ( Rev. 2:6 ; a'so see commentson Ps. 5:5).



MATTHEW

MATTHEW 1:8 —IsJoram thefather of Uzziah or of Ahaziah?

PROBLEM: Matthew says “Joram begot Uzziah.” However, 1 Chronicles 3:11 lists
“Joram [and then] his son, Ahaziah.” Which oneis correct?

SOLUTION: Ahaziah was apparently the immediate son of Joram, and Uzziah was a
distant “son” (descendant). Just as the word “son” in the Bible also means grandson,
even so the term “begot” can be used of afather or grandfather. In other words,
“begot” means “became the ancestor of,” and the one “begotten” isthe “ descendant
of.”

Matthew, therefore, is not giving acomplete chronology, but an abbreviated
genealogy of Christ’s ancestry. A comparison of Matthew 1:8 and 1 Chronicles 3:11-
12 reveal s the three generations between Joram and Uzziah (Azariah):

MATTHEW 1.8 1 CHRONICLES 3:11-12
Joram Joram
Ahaziah
Joash
Amaziah
Uzziah Uzziah (also called Azariah)

MATTHEW 1:9—Did Matthew make a mistake concer ning the father of Jotham?

PROBLEM: In 2 Kings 15:1-7 , the Bible mentions the father of Jotham as Azariah, and
in 2 Kings 15:32 and 34, Jotham’ s father is named Uzziah. Some have concluded
that the Bible made a mistake by listing two different people as the father of Jotham.

SOLUTION: These are two different names for the same person. For different reasons,
the Bible occasionally gives two different names for one individual. For example,
Paul was also named Saul ( Acts 13:9). Also, in Judges, Gideon receives the second



name, Jerubbaal ( 6:32; 7:1). Jehoiakim’s son Jehoiachin is also known as Jeconiah
(cf. 2Kings 24:6 and 1 Chron. 3:16 ). Daniel, Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah were
al given new names. They are Belteshazzar, Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego (
Daniel 1:7). Also, some of Jesus’ disciples had two names, for example, Simon
(Peter) and Lebbaeus (Thaddaeus) ( Matt. 10:2-3 ).

MATTHEW 1:17 —How many generations wer e listed between the captivity and
Christ, 14 or 13?

PROBLEM: Matthew says the generations “from the captivity in Babylon until the
Christ are fourteen generations’ ( 1:17 ). However, he lists only 13 names after the
captivity is counted. So, which is correct, 13 or 14 ?

SOLUTION: Both are correct. Jeconiah is counted in both lists, since he lived both
before and after the captivity. So, there are literally 14 names listed “from the
captivity in Babylon until the Christ,” just as Matthew says. There are also literally 14

names listed between David and the captivity, just as Matthew claims ( Matt. 1:6-12
). Thereisno error in the text at all.

MATTHEW 2:2—Why does the Bible commend the Magi for following the star,
when it condemns astrology?

PROBLEM: The Bible condemns the use of astrology (see Lev. 19:26 ; Deut. 18:10;
Isa. 8:19), yet God blessed the wise men (Magi) for using a star to indicate the birth
of Christ.

SOLUTION: First, we need to ask what astrology is. Astrology is a belief that the study
of the arrangement and movement of the stars can enable one to foretell events—
whether they will be good or bad.

Second, the star used in the biblical account was to announce the birth of Christ,
not to foretell this event. God gave the star to the Magi to proclaim to them that the
child had already been born. We know the child was already born, because in
Matthew 2:16 , Herod gives a command to kill all the boys in Bethlehem and vicinity
that are two yearsold or younger in accordance with “the time which he had
ascertained from the Magi” ( NASB ).

Third, there are other cases in the Bible in which the stars and planets are used by
God to reveal Hisdesires. Psalm 19:1-6 affirms that the heavens declare God' s glory,
and Romans 1:18-20 teaches that creation reveals God' s existence. Christ refersto
what will happen to the sun, moon, and stars in connection with His second coming (
Matt 24:29-30 ), as did the prophet Joel ( 2:31-32 ). The star guiding the Magi was
not used to predict, but to proclaimthe birth of Christ.



MATTHEW 2:6 —How can we explain Matthew’ s appar ent misquotation of Micah
5:27?

PROBLEM: Matthew 2:6 quotes Micah 5:2 . However, the words Matthew uses are
different than those used by Micah.

SOLUTION: Although Matthew seems to have changed some of the words from the
passage in Micah, thereis no real deviation in the meaning of the text. Matthew, in
some instances, seems to have paraphrased.

First, Matthew inserts the phrase “land of Judah” for the word “Ephrathah.” This
does not really change the meaning of the verse. There is no difference between the
land of Judah and Ephrathah, except one is more specific than the other. In fact,
Ephrathah refers to Bethlehem in the Micah passage, and Bethlehem is located in the
land of Judah. However, this does not change the basic meaning of this verse. Heis
speaking of the same area of land. Interestingly, when Herod asked the chief priests
and the scribes where the child was to be born, they said, “in Bethlehem of Judea’ (
Matt. 2:5, NASB ).

Second, Matthew describes the land of Judah as “not the least” but Micah states
that it is“little.” Here, Matthew may be saying that since the Messiah isto come from
thisregion, it is by no meansleast among the other areas of land in Judah. The phrase
in Micah only says that Bethlehem is too little or small, as compared to the other
areas of land in Judah. The verse does not say it is the least among them, only very
little. Matthew is saying the same thing in different words, namely, that Bethlehem is
little in size, but by no means the least in significance, since the Messiah was born
there.

Finally, Matthew uses the phrase “who will shepherd My people Israel” and
Micah does not. Micah 5:2 recognizes that there will be aruler in Israel, and Matthew
recognizes this as well. However, the phrase that is not mentioned in Micah is
actually taken from 2 Samuel 5:2 . The combining of verses does not take away what
isbeing said, but it strengthens the point that the author is making. There are other
instances where an author combines one Scripture with another. For example,
Matthew 27:9-10 combines some of Zechariah 11:12—-13 with Jeremiah 19:2 , 11 and
32:6-9 . Also, Mark 1:2-3 combines some of Isaiah 40:3 with Malachi 3:1. Only the
first passage is mentioned, since it is the main passage being cited.

In brief, Matthew is not misrepresenting any information in his quotation of
Micah 5:2 and 2 Samuel 5:2 . Matthew’ s quote is still accurate even though he
paraphrases part of it and combines another portion of Scripture with it.

MATTHEW 2:23—Didn’t Matthew make a mistake by claiming a prophecy that is
not found in the OT?



PROBLEM: Matthew claims that Jesus moved to Nazareth to live, in order “that it
might be fulfilled which was spoken by the prophets, He shall be called a Nazarene” (
Matt. 2:23 ). However, no such prophecy isfound in any OT prophet. Did Matthew
make a mistake?

SOLUTION: Matthew did not say that any particular OT “prophet” (singular) stated
this. He simply affirmed that the OT “prophets’ (plural) predicted that Jesus would be
called aNazarene. So we should not expect to find any given verse, but simply a
general truth found in many prophets to correspond to His Nazarene-like character.
Thereare several suggestions as to how Jesus could have “fulfilled” (brought to
completion) this truth.

Some point to the fact that Jesus fulfilled the righteous requirements of the OT
Law ( Matt. 5:17-18 ; Rom. 8:3-4 ), one part of which involved the holy commitment
made in the vow of the “Nazarite.” The Nazarite took this vow “to separate himself to
the Lord” ( Num. 6:2), and Jesus perfectly fulfilled this. However, theword is
different both in Hebrew and Greek, and Jesus never took this particular vow.

Others point to the fact that Nazareth comes from the basic word netzer (branch).
And many prophets spoke of the Messiah asthe “Branch” (cf. Isa. 11:1; Jer. 23:5;
33:15; Zech. 3:8; 6:12).

Still others note that the city of Nazareth, where Jesus lived, was a despised place
“on the other side of the tracks.” Thisis evident in Nathaniel’ s response, “Can
anything good come out of Nazareth?’ ( John 1:46) In this sense, “Nazarene” was a
term of scorn appropriate to the Messiah whom the prophets predicted would be
“despised and rejected of men” (Isa. 53:3; cf. Ps. 22:6 ; Dan. 9:26 ; Zech. 12:10).

MATTHEW 4:5-10 (cf. Luke 4:5-12 )—Istherea mistakein recording the
wilder ness temptation of Christ by Matthew or Luke?

PROBLEM: According to both Matthew and Luke, the first temptation was to turn
stones into bread to satisfy Jesus' hunger. The second temptation listed by Matthew
took place at the pinnacle of the temple. The third temptation listed by Matthew
involved all the kingdoms of the world. However, although L uke mentions these
same two events, he lists them in reverse order—the kingdoms of the world are
mentioned second and the pinnacle of the temple is mentioned third. Which isthe
correct order?

SOLUTION: It may be that Matthew describes these temptations chronologically while
Lukeliststhemclimactically, that is, topically. This may be to express the climax he
desired to emphasize. Matthew 4:5 begins with the word “then” while verse 8 begins
with theword “again.” In Greek, these words suggest a more sequential order of the
events. In Luke' s account, however, verses 5 and 9 each begins with asimple “and”
(seeNASB ). The Greek in the case of Luke’s account does not necessarily indicate a



sequential order of events. Furthermore, there is no disagreement on the fact that
these temptations actually happened.

MATTHEW 4:14-16 —Why does M atthew incorrectly quote Isaiah?

PROBL EM: Matthew does not seem to quote Isaiah 9:1-2 accurately. Rather, he seems
to have changed it.

SOLUTION: Itisnot necessary to quote a passage verbatimto cite it accurately.
Matthew does not distort the meaning of this passage. He simply condenses or
summarizesit. To paraphrase accurately is not to distort. Otherwise, no news report
or historical account was ever accurate, since summary is essential to history.

MATTHEW 5:14—Arebelieversthelight of theworld, or is Jesus?

PROBLEM: Inthis passage, Jesus said to His disciples, “Y ou are the light of the world.”
However, in John 9:5, Jesus declared, “I am the light of the world.” Who is the light
of the world, Jesus or His disciples?

SOLUTION: Both. Jesusisthe primary light, and we are the secondary light. Asthe
light of the sun is to the moon, so Jesus is the source of the light, and we are the
reflectorsof the light. Jesus said, “aslong as| am in theworld, | am the light of the
world” ( John 9:5). Now that He is no longer here, we are His reflected light in the
world.

MATTHEW 5:17-18 —Did Jesus cometo do away with the Law of M oses?

PROBLEM: Jesus said very explicitly, “Do not think that | came to destroy the Law or
the Prophets. | did not come to destroy, but to fulfill.” However, on one occasion
Jesus approved of His disciples when they broke the Jewish law about working on the
Sabbath ( Mark 2:24 ), and Jesus Himself apparently did away with the ceremonial
law by declaring al meats clean ( Mark 7:19). Jesus disciples clearly rejected much
of the OT law, including circumcision ( Acts 15 ; Gal. 5:6 ; 6:15). Indeed, Paul
declared that “ Y ou are not under law but under grace” ( Rom. 6:14 ) and that the Ten
Commandments engraved in stone have been “taken away in Christ” (2 Cor. 3:14).

SOLUTION: Inthe matter of whether the Law of Moses was done away with by Christ,
confusion results from failing to distinguish several things.

First of al, thereisaconfusion of time. During His lifetime, Jesus always kept the
Law of Moses Himself, including offering sacrifices to the Jewish priests ( Matt. 8:4
), attending Jewish festivals ( John 7:10 ), and eating the passover lamb ( Matt. 26:19
). He did on occasion violate the pharisaical (and false) traditions that had grown up
around the Law (cf. Matt. 5:43-44 ), chiding them, “Y ou have made the



commandment of God of no effect by your tradition” ( Matt. 15:6 ). The verses that
indicate the law has been fulfilled refer to after the Cross when there is * neither Jew
nor Greek ... for you are al onein Christ Jesus’ ( Gal. 3:28).

Second, there is a confusion of aspect. At least some of the references (if not all)
to the Law being done away with in the NT are speaking of OT ceremonies and types.
These ceremonia and typological aspects of the OT Law of Moses were clearly done
away with when Jesus, our passover lamb ( 1 Cor. 5:7), fulfilled the Law’ stypes and
predictions about His first coming (cf. Heb. 7-10). In this sense, Jesus clearly did
away with the ceremonial and typological aspects of the Law, not by destroying the
Law, but by fulfilling it.

Finally, there is a confusion about context. Even when the moral dimensions of
the law are discussed, there is a confusion. For example, not only did Jesus fulfill the
moral demands of the Law for us ( Rom. 8:2-3), but the national and theocratic
context in which God' s moral principles were expressed in the OT no longer apply to
Christians today. For example, we are not under the commands as M oses expressed
them for Israel, since, when expressed for them in the Ten Commandments, it had as
its reward that the Jews would live “long upon the land [of Palestine] which the Lord
your God is giving you [Israglites]” (e.g., Ex. 20:12 ). When the moral principle
expressed in this OT commandment is stated in the NT, it is expressed in adifferent
context, namely, one that is not national or theocratic, but is personal and universal.
For al persons who honor their parents, Paul declares that they will “live long on the
earth” ( Eph. 6:3). Likewise, Christians are no longer under the commandment of
Moses to worship on Saturday ( Ex. 20:8-11), for, since the Resurrection,
appearances, and Ascension (all of which occurred on Sunday), Christians worship on
Sunday instead (see Acts 20:7 ; 1 Cor. 16:2 ). Sabbath worship, declared Paul, was
only an OT “shadow” of the real substance which was inaugurated by Christ ( Col.
2:16-17). Since even the Ten Commandments as such were expressed in a national
Jewish, theocratic framework, the NT can speak correctly about that which was
“engraved on stones’ being “taken away in Christ “ (2 Cor. 3.7, 13-14).

However, this does not mean that the moral principles embodied in the Ten
Commandments, that reflect the very nature of an unchanging God, are not il
binding on believers today. Indeed, every one of these principles contained in the Ten
Commandmentsiis restated in another context in the NT, except of course the
command to rest and worship on Saturday.

Christians today are no more under the Ten Commandments as given by Moses to
Israel than we are under the Mosaic Law’ s requirement to be circumcised (see Acts
15; Gal. 3) or to bring alamb to the temple in Jerusalem for sacrifice. The fact that
we are bound by similar moral laws against adultery, lying, stealing, and murder no
more proves we are still under the Ten Commandments than the fact that there are
similar traffic lawsin North Carolina and Texas proves that a Texan is under the laws
of North Carolina. The truth isthat when one violates the speed laws in Texas he has
not thereby violated asimilar law in North Carolina, nor is he thereby bound by the



penalties of such lawsin North Carolina. In like manner, athough both the OT and
NT speak against adultery, nevertheless, the penalty was different—capital
punishment in the OT ( Lev. 20:10 ) and only excommunication from the church in
the NT ( 1 Cor. 5:1-13), with the hope of restoration upon repentance (cf. 2 Cor.
2:6-8).

MATTHEW 5:29 —Ishell the grave or a place of conscious torment?

PROBLEM: Jesus refers here to the “body” being “cast into hell,” and the psalmist
speaks of “bones’ being “ scattered at the mouth of hell [ sheol |” ( Ps. 141:7 , K3V ).
Jacob talked about his “gray hairs’ being brought down to hell ( Gen. 42:38 , KJv ; cf.
44:29 , 31). However, Jesus referred to hell as a place where the soul goes after one
diesandisin conscious torment ( Luke 16:22-23). Is“hell” just the grave, asthe
Jehovah's Witnesses and some other cults claim?

SOLUTION: The Hebrew word translated “hell” ( sheol ) isalso trandated “grave” or
“pit.” It ssmply means “unseen world,” and can refer either to the grave, where the
body is unseen after burial, or to the spirit world, which isinvisible to mortal eyes. In
the OT, sheol often means grave, as indicated by the fact that it is a place where
“bones’ ( Ps. 141:7) and “gray hairs’ ( Gen. 42:38) go at death. Even the
resurrection of Jesus body is said to be from “hell” (i.e., the grave) where it did not
see corruption ( Acts 2:30-31).

While there may be some allusions to “hell” asaspirit world in the OT (cf. Prov.
9:18; Isa. 14:9), “hell” (Gk., hades) is clearly described as a place of departed
spirits (souls) in the NT. Angels are there and they have no bodies ( 2 Peter 2:4).
Unrepentant human beings are in conscious torment there after they die and their
bodies are buried ( Luke 16:22-25 ). In the end those in hell will be cast into the lake
of fire with the devil where they will be “tormented day and night forever” ( Rev.
20:10, 14-15). Jesus spoke many times of hell as a place of conscious and eternal
suffering (cf. Matt. 10:28 ; 11:23; 18:9; 23:15; Mark 9:43, 45, 47 ; Luke 12:5;
16:23).

MATTHEW 5:33-37 —Did Jesus condemn all oath taking, even in court?
(See comments on James 5:12 .)
MATTHEW 5:42 —Should believersliterally give anything to anyone who asks?

PROBLEM: Here Jesus clearly said, “ Give to him who asks you, and from him who
wants to borrow from you do not turn away” (cf. Luke 6:30 ). But, if we took this
literally we would have nothing to provide for our own families. Also, Paul says that
those who do not provide for their own families are worse than infidels ( 1 Tim. 5:8).



SOLUTION: A text out of its context is a pretext. We must understand the context in
which Jesus said “ give to him who asks you.” First of all, aswe know from other
things Jesus said and did, this does not mean to give to people what will harm them.
As Jesus said, no good father would give a serpent to his child ( Matt. 7:10).
Furthermore, it does not mean give to those who can work, but refuse to. Paul said
emphatically, “If anyone will not work, neither shall heeat” (2 Thes. 3:10). Finaly,
the whole context of Jesus statements here are to reaffirm the spirit of the law which
He cameto fulfill ( Matt. 5:17-18 ), as opposed to what they “heard” (cf. Matt. 5:21 ,
27,33, 38, 43 —what had been said by oral tradition and misinterpretation (cf.
Matt. 15:3-6).

Here Jesusis explicitly addressing the legalistic misinterpretation of the OT that
says take revenge on your enemy with “an eye for an eye and atooth for atooth” (
Matt. 5:38 ). By contrast Jesus says, don't retaliate against your enemy. Love him,
and giveto help him (cf. v. 44 ). But Jesus no more expected His listeners to take,
without qualification, the command to “give to him who asks you” than He intended
them to literally cut off their hands and pluck out their eyesif they offended them (vv.
29-30)!

MATTHEW 5:43 —Why did the OT prescribe that one could hate his enemies?

PROBLEM: Jesus said here of the OT, “Y ou have heard that it was said, Y ou shall love
your neighbor and hate your enemy.” ” How could aGod of love ( Ex. 20:2,6; 1
John 4:16 ) command them to hate their enemies?

SOLUTION: God never commanded His people at any time to hate their enemies (see
comments on Mal. 1:3). God is an unchanging God of love (cf. 1 John 4:16 ; Mal.
3:6), and He cannot hate any person, nor can He command anyone else to do so.
Jesus said the greatest commands were to love God and to love our neighbor as
ourself ( Matt. 22:36-37 , 39). In point of fact, this very command is taken by Jesus
from the OT. Leviticus 19:18 declares. “you shall love your neighbor as yourself”!

Why then did Jesus say the OT taught that we should “hate our enemy” ( Matt.
5:43)?Hedidn’'t, and for avery good reason. Nowhere in the OT can any such verse
be found. Infact, Jesus is not quoting the OT here, but the pharisaical
misinterpretation of the OT. Notice, Jesus does not say “it is written,” as He often did
when quoting the OT (cf. Matt. 4:4, 7, 10 ). Rather, He said, “you haveheard,” by
which He meant the Jewish “tradition” that had grown up around the OT and by
which they had made the commandment of God of no effect (cf. Matt. 15:3,6). The
truth is that the God of love commanded love both in the OT and NT and never at any
time commanded that we hate other persons.

MATTHEW 6:6 —If Jesussaid prayer should bein private, why doesthe Bible
commend public prayer?



PROBLEM: Inthistext, Jesus urged His disciples to pray in private, saying, “When you
pray, go into your room, and when you have shut your door, pray to your Father who
isin the secret place.” However, elsewhere the Bible commends praying in public.
For example, Daniel prayed with his window open so he could be seen ( Dan. 6:10).
Solomon offered his great dedicatory prayer for the templein public ( 1 Kings 8:22).
And Paul urged public prayers “for men everywhere” (1 Tim. 2:8).

SOLUTION: Itisnot public prayers which Jesus condemned, but ostentatious prayers.
He was not opposed to people praying in appropriate public places, but in
conspicuous places. It was not the place of prayer so much as the purpose of their
prayer that Jesus spoke against, namely, “that they may be seen by men” ( Matt. 6:5).

MATTHEW 6:13 —Why should we pray that God would not lead usinto
temptation when God cannot tempt anyone?

PROBLEM: The Bible says emphatically, “God cannot be tempted by evil, nor does He
Himself tempt anyone” ( James 1:13 ). Why, then, does Jesus ask us here to pray,
“and lead us not into temptation” ?

SOLUTION: God cantest us, but He cannot tempt us to sin. When we are tempted, we
are drawn away by our own lusts (see comments on James 1:2 ). So, God should be
invoked to order our lives in such away that we are not led into situations in which we
will be tempted. In other words, thisis apleafor providential guidance through the
minefield of sin in thisfleshly sojourn. It is arequest of God that He help usto
“make no provision for the flesh” ( Rom. 13:14).

MATTHEW 8:5-13 (cf. Luke 7:2-10 )—Isthere a mistake in the accounts
concerning Jesus and the centurion?

PROBLEM: Matthew seems to present the centurion as the one who seeks the help of
Jesus ( Matt. 8:5); but, Luke seeems to say that the centurion sent elders to see Jesus
(Luke7:3). Also, Matthew appearsto say that the centurion himself comes to talk
with Jesus. However, in Luke, the Bible says only the centurion’s representatives saw
Jesus.

SOLUTION: Both Matthew and Luke are correct. In the 1st century, it was understood
that when a representative was sent to speak for his master, it was asif the master was
speaking himself. Evenin our day thisis still the case. When the Secretary of State
meets individuals from other countries, he goes out in the name of the president of the
United States. In other words, what he says, the president says. Therefore, Matthew
states that a centurion came entreating Jesus about his sick slave, when in fact the
centurion sent others on his behalf. So, when Matthew declares that the centurion was
speaking, this was true, even though he was (as Luke indicated) speaking through his
officia representative.



MATTHEW 8:12—Ishell a place of darkness, or istherelight there?

PROBLEM: Jesus described hell as a place of “outer darkness’ ( Matt. 8:12 ; cf. 22:13
and 25:30). By contrast, the Bible says hell isaplace of “fire” ( Rev. 20:14 ) and
“unguenchable flames’ ( Mark 9:48). But, fire and flames give off light. How can
hell be utterly dark when thereislight there?

SOLUTION: Both “fire” and “darkness” are powerful figures of speech which
appropriately describe the unthinkable reality of hell. Itislike fire becauseitisa
place of destruction and torment. Yet, it islike outer darkness because people are lost
there forever. While hell isaliteral place, not every description of it should be taken
literally. Some powerful figures of speech are used to portray thisliteral place. Its
horrible reality, wherein body and soul will suffer forever, goes far beyond any mere
figure of speech that may be used to describeit. But, it is a serious mistake to take a
figure of speech literaly. By doing so, one can conclude that God has feathers, since
He is described as having wings ( Ps. 91:4 )! There are other figures of speech used to
describe the eternal destiny of the lost that, if taken literally, contradict each other.
For example, hell is depicted as an eternal garbage dump ( Mark 9:43-48 ), which has
abottom. But, it is also portrayed as a bottomless pit ( Rev. 20:3). Eachisavivid
depiction of a place of everlasting punishment.

MATTHEW 8:20 (cf. Matt. 20:18 ; 24:30 ; etc.)—If Jesus was the Son of God, why
did He call Himsdlf the Son of Man?

PROBLEM: Jesusreferred to Himself most often as the Son of Man. This seemsto point
to His humanity more than His deity. If He was really the Messiah, the Son of God,
why did He use the self-description, “ Son of Man”?

SOLUTION: First of al, even if the phrase “ Son of Man” is areference to Jesus
humanity, it isnot adenial of His deity. By becoming man, Jesus did not cease being
God. The Incarnation of Christ did not involve the subtraction of deity, but the
addition of humanity. Jesus clearly claimed to be God on many occasions ( Matt.
16:16-17 ; John 8:58 ; 10:30 ). But, in addition to being divine, He was also human.
He had two natures conjoined in one person.

Furthermore, Jesus was not denying His deity by referring to Himself as the Son
of Man. Theterm “Son of Man” is used to describe Christ’s deity as well. The Bible
saysthat only God can forgive sins ( Isa. 43:25 ; Mark 2:7). But, as the “ Son of
Man,” Jesus had the power to forgive sins ( Mark 2:10). Likewise, Christ will return
to earth asthe “ Son of Man” in clouds of glory to reign on earth ( Matt. 26:63-64 ).
In this passage, Jesus is citing Daniel 7:13 where the Messiah is described as the
“Ancient of Days,” aphrase used to indicate His deity (cf. Dan. 7:9).

Further, when Jesus was asked by the high priest whether He was the “ Son of
God” ( Matt. 26:63 ), He responded affirmatively, declaring that He was the “ Son of



Man” who would come in power and great glory (v. 64 ). Thisindicated that Jesus
Himself used the phrase “ Son of Man” to indicate His deity as the Son of God.

Finally, the phrase “ Son of Man” emphasizes who Jesusisin relation to His
Incarnation and Hiswork of salvation. Inthe OT (see Lev. 25:25-26 , 4849 ; Ruth
2:20), the kinsman redeemer was a close relative of someonewho was in need of
redemption. So Jesus, as our Kinsman Redeemer, was identifying Himself with
humankind asits Savior and Redeemer. Those who knew the OT truth about Messiah
being the Son of Man understood Jesus implicit claimsto deity. Those who did not,
would not so recognize this. Jesus often said things in thisway so asto test His
audience and separate believers from unbelievers (cf. Matt. 13:10-17 ).

MATTHEW 8:22 (cf. Luke 9:60 )—Wasn't it absurd for Jesusto tell the dead to
bury their own dead?

PROBLEM: A man wanted to follow Jesus but first asked Jesus if he could go and bury
his father. Jesus responded, “let the dead bury their own dead.” But the dead can’t
bury anyone. This doesn’t seem to make any sense.

SOL UTION: Jesus was not speaking of those who were physically dead, but of those
who are spiritually dead (cf. Eph. 2:1). Jesus requested that the man follow Him (
Luke 9:59 ). The man responded saying he wished to take care of hisfamily first. So
the issue is, who comes first—one’ s family or Jesus Christ. The answer Jesus gives
indicates the spiritual state of this man’s family. They were apparently not believers,
and the Bible says that those who are not Christians are “dead in trespasses and sins”
(Eph. 2:1, 5). Jesus was telling the man that his spiritually dead family should take
care of the burial. Jesus wanted this man to follow Him. Christian discipleship calls
for high commitment.

MATTHEW 8:28-34 (cf. Mark 5:1-20 ; Luke 8:26-39 )—Where werethe
demoniacs healed?

PROBLEM: Thefirst three Gospels (Matthew, Mark, and Luke) each give an account of
Jesus healing demoniacs. Matthew states that the place where the healing took place
was the country of the Gadarenes. However, Mark and Luke say it was in the country
of the Gerasenes.

SOLUTION: Thereisatextua problem here. The critical text of the Greek NT (Nestle-
Aland/United Bible Societies) renders Mark and L uke the same as Matthew, namely,
in the country of the “ Gadarenes.” However, some manuscripts give the name of the
country as the Gerasenes. It is possible to account for the variant reading in these
manuscripts as a scribal error. Gadara may have been the capital of the region, and
Matthew therefore referred to the area as the “ country of the Gadarenes’” because the
people of that region, whether they lived in Gadara or not, were identified as
Gadarenes. Mark and Luke were perhaps giving a more general reference to the



country of the Gerasenes, which was the wider area in which the incident occurred.
However, a scribe, confusing the reference in Matthew as a reference to the town
instead of the people of the region, may have attempted to correct the manuscripts
and altered the references to make them uniform. It seems that the best textual
evidenceisin favor of Gadara, although there are varying opinions among
commentators. There is no contradiction or error here, because the problem
developed as aresult of transcription, and there is no evidence to demonstrate that
there was a conflict in the original manuscripts.

MATTHEW 8:28-34 (cf. Mark 5:1-20 ; Luke 8:26-39 )—How many demoniacs
wer e healed?

PROBLEM: Matthew reports that two demoniacs came to Jesus, while Mark and Luke
say that only one demoniac approached Him. This appears to be a contradiction.

SOLUTION: Thereisavery fundamental mathematical law that reconciles this apparent
contradiction—wherever there are two, there is always one. There are no exceptions!
There were actually two demoniacs that came to Jesus. Perhaps Mark and Luke
mentioned the one because he was more noticeable or prominent for some reason.
However, the fact that Mark and L uke only mention one does not negate the fact that
there were two as Matthew said. For wherever thereistwo, thereis always one. It
never fails. If Mark or Luke had said there was only one, then that would be a
contradiction. But, the word “only” is not in the text. The critic has to change the text
to make it contradict, in which case the problem is not with the Bible, but with the
critic.

MATTHEW 10:5-6 —Did Jesus come only for Jewsor also for Gentiles?

PROBLEM: Jesustold His disciplesto “make disciples of all the nations” ( Matt. 28:19
), because He had “ other sheep ... which are not of thisfold” ( John 10:16 ). Even the
OT prophets declared that Jesus would be “alight to the Gentiles’ ( Isa. 49:6).
However, Jesus Himself instructed His disciples, “Do not go into the way of the
Gentiles, and do not enter a city of the Samaritans’ ( Matt. 10:5). Later, He affirmed,
“1 was not sent except to the lost sheep of the house of Isragl” ( Matt. 15:24 ).

SOLUTION: These apparently contradictory commands refer to two different periods. It
istrue that Jesus original mission was to the Jews. But, the Scripturestestify that “He
came to His own, and His own did not receive Him” ( John 1:11 ). The official Jewish
position was to reject Him as their Messiah and to crucify Him ( Matt. 27 ; Mark 14 ;
Luke 22 ; John 18).

Therefore, it was after His crucifixion and resurrection that the mission of the
disciples was to go to the nations. Thiswasin fulfillment of prophecies about the
Gentiles. Thus, the Apostle Paul could tell the Roman Christians that the Gospel was
“for the Jew first and also for the Greek” ( Rom. 1:16 ). Because of their rejection of



Jesus, the nation of Isragl was cut off ( Rom. 11:19 ), but, when the subsequent
“fullness of the Gentiles’ ( 11:25 ) has been completed, then Israel will be grafted in
again (11:23, 26 ). Of course, even though Jesus' mission was officially to the Jews,
He did not neglect Gentiles. He healed the Syro-Phoenician woman’ s daughter (

Mark 7:24-30 ). He went out of Hisway to minister to the woman of Samaria ( John
4). Hetold His disciples of His anticipated work (through them) among the Gentiles (
John 10:16 ), and His Great Commission was to “make disciples of all the nations” (
Matt. 28:18-20 ). But, both in order of priority and time, the message of Christ came
first to the Jew and then to the Gentile. The difference, then, between the two sets of
verses can be contrasted in this way:

JESUS CAME FOR THE JESUS CAME FOR THE GENTILES ALSO
JEWS

Officialy Actually

Initially Subsequently
Primarily Secondarily
Before Hisrejection After Hisregjection

MATTHEW 10:10 (cf. Mark 6:8 »—Did Jesus command that the disciplestake a
staff or not?

PROBLEM: In Matthew, Jesus seems to say that the disciples should not take a staff,
but in Mark it appears that He allows them to have one.

SOLUTION: A closer examination reveals that the account in Mark ( 6:8 ) declares that
the disciples are to take nothing except a staff, which atraveler would normally have.
Whereas the account in Matthew states that they are not to acquire another staff.
There is no discrepancy between these texts. Mark’ s account is saying that they may
take the staff that they have, while Matthew is saying that they should not take an
extra staff or tunic. The text reads* Provide neither ... two tunics, nor sandal's, nor

staffs’ (plural: vv. 9-10). It does not say that they should not take a staff (singular).
So there is no contradiction.

MATTHEW 10:23 —Did Jesus promiseto return to earth during the lifetime of the
disciples?

PROBLEM: Jesus sent His disciples on amission and promised them, “you will not
have gone through the cities of Israel before the Son of Man comes.” However, it is
obvious that He never even went to heaven, to say nothing of returning again, before
they had returned from their evangelistic tour.

SOLUTION: There are many interpretations of this passage. Some takeit to be a
reference to the destruction of Jerusalem (A.D. 70) and the end of the Jewish



economy. But this hardly suits as afulfillment of the phrase “before the Son of Man
comes.”

Others understand Jesus' statement to refer to an outpouring of the Holy Spirit or
agreat revival before the return of Christ to earth to set up His kingdom. They believe
the preaching of the Gospel will usher in the kingdom (cf. Matt. 24:14 ). But, thistoo
seems to go far beyond the literal meaning of the text here.

Still others see it as containing a projection from their immediate mission to their
continuing mission to proclaim the Gospel “even to the end of the age” ( Matt. 28:20
). Note the fact that the disciples would probably have not gone through all “the cities
of Israel” in the short mission on which Jesus sent them. One problem with thisis that
thereis no direct indication in the text that Jesus was referring to the distant future.

Another alternative is to take the promise literally and immediately and to
interpret the phrase “ before the Son of Man comes’ as a reference to the fact that
Jesus rejoined the disciples after their mission. This view may be supported by
severa facts. First, the phrase “ before the Son of Man comes” is never used by
Matthew to describe the Second Coming. Second, it fits with aliteral understanding
of the first part of the verse. The disciples went literally and immediately into “the
cities of Isragl” to preach, and Jesus literally and immediately rejoined them after
their itinerant ministry. Third, there is no indication here or anywhere else that the
disciples believed that Jesus was going to go to heaven while they were gone on their
preaching tour. This certainly would have startled them (cf. John 14:1-5).
Furthermore, He had already told them that He had to die and rise from the dead (
John 2:19-22 ) before He could go to heaven and return.

MATTHEW 10:34-36 —Did Jesus cometo bring peace or war ?

PROBLEM: Here Jesus affirms, “1 did not come to bring peace but a sword.” However,
elsewhere Heis called “the prince of peace” (Isa. 9:6) who said, “My peace | giveto
you” ( John 14:27) and told His disciples to put away the sword, “for al who take the
sword will perish by the sword” ( Matt. 26:52 ). So, which are we to believe? Did
Jesus come to bring peace or the sword?

SOLUTION: We must distinguish between the purpose of Christ’s coming to earth and
theresult of it. Hisdesign wasto bring peace—peace with God for unbelievers (
Rom. 5:1) and eventually, the peace of God for believers ( Phil. 4:7 ). However, the
immediate consequence of Christ’s coming wasto divide those who were for Him
and those who were against Him—the children of God from the children of this
world. But, just as the goal of an amputation isto relieve pain, so the immediate effect
istoinflict pain. Likewise, Christ’s ultimate mission isto bring peace, both to the
human heart and to earth. Nonetheless, the immediate effect of His message was to
divide those in the kingdom of God from those in the kingdom of Satan.



MATTHEW 11:12—How can God’ s sovereign and peaceful kingdom be entered by
force?

PROBLEM: Paul declared that the kingdom (rule) of God is “peace and joy in the Holy
Spirit” ( Rom. 14:17 ). However, Matthew says “the kingdom of heaven suffers
violence, and the violent take it by force.” How can one enter God’ s kingdom by
force?

SOLUTION: Thisisadifficult passage, and it has been interpreted several ways. Some
take it to mean that the kingdom is violently taken by its enemies. That is, the forceful
religious leaders of Jesus day were resisting the kingdom introduced by John. They
wanted a kingdom, but not the kind that was being offered by John and Jesus (cf.
Rom. 10:3). However, some object that this is opposed to the context that is
expressing the greatness of John the Baptist and the contrast between his day and
Christ’s.

Others see the “violence” as afigure of speech meaning, first, that the kingdom
breaks through or intrudes itself with great power and abruptness. Then, the intense
endeavors of people who on the preaching of John were taking the kingdom by storm.
Onthisview, it is speaking of the response to John’s preaching as a great popular
uprising, a storming of the kingdom of God by people rushing with eagerness to get
init with aviolent zeal. This explains the use of the term “violence” and fits the
overall context.

MATTHEW 11:14 —Didn’t Jesus say John the Baptist was Elijah reincar nated?

PROBLEM: Jesus refers here to John the Baptist as “Elijah who is to come” (cf. Matt.
17:12 ; Mark 9:11-13). But, since Elijah had died many centuries before, John must
have been areincarnation of Elijah.

SOLUTION: There are many reasons why this verse does not teach reincarnation. First,
John and Elijah did not have the same being —they had the same function. Jesus was
not teaching that John the Baptist was literally Elijah, but simply that he came “in the
spirit and power of Elijah” ( Luke 1:17 ), namely, to continue his prophetic ministry.

Second, Jesus’ disciples understood that He was speaking about John the Baptist,
since Elijah appeared on the Mount of Transfiguration (Matt. 17:10-13). Since John
had already lived and died by then, and since Elijah still had the same name and self-
consciousness, Elijah had obviously not been reincarnated as John the Baptist.

Third, Elijah does not fit the reincarnation model for another reason—he did not
die. He was taken to heaven like Enoch, who did not “see death” ( 2 Kings 2:11 ; cf.
Heb. 11:5). According to traditional reincarnation, one must first die before he can be
reincarnated into another body.



Fourth, if there is any doubt about this passage, it should be understood in the
light of the clear teaching of Scripture opposing reincarnation. Hebrews, for example
declares, “it is appointed for men to die once, but after this the judgment” ( Heb. 9:27
; cf. John 9:2).

MATTHEW 11:28-30 —Is Jesus yokeeasy or hard?

PROBLEM: Jesus said here, “My yokeis easy and My burden islight.” However,
Hebrews declares that “whom the Lord loves He chastens, And scourges every son
whom Hereceives’ ( Heb. 12:6 ). Which isit—easy or hard?

SOLUTION: These verses are referring to different aspects of the Christian life. Thelife
of abeliever is“easy” in that it brings “rest for your souls’ ( Matt. 11:29), but it is
hard on the “flesh,” which often needs the disciplining hand of God to keep it inline.
Salvation brings “peace with God” ( Rom. 5:1), but it also brings conflict with the
world ( 1 John 2:15-17 ; Gal. 5:17 ). The Apostle Paul himself experienced God's
gracein hislife, but he aso had athornin hisflesh (2 Cor. 12:7-9).

MATTHEW 12:1-5—Did Jesus disciples break the Jewish Sabbath law?

PROBLEM: Jesus said, “Do not think that | came to destroy the Law or the Prophets. |
did not come to destroy but to fulfill” ( Matt. 5:17). Yet Jesus disciples deliberately
and knowingly picked grain on the Sabbath, thus arousing the ire of the Pharisees by
doing “what is not lawful to do on the Sabbath” ( Matt. 12:2).

SOLUTION: Jesus kept the OT law perfectly (see comments on Matt. 5:17-18 ). By
eating grain on the Sabbath when hungry, Jesus’ disciples did not break God' s law.
However, it did violate the Pharisees’ law. Jesus often rebuked the Pharisees for
adding their “traditions” (cf. Matt. 5:43 and 15:6 ) to God’ s laws. Deeds of mercy and
necessity were permitted on the OT Sabbath. Jesus’ disciples were not harvesting
bushels full of grain on the Sabbath. They were merely eating handfuls of it as they
passed through the field, which was permitted by OT law (see Deut. 23:25).

Further, as Jesus noted on this occasion, “ The Sabbath was made for man, and not
man for the Sabbath” ( Mark 2:27). He aso pointed out that “the Son of Manis Lord
even of the Sabbath” ( Matt. 12:8). In short, the Sabbath law was not the highest law,
for there were “weightier matters’ (cf. Matt. 23:23), such asjustice and mercy. Jesus,
as the Messiah and the Son of God, was not the servant of the Sabbath—He was Lord
of it. Hemadeit! And He could (and later did) changeit, if He so desired (see
comments on Matt. 5:17-18).

MATTHEW 12:40 (cf. John 19:14 )—If Jesus was o ucified on Friday, how could
He have been in the grave three days and nights?



PROBLEM: Christ rose on Sunday ( Matt. 28:1 ), but He stated that He would be “three
days and three nights in the heart of the earth.” If Christ was crucified on Friday, how
could He have been three days and three nights in the earth and rise on Sunday only
two days later?’

SOLUTION 1: Some scholars believe Jesus was in the grave for three full days and
nights (72 hours), being crucified on Wednesday. They offer the following in support
of this contention.

First, they insist that thisis the literal meaning of the phrase “three days and
nights.” Second, they point out that, on the view that Jesus was crucified on Friday,
there is no explanation for what He did on Wednesday. All other days are accounted
for. Third, they argue that the passover was not afixed day (Friday), but floated.

SOLUTION 2: Most biblical scholars believe that Jesus was crucified on Friday. They
take the phrase “three days and nights’ to be a Hebrew figure of speech referring to
any part of three days and nights. They offer the following in support of their
position.

First, the phrase “day and night” does not necessarily mean a complete 24 hour
period. The psalmist’s reference to meditating “ day and night” on God’'s Word does
not mean one hasto read the Bible al day and all night ( Ps. 1:2).

Second, it is clear from the use of the phrase “three days and three nights’ in the
Book of Esther that it does not mean 72 hours. For, although they fasted three days
and nights ( 4:16 ) between the time they started and the time she appeared before the
king, the passage states that Esther appeared before the king “on the third day” (5:1).
If they began on Friday, then the third day would be Sunday. Hence, “three days and
nights’ must mean any part of three days and nights.

Third, Jesus used the phrase “on the third day” to describe the time of His
resurrection after His crucifixion ( Matt 16:21 ; 17:23; 20:19 ; cf. 26:61 ). But, “ on
the third day” cannot mean “ after three days’ which 72 hours demands. On the other
hand, the phrase “ on the third day” or “three days and nights’ can be understood to
mean within three days and nights.

Fourth, this view fits best with the chronological order of events as given by Mark
(cf.14:1), aswell asthe fact that Jesus died on Passover day (Friday) to fulfill the
conditions of being our Passover Lamb (1 Cor. 5:7; cf. Lev. 23:5-15).

The two views can be compared as follows:

MATTHEW 13:12—IsGod unfair in giving to those who have?



PROBLEM: God is presented in the Bible as fair and evenhanded ( Rom. 2:11 ; Gen.
18:25). Jesus, as God incarnate, is set up as the perfect moral example ( Heb. 4:15).
However, in this passage Jesus said we should take away from “whoever does not
have” and giveto “whoever has.” What could be more unfair?

SOLUTION: “Give to him who has and take from him who has not” is a proverbial
saying used by Jesus in this context to mean that when Jesus spoke in parables ( Matt.
13:10), the result was that those who thought they had some insight into the kingdom
had less because they were more confused. Their unbelief caused their confusion, so
that “seeing they do not see, and hearing they do not hear” (v. 13). On the other hand,
those who received Jesus words (namely, His disciples) had even a greater
understanding than before.

MATTHEW 13:31-32 —Did Jesus make a mistake when referring to the mustard
seed asthe smallest of all seeds?

PROBLEM 1: Jesus said that the mustard seed was “the least of all the seeds.” However,
today we know that the mustard seed is not the smallest seed of all. Some think Jesus
was speaking of the black mustard seed. But, even thisis not the smallest of al seeds.

SOLUTION 1: Jesus was not referring to all the seedsin the world, but only those that a
Palestinian farmer sowed in hisfield. Thisis made clear by the qualifying phrase
“which aman took and sowed in hisfield” (v. 31). And it isafact that the mustard
seed was the smallest of all seeds which the 1st century Jewish farmer sowed in his
field. So thereis no contradiction here between science and Scripture. What Jesus
said was literally true in the context in which He said it.

PROBLEM 2: Some claim that the mustard seed cannot grow big enough to house birds,
let alone grow to tree size.

SOLUTION 2: But thisis not so, because there is evidence that some mustard seeds
grow into trees about ten feet tall. Thiswould certainly provide enough branch space
for abird to build anest ( Matt. 13:32).

MATTHEW 13:34 —Did Jesus always speak in parablesor not?

PROBLEM: Thistext states distinctly that “without a parable He [Jesus] did not speak
to them.” However, Jesus gave His whole Sermon on the Mount ( Matt. 5-7 ) without
asingle parableinit.

SOLUTION: There are two qualifying factors that must be noted, one of which is stated
and another implied. First, Matthew 13:34 states that Jesus spoke these things “to the
multitude,” whereas the Sermon on the Mount was given to His “disciples’ ( Matt.
5:1-2; cf. Luke 6:20 ), even though the multitudes apparently listened in (cf. Matt.



7:28). What ismore, Jesus' statement may have only areference to what He was
doing at that time, not on every occasion. It does not say that He always and on every
occasion spoke to a crowd only in parables. However, this interpretation is possible,
since we have only alimited record of what Jesus spoke (cf. John 21.:25 ).

MATTHEW 13:45—WasMary a perpetual virgin, or did she have other children
after Jesus virgin birth?

PROBL EM: Roman Catholicism teaches that Mary was a perpetua virgin, that is, that
she never had sexual intercourse, even after Jesus was virgin born. Isit true that when

the Biblerefersto Jesus' “brothers and sisters’” ( Matt. 13:56 ) it means cousins or
close relatives?

SOLUTION: Itistrue that the words for brother and sister can mean close relative. This
must be determined by the context and from other Scriptures. And in the case of
Jesus' brothers and sisters, the context indicates they were his real half brothers and
sisters.

First, nowhere does the Bible affirm the doctrine of Mary’ s perpetual virginity.
Like the Roman Catholic doctrine of Mary’s sinlessness (see comments on Luke 1:46
), thereis no statement anywhere in the Bible that supports this teaching.

Second, when “brothers and sisters’ are used in connection with father or mother,
then it does not mean cousins, but actual blood brothers and sisters (cf. Luke 14:26 ).
Such isthe case with Jesus' brothers and sisters. Matthew 13:55 says, “Is not thisthe
carpenter’s son? Is not His mother called Mary? And His brothers James, Joses,
Simon, and Judas?’ (cf. Mark 6:3)

Third, there are other references in the Bible to Jesus' “brothers.” John informs us
that “even His brothers did not believein Him” ( John 7:5). And Paul speaks of
“James, the Lord’ s brother” ( Gal. 1:19 ). On another occasion Mark refersto “His
[Jesus'] brothers and His mother” ( Mark 3:31 ). John spoke of “His mother, His
brothers, and His disciples’ ( John 2:12 ). Luke mentions “Mary the mother of Jesus,
with His brothers” being in the Upper Room ( Acts 1:14).

MATTHEW 16:16 —Why does Peter’s confession herediffer from that recorded in
Mark and Luke?

PROBLEM: Peter’s confession of Christ in Caesarea Philippi is stated differently in the
three Gospels:

Matthew: “You are the Christ, the Son of the living God.”

Mark: “You are the Christ” ( 8:29).



Luke: “The Christ of God” (9:20).

If the Bibleistheinspired Word of God, why are there three different reports of what
Peter said? What did hereally say?

SOLUTION: There are several reasons why the Gospel accounts of Peter’s statements
differ. First, Peter probably spoke Aramaic, while the Gospels are written in Greek.
So, some changes come naturally as aresult of trandating the words differently.
Second, the Gospel writers sometimes paraphrased the essence of what people said,
much like the way journalists do today. Third, other writers selected and abbreviated
what was said to fit the theme of their book or the emphasis they wished to make.

What is important to notice is that the Gospel writers never created these sayings,
rather, they reported them. Further, their reports were in accordance with journalistic
standards of the day (and even today for that matter). Also, whenever there are
multiple reports, they all give the essence of what was said. For example, all three
reports note that Peter confessed that Jesus is “the Christ of God.” Sometimes, all the
reports can be put together as awhole, giving what may have been the word-for-word
origina statement of Peter. For example, Peter may have said exactly what Matthew
reported, and the others may have reported the important parts of Peter’s confession,
asillustrated in the following:

Matthew: “Y ou are the Christ, the Son of the living God.”
Mark: “Y ou are the Chrig [the Son of the living God)].”

Luke: “[You are] the Christ [the Son] of [the living] God.”
MATTHEW 16:18 —Is Peter therock on which the church isbuilt?

PROBL EM: Roman Catholics use this passage to support their belief in the primacy of
Peter, that is, that he is the rock on which the church is built. But Paul said the church
is built on Christ, not Peter ( 1 Cor. 3:11). Is Peter the “rock” in this passage?

SOLUTION: There are different ways to understand this passage, but none of them
support the Roman Catholic view that the church is built on St. Peter, who became
the first Pope—infalliblein all his official pronouncements on faith and doctrine. This
is evident for many reasons.

First of all, Peter was married ( Matt. 8:14 ), and Popes do not marry. If the first
Pope could marry, why later pronounce that no priest (or Pope) can marry.

Second, Peter was not infallible in his views on the Christian life. Even Paul had
to rebuke him for his hypocrisy, because he was not “straightforward about the truth
of the Gospel” ( Gal. 2:14).



Third, the Bible clearly declares that Christ is the foundation of the Christian
church, insisting that “no other foundation can anyone lay than that whichislaid,
which is Jesus Christ” (1 Cor. 3:11).

Fourth, the only sense in which Peter had afoundational role in the church, all the
other apostles shared in the same way. Peter was not unique in this respect. For Paul
declared that in this sense the church is “built on the foundation of the apostles and
prophets, Jesus Christ Himself being the chief cornerstone” ( Eph. 2:20 ). Indeed, the
early church continued steadfastly in the apostles’ doctrine [not just Peter’s]” ( Acts
2:42). Even “keys of the kingdom” given to Peter ( Matt. 16:19 ) were also given to
all the apostles (cf. Matt. 18:18).

Fifth, thereis no indication that Peter was the head of the early church. When the
first council was held at Jerusalem, Peter played only an introductory role ( Acts
15:6-11). James seems to have a more significant position, summing up the
conference and making the final pronouncement (cf. Acts 15:13-21). In any event,
Peter is never referred to asthe “pillar” in the church. Rather, Paul speaks of “pillars’
(plural), such as, “James, Cephas, and John” ( Gal. 2:9). Peter (Cephas) is not even
listed first among the pillars.

Sixth, many Protestant interpreters believe that Jesus' reference to “thisrock” (
Matt. 16:18 ) upon which His church would be built was to Peter’ s solid (rock-like)
testimony that Jesus was “the Christ, the son of the living God” ( Matt. 16:16 ). But
even if thisrock has reference to Peter ( Petros, rock), which is certainly a possible
interpretation, he was only a rock in the apostolic foundation of the church ( Matt.
16:18), not the rock. Nor is he the only apostolic rock. Even Peter himself admitted
that Christ isthe chief rock (“cornerstone,” 1 Peter 2:7 ). And Paul notes that the
other apostles are all part of the “foundation” ( Eph. 2:20).

MATTHEW 16:20 —Why did Jesusinstruct His disciplesto tell no one He was the
Christ?

PROBL EM: Jesus commissioned His disciples, “ Go therefore and make disciples of all
nations’ ( Matt. 28:19). Yet over and over again throughout His ministry He insisted
that Hisfollowers “tell no man” (cf. Matt. 8:4 ; 16:20; 17:9; Mark 7:36 ; 8:30 ; 9.9 ;
Luke5:14; 8:56 ; 9:21 ). Doesn't this contradict His Great Commission?

SOLUTION: The problem is easily resolved if several things are remembered. First,
there was often a stated or implied condition on this command to “tell no man.” Jesus
said clearly to His disciples on one occasion, “tell no one ... till the Son of Man ha[s|
risen from the dead” ( Mark 9:9; cf. Matt. 17:9). Thereis no contradiction between
this and His pronouncement to tell everyone after He rose from the dead (in Matt.
28:19).



Second, sometimes Jesus was simply trying to keep down the crowds so that He
could continue His ministry. Mark writes, “He commanded them that they should tell
no one; but the more He commanded them, the more widely they proclaimed it” (
Mark 7:36 ). Likewise, Luke reports that immediately after Jesus instructed the
cleansed leper to “tell no one” ( Luke 5:14 ), “then the report went around concerning
Him all the more... So He Himself often withdrew into the wilderness and prayed”
(vv. 15-16).

Finally, Jesus did not wish to parade His messianic claims, especially among the
Jews, since they had a fal se expectation of a political redeemer who would deliver
them from the yoke of Rome (see comments on John 4:26 ). On one occasion, they
even wanted to make Him king by force because of the signs which He did (see John
6:14-15). Since that was not His purpose, He withdrew from them, for His purpose
was to die on the cross (see Mark 10:45 and John 10:10, 15).

MATTHEW 16:28 —Did Jesus make a mistake about His disciples seeing the
kingdom comein their lifetimes?

PROBLEM: Jesus told His disciples that some of them would not see death until they
saw Him coming in His kingdom. Y et during the life of the apostles, Jesus never
returned to set up His kingdom.

SOLUTION: Thisisaquestion of when this was going to take place, not whether it
would. There are three possible solutions.

First, some have suggested that this may be areference to the Day of Pentecost
where Christ’s Helper, the Holy Spirit, came to descend upon the apostles. In John's
Gospel (114:26 ), Jesus promised to send the Holy Spirit, and, in the beginning of
Acts ( 1:4-8), He tells them not to leave Jerusalem until they have received the Holy
Spirit. But this hardly seems to fit the description of seeing Christ coming in His
kingdom ( Matt. 16:28).

Second, others believe this might be a reference to the destruction of Jerusalem
and the templeinA.D. 70. This would mean that He would return to bring judgment
upon the city that rejected Him and crucified Him. While thisis apossible
explanation, it does not seem to account for the fact that Jesus appears to be coming
for believers (those “ standing there” with Him), not ssimply coming in judgment on
unbelievers. Nor does the judgment on Jerusalem in A.D. 70 adequately express
seeing the “ Son of Man coming in His kingdom” (v. 28 ), a phrase reminiscent of His
second coming (cf. 26:64 ). Nor does it explain why Jesus never appeared inA.D. 70.

A third and more plausible explanation is that thisis a reference to the appearance
of Christ in His glory on the Mount of Transfiguration which beginsin the very next
verse (17:1). Here Christ does literally appear in aglorified form, and some of His
apostles are there to witness the occasion, namely Peter, James, and John. This



transfiguration experience, of course, was only aforetaste of His Second Coming
when all believers will see Him come in power and great glory (cf. Acts 1:11 ; Rev.
1.7).

MATTHEW 19:16-30 (cf. Mark 10:17-31; Luke 18:18-30 )—If Jesus was God,
why did He seem to rebuke therich young ruler for calling Him good?

PROBLEM: The rich young ruler called Jesus “Good Teacher,” and Jesus rebuked him,
saying, “Why do you call Me good? No one is good but One, that is, God.” Yet on
other occasions Jesus not only claimed to be God ( Mark 2:8-10 ; John 8:58 ; 10:30),
but He accepted the claim of others that He was God ( John 20:28-29 ). Why did
Jesus appear to deny that He was God to the young ruler?

SOLUTION: Jesus did not deny He was God to the young ruler. He ssmply asked him to
examine the implications of what he was saying. In effect, Jesus was saying to him,
“Do you realize what you are saying when you call Me Good? Are you saying | am
God?’

The young man did not realize the implications of what he was saying. Thus Jesus
was forcing him to a very uncomfortable dilemma. Either Jesus was good and God, or
else He was bad and man. A good God or a bad man, but not merely a good man.
Those are the real alternatives with regard to Christ. For no good man would claim to
be God when he was not. The liberal Christ, who was only a good moral teacher but
not God, is afigment of human imagination.

MATTHEW 19:21 —Should Christians sell all they have and give it away?
(See commentson 1 Tim. 6:17-18 .)
MATTHEW 19:26 —Isanything impossible for God?

PROBLEM: According to this verse, “with God all things are possible.” However,
Hebrews 6:18 declaresthat “It isimpossible for God to lie.”

SOLUTION: The context in Matthew indicates that Jesus is speaking of what is humanly
impossible, whereas, Hebrews informs us that some things (e.g., lying) are actually
impossible for God. Note that in the former passage, Jesus said, “ with men thisis
impossible,” indicating that He was only speaking of what was humanly impossible,
but not divinely impossible. However, there are some things that even God cannot do.
For example, He cannot do anything that would contradict His nature, such as, cease
being God, or be unholy, or do what islogically impossible (like making a square
circle, or forcing people to freely love Him). God cannot make a stone so big that He
cannot lift it, since the created cannot be greater than the Creator. However, God can



do anything that is possible to do. He is all-powerful (omnipotent), the “ Almighty”
(cf. Job 5:17; 6:14 ; 42:2).

MATTHEW 20:1 ff—Arerewardsthe samefor all, or do they differ in degree?

PROBLEM: Jesustold a parable of His kingdom in which each servant got the same pay
even though each had worked a different number of hours. Y et in other places, the
Bible speaks of different degrees of reward for working in God' s kingdom (cf. 1 Cor.
3:11-15; 2 Cor. 5:10 ; Rev. 22:12).

SOLUTION: There are different degrees of reward in heaven, depending on our
faithfulnessto Christ on earth. Jesus said, “1 am coming quickly, and My reward is
with Me, to give to every oneaccording to hiswork” ( Rev. 22:12). Paul said each
believer’ swork will be tried by fire and “if anyone’s work which he has built on it
endures, he will receiveareward” (1 Cor. 3:14). In 2 Corinthians 5, he sayswe
must all appear before the judgment seat of Christ “that each one may receive the

things done in the body, according to what he has done, whether good or bad” (v. 10,
emphasis added).

The point of the parable in Matthew 20 is not that all rewards will be the same,
but that all rewards areby grace. It isto show that God rewards on the basis of
opportunity, not simply on accomplishment. Not all the servants had the opportunity
to work for the master the same amount of time, but all, nevertheless, were given the
same pay. God looks at our disposition as well as our actions and judges accordingly.

MATTHEW 20:20 (cf. Mark 10:35 }—Who cameto talk with Jesus, the mother of
James and John or James and John?

PROBLEM: In Matthew, the mother of James and John made a request of Jesus.

However, Mark states that it was James and John who came to Jesus to make their
request.

SOLUTION: It isclear that both the mother and her sons came to Jesus to make the
request, since the text declares “the mother ... came to Him with her sons’ (v. 20). It
is possible that the mother spoke first with the two sons closely following to reiterate
the request. Thisis supported by Matthew’ s account because when Jesus responds
“are you ableto drink the cup that | am about to drink?’ the Bible says*“ they said to

Him, ‘weareable’ ” (v. 22). So, there is no unsolvable conflict here. The two
accounts are harmonious.

MATTHEW 20:29-34 (cf. Mark 10:46-52 ; Luke 18:35-43 )—Did Jesus heal two
blind men or just one?



PROBLEM: Matthew saysthat Christ healed two men, but Mark refersto only one man
being healed ( 10:46 ). This appearsto be a clear contradiction.

SOLUTION: Although Mark records one individual getting healed, this does not mean
that there were not two, as Matthew says there were. First of al, Mark does not
declare that there was only one blind man healed. Matthew says there were two, and
where there are two there is always one, every time! Matthew earlier mentions two
demoniacs where Mark and Luke mention one ( Matt. 8:28-34 ), so Matthew again
mentions the two blind men where Mark mentions just one. Further, the fact that
Mark mentions the name of one blind man, Bartimaeus, and his father (Timaeus,
10:46 ), indicates that Mark is centering on the one that was personally known to him.
If two men were to receive amedal of honor from the president of the United States
and one was your friend, it is understandabl e that when you relate the story you might
only speak of the one whom you knew receiving the medal.

MATTHEW 20:29-34 (cf. Mark 10:46-52 ; Luke 18:35-43 )—Did Jesus heal the
blind man coming into or going out of Jericho?

PROBLEM: According to Luke, ablind man was healed as Jesus entered the city of
Jericho ( 18:35), but Matthew and Mark declare that the healing took place as Jesus
left the city of Jericho. Again, the accounts do not seem to be harmonious.

SOLUTION: Some believe that the healing in Luke may have actually taken place as
Jesus |eft Jericho, claiming that it was only theinitial contact that took place as“He
was coming near Jericho” ( Luke 18:35) and the blind man may have followed Him
through the city, since he was continually begging Jesus to heal him (vv. 38-39 ). But
this seems unlikely, since even after the healing (v. 43) the very next verse (19:1)
says, “then Jesus entered and passed through Jericho.”

Others respond by noting there were two Jerichos, the old and the new, so that as
He went out of one He came into the other.

Still others suggest that these are two different events. Matthew and Mark clearly
affirm the healing occurred as Jesus left the city ( Matt. 20:29 ; Mark 10:46 ). But
Luke speaks of healing one blind man as He entered the city. Thisis supported by the
fact that Luke refers only to a“multitude” of people being present as Jesus entered
the city ( 18:36 ), but both Matthew ( 20:29 ) and Mark ( 10:46 ) make a point to say
there was a “great multitude” of people there by the time Jesus left the city. If the
word spread of the miraculous healing on theway into the city, this would account for
the swelling of the crowd. It might also explain why two blind men were waiting on
the other side of the city to plead for Jesus to heal them. Perhaps the first blind man
who was healed went quickly to tell his blind friends what happened to him. Or
maybe the other blind men were already stationed at the other end of the city in their
customary begging position. At any rate, there is no irresolvable difficulty in the
passage. The two accounts can be understood in acompletely compatible way.



MATTHEW 21:2 (cf. Mark 11:2; Luke 19:30 )—Weretheretwo donkeysinvolved
in thetriumphal entry or just one?

PROBLEM: Matthew’ s account records Jesus' request of two disciplesto gointo a
village and get two donkeys. But in Mark and Luke, He requests that the two
disciples get just the colt.

SOLUTION: Both animals were involved in Jesus' triumphal entry into Jerusalem.
There is no mistake in the accounts because Mark and Luke mention just the colt (
p_olos), and Matthew refersto the colt ( p_olos, 21:5) and its mother. The passage
in Matthew is pointing out the literal fulfillment of the prophecy of Zechariah 9:9
which states, “Behold your king is coming to you ... humble, and mounted on a
donkey, even on a colt, the foal of adonkey.” The Greek version of the OT usesthe
same word for colt (p_olos) asthe NT passages. Matthew literally states that once
the disciples placed their garments on the donkeys, Jesus sat on them, that is, on their
garments. Matthew does not say that Jesus rode on both the mother and the colt. It
merely states that Jesus sat on the garments that the disciples had placed on the
donkeys. Perhaps they placed some garments on the mother and others on the colt,
and Jesus sat on those garments which were placed on the colt. The fact is the text of
Matthew simply does not say on which donkey Jesus sat. Mark and Luke focus on the
colt on which Jesus rode, while Matthew mentions the presence of the colt’s mother.
Her presence may have been necessary because the colt was so young. Mark 11:12
states that no one had ridden on the colt, and that the colt would be taking a passenger
through anoisy crowd ( Mark 11:9 ). Perhaps the mother was brought along in order
to be a calming influence upon her young.

MATTHEW 21:12-19 (cf. Mark 11:12-14 , 2024 )—When was thefig tree cursed
by Jesus, beforeor after the temple was cleansed?

PROBLEM: Matthew places the cursing of the fig tree after the cleansing of the temple.
But Mark places the cursing before the temple was cleansed. But, it cannot be both.
Did one Gospel writer make a mistake?

SOLUTION: Jesus actually cursed the fig tree on His way to the temple as Mark said,
but this does not mean that Matthew’ s account is mistaken. Christ made two tripsto
the temple, and He cursed the fig tree on His second trip.

Mark 11:11 saysthat Christ entered the temple the day of His triumphal entry.
When Christ enters the temple, Mark does not mention Christ making any
proclamations against any wrongdoing. Verse 12 says “Now the next day,” referring
to the trip to the fig tree on the way to the temple on the second day. On this day,
Christ threw out those buying and selling in the temple. Matthew, however, addresses
the two trips of Christ to the temple as though they were one event. This givesthe
impression that the first day Christ entered the temple He drove out the buyers and
sellersaswell. Mark’ s account, however, gives more detail to the events, revealing



that there were actually two trips to the temple. In view of this, we have no reason to
believe that there is a discrepancy in the accounts.

MATTHEW 22:30 —Will we be like angels (spirits) in heaven, beings without
physical bodies?

PROBLEM: Jesus said that in the resurrection we will be “like the angels of God” (
Matt. 22:30 ). But angels have no physical bodies—they are spirits ( Heb. 1:14 ).
Thus, it is argued that we will have no physical bodies in the resurrection. This,
however, is contradictory to those verses that claim there will be aresurrection of the
physical body from the grave ( John 5:28-29 ; Luke 24:39 ).

SOLUTION: Jesus did not say that we would be like angelsin that they are spirits, but
like them in that they do not marry. Two observations are relevant here.

First of all, the context is not talking about the nature of the resurrection body, but
whether or not there will be marriage in heaven. The question Jesus answered with
this statement was, “In the resurrection, whose wife of the seven [husbands she had]
will she be, for they all had her?” (22:28 ) Jesus reply was that, like angels, there
will be no marriage in heaven. So the woman will not be married to any of these
seven husbands in heaven. But Jesus said nothing here about having immaterial
bodiesin heaven. Such a conclusion is totally unwarranted by the context.

Second, when Jesus said “in the resurrection ... [they] are like angels of God,” He
obviously meant like angelsin that they will “neither marry nor are givenin
marriage” (v. 30). Hedid not say they would be like angelsin that they would have
no physical bodies. Rather, they would be like angelsin that they would be without
sexual propagation.

MATTHEW 22:39 —Does Jesus want usto love ourself first or others?

PROBLEM: Jesus saysin Matthew that we are to love our neighbor as ourselves. But, if
we love ourselves first, before we love our neighbor, then this would be putting self
before neighbor. |s Jesus teaching that we should be selfish?

SOLUTION: Loving others as we love ourselves can be understood in different ways,
but in no way is Jesus implying that we should be selfish. The Bible condemns
“lovers of themselves’ (2 Tim. 3:2). It exhorts us not to consider only our own
interests, but also the interest of others ( Phil. 2:4 ). There are three ways to
understand the phrase, “love others as yourself.”

First, some believe that Jesus is saying that we ought to love others as we ought to
love ourselves, namely, unselfishly. This, however, seems far too subtle and
dialectical for Jesus normally straight-forward moral assertions. It would have been



more forthright to simply say do not be selfish than the tangled command of loving
oneself unselfishly.

Second, Jesus could have meant that we should love others as we ought to love
ourselves, namely, properly. Thereis alegitimate self-respect or self-love. Ephesians
tellsusto care for our own bodies, “for no one ever hated his own flesh, but nourishes
and cherishesit” ( 5:28-29). There is nothing wrong with alegitimate self-care and
self-respect. The Bible condemns someone for “thinking of himself more highly than
he ought,” but urges him to think “soberly” ( Rom. 12:3). In this sense, Jesus may be
saying love others as you ought to love yourselves.

Third, Jesus could have meant that we should love others as much as we do love
ourselves. That is, He might have been saying that we should measure how we ought
to love others by how we actually do love ourselves without implying that the way we
love ourselvesis correct. Rather, God may be simply pointing to love for self asthe
standard by which we should judge how much to love others. In this way, there would
be an automatic check on our selfish love, since we would have to love others this

much too.
MATTHEW 23:9-10 —Isit wrong to call othersour father?

PROBL EM: Here Jesus commanded: “Do not call anyone on earth your father.” Y et
elsewhere the Bible not only tells us “honor your father and mother” ( Ex. 20:12 ), but
even uses the term “father” of those who are spiritual mentors ( 2 Kings2:12; cf. 1
Cor. 4:15).

SOLUTION: The context of Jesus' statement indicates that He is referring to taking
human beings asinfallible spiritual masters, not that He is opposed to having fallible
spiritual mentors. In fact, Paul was a spiritual father to Timothy ( 1 Cor. 4:15) whom
he called, “my beloved son” (2 Tim. 1:2 ). However, Paul was careful to instruct his
gpiritual children only to “Imitate me, just as | also imitate Christ” (1 Cor. 11:1).
Showing proper respect to our spiritual leadersis onething (cf. 1 Tim. 5:17), but
giving them unquestioned obedience and reverence that is due only to God is another.

MATTHEW 23:17 —Why did Jesus call people fools and yet condemn othersfor
doing the samething?

PROBLEM: Jesus said, “whoever says [to his brother], Y ou fool!” shall be in danger of
hell fire” ( Matt. 5:22). Yet He Himself said to the scribes and Pharisees, “Fools and
blind!” ( Matt. 23:17 ) The Apostle Paul, following suit, said, “ O foolish Galatians’ (
Gal. 3:1; cf. 1 Cor. 15:36).

SOLUTION: There are good reasons why there is a strong difference between the two
uses of the term “fool.” Firgt, thisis another example of the principle that the same



word can be used with different meaningsin different contexts (see Introduction). For
instance, the word “dog” can be used of a canine animal or a detested person.

Second, in Matthew 5 , it is used in the context of someone who is “angry” with
his brother, indicating a hatred. Neither Jesus nor Paul harbored hatred toward those
to whom they applied the term. Thus, their use of the term “fool” does not violate
Jesus' prohibition against calling others afool.

Third, technically speaking, Jesus only commanded that a“brother” ( Matt. 5:22)
not be called a“fool,” not an unbeliever. In fact the scriptural description of afool is
onewho “has said in hisheart, Thereisno God’ ” ( Ps. 14:1). In view of this, one
can see the seriousness of calling abrother afool; it is tantamount to calling him an
unbeliever. Hence, when He who “knew what was in man” (cf. John 2:25) called
unbelievers“fools,” it was a mog appropriate description of what they really were.

MATTHEW 23:34-35 —Did Jesus make a mistakein referring to Zechariah the son
of Jehoiada rather than to Zechariah the son of Berechiah?

PROBLEM: Jesus said to the scribes and Pharisees that the guilt of all the righteous
blood from Abel to Zechariah will fall on them. Concerning Zechariah, Jesus said he
was killed between the sanctuary and the altar. Some conclude that the Zechariah
referred to by Christ isthe son of Jehoiada ( 2 Chron. 24:20-22).

SOLUTION: The Zechariah referred to has to be the son of Berechiah. This Zechariah is
one of the minor prophets, and his father islisted as Berechiah ( Zech. 1:1). He
would be the most likely candidate because the other Zechariah (son of Jehoiada)
died about 800 B.c. If one thinks Christ referred to this Zechariah, then the time span
from Abel to this Zechariah would not cover the OT period, which extended to 400
B.C. Abel to Zechariah the son of Berechiah would make a much better sweep of the
OT period than would the period from Abel to Zechariah the son of Jehoiada. Since
many Zechariahs are mentioned in the OT, it would not be too difficult to imagine
two Zechariahs dying from similar circumstances.

MATTHEW 24:29 —Did Christ cometo earth immediately following the
Tribulation or sometime later?

PROBLEM: In Matthew, Jesus represents His coming as “immediately after” ( 24:29)
the Great Tribulation. But Luke seemsto separate it by the “times of the Gentiles’ (
Luke21:24 ,27).

SOLUTION: Theinterval referred to by Luke is the time between the destruction of
Jerusalem (A.D. 70), which began God’ s judgment on Jerusalem (cf. Matt. 24:2), and
the return of Christ to earth “with power and great glory” ( Matt. 24:30 ). So, when
Matthew affirms that Christ’s coming is “immediately after the tribulation of those



days’ (24:29), heisreferring to the end of the “times of the Gentiles’ mentioned by
Luke ( 21:24 ). Hence, there is no irresolvable conflict between the two accounts.

MATTHEW 24:34 —Did Jesus err by affirming that the signs of the end timewould
be fulfilled in Hisera?

PROBLEM : Jesus spoke of signs and wonders regarding His second coming. But Jesus
said “this generation” would not end before all these events took place. Did this mean
that these events would occur in the lifetime of His hearers?

SOLUTION: These events (e.g., the Great Tribulation, the sign of Christ’s return, and
the end of the age) did not occur in the lifetime of Christ’s hearers. Therefore, it is
reasonable to understand their fulfillment as something yet to come. This callsfor a
closer examination of the meaning of “generation” for meanings other than that of
Jesus contemporaries.

First, “generation” in Greek ( genea ) can mean “race.” In this particular instance,
Jesus' statement could mean that the Jewish race would not pass away until all things
are fulfilled. Since there were many promisesto Israel, including the eternal
inheritance of the land of Palestine ( Gen. 12 ; 14-15; 17 ) and the Davidic kingdom
(2 Sam. 7), then Jesus could be referring to God'’ s preservation of the nation of Israel
in order to fulfill His promises to them. Indeed, Paul speaks of afuture of the nation
of Israel when they will be reinstated in God' s covenantal promises ( Rom. 11:11-26
). And Jesus’ response to His disciples’ last question implied there would yet be a
future kingdom for Israel, when they asked: “Lord, will You at this time restore the
kingdom to Israel?” Rather than rebuking them for their misunderstanding, He replied
that “It is not for yau to know times or seasons which the Father has put in Hisown
authority” ( Acts 1:6-7 ). Indeed, Paul in Romans 11 speaks of the nation of |srael
being restored to God’ s promised blessings (cf. vv. 25-26 ).

Second, “generation” could also refer to a generation in its commonly understood
sense of the people alive at the time indicated. In this case, “generation” would refer
to the group of people who are alive when these things come to passin the future. In
other words, the generation alive when these things (the abomination of desolation [v.
151, the great tribulation such as has never been seen before [v. 21 ], the sign of the
Son of Man in heaven [v. 30], etc.) begin to come to pass will still be alive when
these judgments are completed. Sinceit is commonly believed that the tribulation isa
period of some seven years ( Dan. 9:27 ; cf. Rev. 11:2) at the end of the age, then
Jesus would be saying that “this generation” alive at the beginning of the tribulation
will till be alive at the end of it. In any event, there is no reason to assume that Jesus
made the obviously false assertion that the world would come to an end within the
lifetime of His contemporaries.

MATTHEW 26:11 —Was Jesus always present with His disciples?



PROBLEM: According to Jesus statement here, He would not always be with the
disciples, for He said: “but Me you do not have always’ with you. On the other hand,
in Matthew 28:20 Jesus said, “Lo, | am with you always, even to the end of the age.”

SOLUTION: Inthefirst passage, Jesus was speaking of His physical presence (which
would not be with them between His ascension and second coming), and, in the later
text, Heisreferring to His spiritual presence with them as they preached the Gospel
in all theworld. Thereis no contradiction here whatsoever.

MATTHEW 26:34 (cf. Mark 14:30 >—When Peter denied Christ, did the rooster
Ccrow onceor twice?

PROBLEM: Matthew and John ( 13:38 ) say before the rooster crows once, Peter will
have denied the Lord three times. But Mark affirms that before the rooster crows

twice Peter will deny Christ three times. Which account is right?

SOLUTION: Thereis no contradiction between the two accounts because, given the
correctness of the text, Matthew and John do not expressly state how many times the
rooster will crow. They simply say Peter will deny Christ three times *before the
rooster crows,” but they do not say how many timesit will crow. Mark may simply be
more specific, affirming exactly how many times the rooster would crow.

It is also possible that different accounts are due to an early copyist error in Mark,
that resulted in the insertion of “two” in early manuscripts (at Mark 14:30 and 72).
This would explain why some important manuscripts of Mark mention only one
crowing, just like Matthew and John, and why “two” appears at different placesin
Some manuscripts.

MATTHEW 26:52 —I s Jesus advocating pacifism and denouncing capital
punishment in this passage?

PROBLEM: When the soldiers cameto arrest Jesus, Peter took out his sword and cut off
the ear of the high priest’s servant. Jesus told Peter to put back the sword because
those who take up the sword will die by the sword. Some use this verse to support
pacifism and to oppose capital punishment, which the Bible affirms el sewhere ( Gen.
9:6).

SOLUTION: Total pacifismis not taught in this Scripture. Indeed, Abraham was blessed
by the Most High God ( Gen 14:19 ) after engaging in awar against the unjust
aggression of the kings who had captured his nephew Lot. In Luke 3:14 , soldiers
cometo inquire of John the Baptist about what they should do. John never told them
to leave the army. Likewise, Cornelius, in Acts 10, was a centurion. He was called a
devout man (v. 2), and the Scriptures say that the Lord heard the prayers of Cornelius
(v. 4). When Cornelius becomes a Christian, Peter does not tell him to leave the



army. Also, in Luke 22:36-38 , Christ says that the one who has no sword should sell
his robe and buy one. The apostles responded saying that they had two swords. Jesus
responded saying that “it was enough.” In other words, they did not need to get rid of
their swords. The Apostle Paul accepted the protection of the Roman army to save his
life from unjust aggressors ( Acts 23). Indeed, he reminded the Roman Christians
that God had given the sword to the king who did not bear it in vain ( Rom. 13:1-4 ).
When Jesus returns to earth, He will come with the armies of heaven and will war
against the kings of the earth ( Rev. 19:11-19 ). So, from the beginning to the end, the
Bibleisfilled with examples of the justification of war against evil aggressors.

What, then, did Jesus mean when He commanded Peter to put away his sword?
Peter was making two mistakes in using his sword. First, while the Bible permits the
sword by the government for civil purposes ( Rom. 13:1-4 ), it does not endorse its
use for spiritual ends. It isto be used by the state, not by the church. Second, Peter’s
use was aggressive, not purely defensive. His life was not being unjustly threatened.
That is, it was not clearly an act of self-defense ( Ex. 22:2). Jesus appears to have
endorsed the use of the sword in civil self-defense ( Luke 22:36 ), as did the Apostle
Paul (Acts23).

Likewise, capital punishment is not forbidden in Scripture, but rather was

established by God. Genesis 9:6 affirms that whoever sheds man’s blood, the blood of
the killer will also be shed. Numbers 35:31 makes asimilar statement. Inthe NT,

Jesus recognized that Rome had capital authority and submitted to it ( John 19:11).
The Apostle Paul informed the Romans that governing authorities are ministers of
God and that they still possessed the God-given sword of capital authority ( 13:1, 4).
So Jesus in no way did away with the just use of the sword by civil authorities. He
simply noted that those who live lives of aggression often die by the same means.

MATTHEW 27:5 (cf. Acts 1:18 )—Did Judas die by hanging or by falling on rocks?

PROBLEM: Matthew declares that Judas hanged himself. However, the Book of Acts

saysthat he fell and his body burst open.

SOLUTION: These accounts are not contradictory, but mutually complementary. Judas

hung himself exactly as Matthew affirms that he did. The account in Acts simply adds
that Judas fell, and his body opened up at the middle and his intestines gushed out.
This s the very thing one would expect of someone who hanged himself from atree
over acliff and fell on sharp rocks below.

MATTHEW 27:37 (cf. Mark 15:26 ; Luke 23:38 ; John 19:19 )—Why areall the

Gospel accounts of the inscription on the cross different?

PROBLEM: The wording of the accusation above Christ’s head on the cross is rendered

differently in each Gospel account.



Matthew: “Thisis Jesus the king of the Jews’ ( 27:37).
Mark: “Theking of the Jews’ ( 15:26).
Luke: “Thisistheking of the Jews” ( 23:38).

John: “Jesus of Nazareth, the king of the Jews’ ( 19:19).

SOLUTION: Whilethereis adifference in what is omitted, the important phrase, “the

king of the Jews,” isidentical in al four Gospels. The differences can be accounted
for in different ways.

First, John 19:20 says, “Then many of the Jews read thistitle, for the place where
Jesus was crucified was near the city; and it was written in Hebrew, Greek, and
Latin.” So then, there are at |east three different |languages in which the sign above
Christ’ s head was written. Some of the differences may come from it being rendered
in different languages.

Further, it is possible that each Gospel only gives part of the complete statement
asfollows:

Matthew: “Thisis Jesus [of Nazareth] the king of the Jews.”
Mark: “[Thisis Jesus of Nazareth] the king of the Jews.”
Luke: “Thisis[Jesus of Nazareth] the king of the Jews.”
John: “[Thisis] Jesus of Nazareth the king of the Jews.”
Thus, the whole statement may have read “ Thisis Jesus of Nazareth, the king of
the Jews.” Inthis case, each Gospel is giving the essential part (“the king of the
Jews’), but no Gospel is giving the whole inscription. But neither is any Gospel

contradicting what the other Gospels say. The accounts are divergent and mutually
complementary, not contradictory.

MATTHEW 27:44 —Did both robbersrevile Christ, or did only one do this?

PROBLEM: Matthew says here, “even the robbers who were crucified with Him reviled

Him.” However, according to Luke, only one reviled Him ( Luke 23:39 ) whilethe
other one believed in Him, asking, “Lord, remember me when Y ou come into Y our
kingdom” ( Luke 23:42).

SOLUTION: Thisdifficulty is easily resolved on the supposition that at first both reviled

the Lord, but that later one repented. Perhaps, he was so impressed hearing Jesus



forgive those who crucified Him ( Luke 23:34 ) that he was convinced that Jesus was
the Savior and asked to be part of His coming kingdom (v. 42).

MATTHEW 27:48 —Did Jesus die on the cross or just swoon?

PROBLEM: Many skeptics, as well as Muslims, believe that Jesus did not die on the
cross. Some say that He took a drug that put Him in a comalike state and that He later
revived in the tomb. Y et the Bible says repeatedly that Christ died on the cross (cf.
Rom. 5:8; 1 Cor. 15:3; 1 Thes. 4:14).

SOLUTION: Jesus never fainted or swooned, nor was He drugged on the cross. In fact,
He refused the drug customarily offered to the victim before crucifixion to help
deaden pain ( Matt. 27:34 ), and He accepted only “vinegar” later (v. 48 ) to quench
Histhirst. Jesus’ actual physical death on the crossis supported by overwhelming
evidence.

First of al, the OT predicted that Christ would die ( Isa. 53:5-10 ; Ps. 22:16 ;
Dan. 9:26 ; Zech. 12:10 ). And Jesus fulfilled the OT prophecies about the Messiah
(cf. Matt. 4:14-16 ; 5:17-18 ; 8:17 ; John 4:25-26 ; 5:39).

Second, Jesus announced many times during His ministry that He was going to
die (John 2:19-21 ; 10:10-11 ; Matt. 12:40 ; Mark 8:31). Typica is Matthew 17:22—
23 that says, “The Son of Man is about to be betrayed into the hands of men and they
will kill Him, and the third day He will be raised up.”

Third, all the predictions of His resurrection, both in the OT (cf. Ps. 16:10 ; Isa.
26:19; Dan. 12:2) and in the NT (cf. John 2:19-21 ; Matt. 12:40 ; 17:22-23), are
based on the fact that He would die. Only a dead body can be resurrected.

Fourth, the nature and extent of Jesus' injuries indicate that He must have died.
He had no sleep the night before He was crucified. He was beaten severa times and
whipped. And He collapsed on the way to His crucifixion carrying His cross. Thisin
itself, to say nothing of the crucifixion to follow, wastotally exhausting and life-
draining.

Fifth, the nature of the crucifixion assures death. Jesus was on the cross from 9
0’ clock in the morning until just before sunset. He bled from wounded hands and feet
plus from the thorns that pierced His head. There would be a tremendous | oss of
blood from doing this for more than six hours. Plus, crucifixion demands that one
constantly pull himself up in order to breathe, thus sending excruciating pain from the
nails. Doing this all day would kill nearly anyone even if they were previously in
good health.

Sixth, the piercing of Jesus' side with the spear, from which came “blood and
water” ( John 19:34 ), is proof that He had physically died before the piercing. When



this has happened, it is a medical proof that the person has already died (see point
eleven below).

Seventh, Jesus said He was in the act of dying on the cross when He declared
“Father, into Y our hands | commend My spirit” ( Luke 23:46 ). And “having said
this, He breathed Hislast” (v. 46 ). John renders this, “He gave up His spirit” ( John
19:30). His death cry was heard by those who stood by (vv. 47-49).

Eighth, the Roman soldiers, accustomed to crucifixion and death, pronounced
Jesus dead. Although it was a common practice to break the legs of the victim to
speed death (so that the person can no longer lift himself and breathe), they did not
even break Jesus' legs ( John 19:33).

Ninth, Pilate double-checked to make sure Jesus was dead before he gave the
corpse to Joseph to be buried. “ Summoning the centurion, he asked him if He had
been dead for some time. And when he found out from the centurion, he granted the
body to Joseph” ( Mark 15:44-45).

Tenth, Jesus was wrapped in about 75 pounds of cloth and spices and placed in a
sealed tomb for three days ( John 19:39-40 ; Matt. 27:60 ). If He was not dead by
then, which He clearly was, He would have died from lack of food, water, and
medical treatment.

Eleventh, medical authorities who have examined the circumstances and nature of
Christ’ s death have concluded that He actually died on the cross. An article in the
Journal of the American Medical Society (March 21, 1986) concluded:

Clearly, the weight of historical and medical evidenceindicates that Jesus was dead
before the wound to his side was inflicted and supports the traditional view that the spear,
thrust between hisright rib, probably perforated not only the right lung but also the
pericardium and heart and thereby ensured his death. Accordingly, interpretations based
on the assumption that Jesus did not die on the cross appear to be at odds with modern
medical knowledge (p. 1463).

MATTHEW 27:54 (cf. Mark 15:39; Luke 23:47 )—What did the centurion really
say about Christ on the cross?

PROBL EM: Matthew records the centurion saying, “ Truly this was the Son of God,”
while Mark says substantially the same thing, adding only the word “man,” rendering
it, “Truly this Man was the Son of God.” Luke records the words of the centurion as
follows: “Certainly this was arighteous Man!” What did he really say?

SOLUTION: He may have said both. The centurion’s words need not be limited to one
phrase or sentence. The centurion could have said both things. In accordance with his
own emphasis on Christ as the perfect man, Luke may have chosen to use this phrase
rather than the ones used by Matthew and Mark. There is no major difference



between Matthew and Mark, for in Greek the word “man” isimplied by the
masculine singular use of the word “This.” Itisalso possible that Luke may have
been paraphrasing or drawing an implication from what was actually said.

Christian scholars do not claim to have the exact words of the speakersin every
case, but only an accurate rendering of what they really said. First of all, it is
generally agreed that they spoke in Aramaic, but the Gospels were written in Greek.
So the words we have in the Greek text on which the English is based are dready a
trangd ation. Second, the Gospel writers, like writers today, sometimes summarized or
paraphrased what was said. Inthisway, it is understandable that the renderings will
be dlightly different. But in this case, asin all other cases, the essence of what was
originally said isfaithfully produced in the original text. While we do not have the
exact words, we do have the same meaning. Finally, when the sentences are totally
different (but not contradictory), then we may reasonably assume that both things
were said on that occasion and that one writer uses one and another writer the other.
Thisisacommon literary practice even today.

MATTHEW 28:5—Why does Matthew say there was only one angel at thetomb
when John saysthereweretwao?

PROBLEM: Matthew 28:5 refersto the “angel” at the tomb after Jesus’ resurrection,
and yet John says there were “two angels’ there ( John 20:12)?

SOLUTION: Matthew does not say there was only one angel. John says there were two,
and wherever there are two there is alwaysone; it never fails! The critic has to add
the word “only” to Matthew’ s account in order to make it contradictory. But in this
case, the problem is not with what the Bible actually says, but with what the critic
addsto it.

Matthew probably focuses on the one who spoke and “ said to the women, Do not
be afraid’ ” ( Matt. 28:5). John referred to how many angels they saw; “and she saw
two angels’ ( John 20:12).

MATTHEW 28:9—To whom did Christ appear first, the women or His disciples?

PROBLEM: Both Matthew and Mark list women as the first ones to see the resurrected
Christ. Mark says, “He appeared first to Mary Magdalene” ( 16:9). But Paul lists
Peter (Cephas) asthefirst one to see Christ after His resurrection ( 1 Cor. 15:5).

SOLUTION: Jesus appeared first to Mary Magdalene, then to the other women, and then
to Peter. The order of the twelve appearances of Christ goes asfollows:

THE ORDER OF THE TWELVE APPEARANCES OF CHRIST
PERSON(S) SAW HEARD TOUCHED OTHER



1. May X
(John 20:10—
18)

2. May& X
Women
(Matt. 28:1—
10)

3. Peter X
(1Cor.15:5)

4. Two Disciples X
(Luke24:13—
35)

5. TenApostles X
( Luke 24:36—
49 ; John
20:19-23)

6. Eleven X
Apostles
( John 20:24—
31)

7. Seven X
Apostles
(John 21)

8. All Apostles X
(Matt. 28:16—
20 ; Mark
16:14-18)

9. 500 Brethren X
(1Cor.15:6)

10. James X
(1Cor. 15:7)

11. All Apostles X
(Acts1:4-8)

12. Paul X
(Acts9:1-9;
1 Cor. 15:8)

* Implied
** Offered Himself to be touched
** Offered Himsdlf to be touched
* Implied
* Implied

EVIDENCE

X X Empty tomb

X X Empty tomb

X Empty tomb,
Clothes

X Atewith Him

X X Saw wounds, Ate
food

X X" Saw wounds

X Atefood

X

X *

X *

X Atewith Him

X



Paul was not giving acomplete list, but only the important one for his purpose. Since
only men’s testimony was considered legal or official in the 1st century, itis
understandabl e that the apostle would not list the women in his defense of the
resurrection here.

MATTHEW 28:18-20 —How can three persons be God when thereisonly one
God?

PROBLEM: Matthew speaks of the “ Father, Son, and Holy Spirit” all being part of one
“name.” But these are three distinct persons. How can there be three personsin the
Godhead when thereis only “one God” ( Deut 6:4 ; 1 Cor. 8:6)?

SOLUTION: God is onein essence, but three in Persons. God has one nature, but three
centers of consciousness. That is, thereis only one What in God, but there are three
Whos. Thereis onelt, but threel’s. Thisisamystery, but not a contradiction. It
would be contradictory to say God was only one person, but also was three persons.
Or that God is only one nature, but that He also had three natures. But to declare, as
orthodox Christians do, that God is one essence, eternally revealed in three distinct
personsis not a contradiction.



M ARK

MARK 1:1—Why does Mark omit giving any genealogy of Jesus like M atthew and
Luke do?

PROBL EM: Both Matthew (chap. 1) and Luke (chap. 3) give an ancestry of Jesus (see
Matt. 1:1). However, Mark provides no genealogy whatsoever. Why the omission?

SOLUTION: Mark presents Christ as a servant, and servants need no genealogy. The
Roman audience to whom Mark directed his Gospel was not interested in where a
servant came from, but in what he could do. Unlike Mark’ s Roman audience,
Matthew’ s Jewish audience looked for the Messiah, the King. Thus, Matthew traces
Jesus back to His Jewish roots as the Son of David the king ( Matt. 1:1). Likewise,

L uke presents Christ as the perfect man. Hence, Christ’ s ancestry is traced back to the
first man, Adam ( Luke 3:38 ). John, on the other hand, presents Christ as the Son of
God. Therefore, he traces Christ back to His eternal source with the Father.

Consider the following comparison of the four Gospels which explains why Mark
needed no ancestry for Jesus.

Matthew Mark Luke John
Christ King Servant Man God
Presented
Symbol Lion Ox Man Eagle
Key Sovereignty Ministry Humanity Deity
Audience Jews Romans Greeks World
Ancestry  Toroyalty In anonymity To humanity To deity

MARK 1:2—How can Mark’s misquotation of thisOT prophecy bejustified?
PROBLEM: Mark misquotes Malachi, as indicated by the italicized words:

MALACHI 3:1 MARK 1:2



Behold, | send My Behold, | send My messenger

messenger, And he will before Your face,
prepare the way before Who will prepare Your way
Me . before You.

SOLUTION: First, it should be pointed out that, in spite of the change in words, the
original senseisretained. In view of one of the fundamental principles of
understanding difficult texts (see Introduction), “A NT citation need not be an exact
guotation.” Aslong as the meaning is retained, the words can differ. Second, in this
case, Mark ssimply draws out the meaning by adding “before Y our face.” Thisis
implied in the original passage, but made explicit by Mark. Third, the change from
“Me” (first person) to “You” is necessitated because God is speaking in the Maachi
passage, whereas Mark is speaking about God. Had he not changed the words he
would have changed the meaning.

MARK 2:26—W as Jesus wrong when He mentioned Abiathar ashigh priest
instead of Ahimelech?

PROBLEM: Jesus says that at the time David ate the consecrated bread, Abiathar was
high priest. Yet 1 Samuel 21:1-6 mentions that the high priest at that time was
Ahimelech.

SOLUTION: First Samuel is correct in stating that the high priest was Ahimelech. On
the other hand neither was Jesus wrong. When we take a closer ook at Christ’s words
we notice that He used the phrase “in the days of Abiathar” (v. 26 ) which does not
necessarily imply that Abiathar was high priest at the time David ate the bread. After
David met Ahimelech and ate the bread, King Saul had Ahimelech killed ( 1 Sam.
22:17-19). Abiathar escaped and went to David (v. 20 ) and later took the place of
the high priest. So even though Abiathar was made high priest after David ate the
bread, it is still correct to speak in this manner. After al, Abiathar was alive when
David did this, and soon following he became the high priest after his father’s death.
Thus, it was during the time of Abiathar, but not during his tenure in office.

MARK 5:1-20 —How many demoniacs wer e ther e? Wher e was the demoniac
healed?

(See comments on Matt. 8:28-34 .)
MARK 6:5—If Jesusis God, why couldn’t He do mighty works here?

PROBLEM: First of all, the Bible describes Jesus as God ( John 1:1 ) who has, with the
Father, “all authority in heaven and earth” ( Matt. 28:18 ). However, on this occasion
Jesus “could do no mighty work there” (v. 5). Why couldn’t He, if Heis all
powerful ?



SOLUTION: Jesusis amighty as God, but not almighty as man. As the God-man, Jesus
has both a divine nature and a human nature. What He can do in one nature He cannot
necessarily do in the other. For example, as God, Jesus never got tired ( Ps. 121:4 ),
but as man He did (cf. John 4:6).

Furthermore, just because Jesus possessed all power does not mean that He
always chosetoexercise it. The “could not” in Mark 6:5 ismoral, not actual. That is,
He chose not to perform miracles “because of their unbelief” ( 6:6 ). Jesus was not an
entertainer, nor did He cast pearlsbefore swine. So the necessity hereis mora not
metaphysical. He had the ability to do miraclesthere and in fact did some (v. 5), only
He refused to do more because He deemed it a wasted effort.

MARK 6:8—Did Jesus command the disciplesto take a staff or not?
(Seediscussion on Matt. 10:10 .)

MARK 8:11-12 —Did Jesus contradict Himself by saying therewould beno sign
given (cf. Matt. 12:38-39 )7

PROBLEM: In Mark, the Pharisees ask for asign from Jesus, but He says that no sign
shall be given to that generation. But Matthew’ s account says that Christ responded
that the sign of the Prophet Jonah would be given (namely, Jesus' resurrection).

SOLUTION: First, the main point here is that Christ was not willing to grant their
immediaterequest for asign. Jesus does not say in Matthew that the sign of the
Prophet Jonah will be immediately given. Thissign (of His death and resurrection)
occurred later. So, even in Matthew He did not grant the requests of the Pharisees.
Jesus refused to do miracles just to entertain ( Luke 23:8 ). He did not “cast pearls
before swine.” However He did perform miracles to confirm His messiahship ( John
20:31), and the Resurrection was the crowning miracle of that nature (cf. Acts 2:22—
32).

Second, it is evident that on more than one occasion Jesus was asked to give a
sign. Luke 11:16 , 29-30 states that others sought for asign. Here in Luke, Jesus
responds very similar to the way He does in Matthew 12 . Also, again in Matthew
16:1-4 the Pharisees ask for a sign from Jesus to which He responds that none will be
given except the sign of Jonah, just as He had in chapter 12 . So, it is clear that on
other occasions Jesus was asked to give asign and each time, Jesus refused to agree
to their immediate demands. Miracles are performed according to God’' s will, not
according to human want (cf. Heb. 2:4; 1 Cor. 12:11).

MARK 9:48—Why did Jesus say wormswould not diein hell?



PROBLEM: Jesus said that hell is a place “where "their worm does not die and the fire
isnot quenched ” ( Mark 9:48). But what do everlasting worms have to do with
hell?

SOLUTION: Jesusis not speaking of earthworms, nor any other kind of animal here. He
is speaking about the human body. Notice, He did not say “where the worm does not
die” but, rather, “wheretheir worm does not die.” The antecedent of “their” isa
human being who sins and dies without repentance (cf. 9:42-47 ). “Worm” issimply
away to refer to the human “worm,” or shell known as the body. This fits with the
context where He is speaking of the parts of the body, such as, “hands’ and the “foot”
(9:43-45). Jesus said here that we should not fear the one (man) who could destroy
our body, but not our soul, but, rather, to fear the One (God) who could send soul and
body into the everlasting flames ( Luke 12:4-5 ; cf. Mark 9:43-48).

MARK 10:17-31 —Did Jesus deny He was God to the rich young ruler?
(See comments on Matt. 19:16-30 .)

MARK 10:35—Who cameto talk with Jesus, the mother of James and John or
James and John?

(See discussion on Matt. 20:20 .)
MARK 10:46-52 —Did Jesus heal two blind men or just one?
(See comments on Matt. 20:29-34 )
MARK 11:2—Weretheretwo donkeysinvolved in the triumphal entry or just one?
(See discussion on Matt. 21:2 .)
MARK 11:12-14 , 2024 —When was thefig tree cursed by Jesus?
(See comments on Matt. 21:12-19 .)
MARK 11:23-24 —Did Jesus promiseto give literally anything we ask in faith?

PROBLEM: On the face of it, this verse seems to be saying that God will grant any
reguest we make of Him as long as we believe. On the other hand, Paul asked God
three times to be relieved of histhorn in the flesh, and God refused ( 2 Cor. 12:8-9)



SOLUTION: There are limitations on what God will give, indicated both by the context
and by other texts, as well as by the laws of God’ s own nature and the universe.

First of al, God cannot literally give us anything. Some things are actually
impossible. For example, God cannot grant a request of a creature to be God. Neither
can He answer arequest to approve of our sin. God will not give us astone if we ask
for bread, nor will He give us a serpent if we ask for fish (cf. Matt. 7:9-10).

Second, the context of Jesus' promisein Mark 11 indicates that it was not
unconditional, for the very next verse says*“ If you ... forgive’ your brother then God

will forgive your trespasses. Thus, there is no reason to believe that Jesus intended us
to take His promise to give us “whatever things’ we ask without any conditions.

Third, al difficult passages should be interpreted in harmony with other clear
datements of Scripture. And it is clear that God does not promise, for example, to
heal everyone for whom we pray in faith. Paul wasn’t healed, though he prayed
earnestly and faithfully ( 2 Cor. 12:8-9). Jesus taught that it was not the blind man’s
lack of faith that hindered his being healed. Rather, he was born blind “that the works
of God should berevealed in him” ( John 9:3). In spite of the Apostle Paul’ s divine
ability to heal others ( Acts 28:9), later he apparently could not heal either
Epaphroditus ( Phil. 2:25ff ) or Trophimus ( 2 Tim. 4:20). It clearly was not unbelief
that brought Job’s sickness on him ( Job 1:1). What is more, if faith of the recipient
were the condition for receiving a miracle, then none of the dead Jesus raised would
have come back to life, since the dead cannot believel

Finally, when the rest of Scripture is taken into consideration there are many
conditions placed on God’ s promise to answer prayer in addition to faith. We must
“abidein Him” and let His Word “abide in us’ ( John 15:7 ). We cannot “ask amiss”
out of our own selfishness ( James 4:3 ). Furthermore, we must ask “according to His
will” (1 John 5:14 ). Even Jesus prayed, “Father, if it is possible, let this cup [His
death] passfrom Me” ( Matt. 26:39 ). Indeed, on all except God’ s unconditional
promises, this “if it be your will” must always be stated or implied. For prayer isnot a
means by which God serves us. Rather, it is ameans by which we serve God. Prayer
is not a means by which we get our will done in heaven, but a means by which God
gets His will done on earth.

MARK 13:32—Was Jesus ignorant of the time of His second coming?

PROBLEM: The Bible teaches that Jesus is God ( John 1:1) and that He knows all
things ( John 2:24 ; Col. 2:3). On the other hand, He “increased in wisdom” ( Luke
2:52 ) and sometimes did not seem to know certain things (cf. John 11:34 ). Indeed,
He denied knowing the time of His own second coming here, saying, “but of that day
and hour no one knows, neither the angels in heaven, nor the Son, but only the
Father.”



SOLUTION: We must distinguish between what Jesus knew as God (everything) and
what He knew as man. As God, Jesus was omniscient (all-knowing), but as man He
was limited in His knowledge. The situation can be schematized as follows:

JESUS AS GOD JESUS AS MAN
Unlimited in knowledge Limited in knowledge
No growth in knowledge Growth in knowledge
Knew time of His coming Did not know time of His coming

MARK 14:12 ff—Did Jesusinstitute the Lord’s Supper on the day of the Passover
or the day before?

PROBLEM: If thefirst three Gospels (synoptics) are correct, then Jesus instituted the
Lord s Supper “on the first day of Unleavened Bread, when they killed the Passover
lamb” (cf. Matt. 26:17 ; Luke 22:1 ). But John placesit “before the feast of the
Passover” (1 13:1), the day before the crucifixion on which “they might eat the
Passover” (118:28).

SOLUTION: There are two basic positions embraced by evangelical scholars on this
point. Those who hold that Jesus ate the Passover lamb (and instituted the Lord’s
Supper at the end of it) on the same day it was observed by the Jews, support their
view asfollows: (1) It was the day required by OT Law, and Jesus said He did not
cometo destroy the Law, but to fulfill it ( Matt. 5:17-18). (2) It seemsto be the
meaning of Mark 14:12 which saysit was “on the first day of Unleavened Bread,
when they killed the Passover lamb.” (3) When John 19:14 speaks of it being “the
Preparation Day of the Passover” they take thisto mean simply the preparation for the
Sabbath which occurred in that paschal week.

Other scholars contend that Jesus ate the Passover lamb on the day before the
Jews did because: (1) He had to eat it aday early (Thursday) in order that He might
offer Himself the next day (Good Friday) as the Passover Lamb (cf. John 1:29) to the
Jews, in fulfillment of OT type on the very day they were eating the Passover lamb (
1 Cor. 5:7). (2) The plain reading of John 19:14 isthat it was “the Preparation Day of
the Passover” [not the Sabbath], or in other words, the day before the Passover was
eaten by the Jews. (3) Likewise, John 18:28 affirms that the Jews did not want to be
defiled on the day Jesus was crucified “that they might eat the Passover.”

Either view is possible without contradiction. However, the latter view seemsto
explain the texts more forthrightly. (See also comments on Maitt. 12:40 .)

MARK 14:30—When Peter denied Christ, how many timesdid therooster crow,
onceor twice?

(See comments on Matthew 26:34 .)



MARK 15:25 (cf. John 19:14 )—Was Jesus crucified in thethird hour or the sixth
hour?

PROBLEM: Mark’s Gospel account says that it was the third hour (9 am. Jewish time)
when Christ was crucified ( 15:25 ). John’s Gospel says that it was about the sixth
hour (12 noon Jewish time) when Jesus was still on trial ( 19:14 ). This would make
His crucifixion much later than specified by Mark. Which Gospel is correct?

SOLUTION: Both Gospel writers are correct in their assertions. The difficulty is
answered when we realize that each Gospel writer used a different time system. John
follows the Roman time system while Mark follows the Jewish time system.

According to Roman time, the day ran from midnight to midnight. The Jewish 24
hour period began in the evening at 6 p.m. and the morning of that day began at 6
am. Therefore, when Mark asserts that at the third hour Christ was crucified, thiswas
about 9 am. John stated that Christ’ strial was about the sixth hour. This would place
the trial before the crucifixion and this would not negate any testimony of the Gospel
writers. Thisfits with John’s other references to time. For example, he speaks about
Jesus being weary from His journey from Histrip from Judeato Samaria at the “ sixth
hour” and asking for water from the woman at the well. Considering the length of His
trip, His weariness, and the normal evening time when people come to the well to
drink and to water their animals, this fits better with 6 p.m., which is “the sixth hour”
of the night by Roman time reckoning. The same is true of John’s reference to the
tenth hour in John 1:39 , which would be 10 am., amore likely time to be out
preaching than 4 am.

MARK 15:26—Why istheinscription on the crossdifferent in all the Gospels?
(See comments on Matt. 27:37 .)

MARK 15:39—What did the centurion actually say about Jesus on the cr 0ss?
(Seediscussion on Matt. 27:54 .)

MARK 16:2—WasMary at thetomb before sunrise or after?

PROBLEM: Mark states that Mary was there “very early in the morning ... when the
sun had risen” (v. 2). But John saysit was “early, while it was still dark” ( John 20:1

)-

SOLUTION: There are two general possibilities here. One possibility suggests that the
phrase “when the sun had risen” ( Mark 16:2 ) merely denotes early dawn (cf. Ps.
104:22 ), when it was“still dark” ( John 20:1), relatively speaking.



Another view holds that Mary came alone at first when it was still dark before
sunrise ( John 20:1 ), and then again later after sunrise, she returned with the other
women ( Mark 16:1). In support of thisisthe fact that only Mary is mentioned in
John, but Mary and the other women are named in Mark. Also, Luke ( 24:1) saysit
was “very early in the morning,” implying after sunrise, when the “women” [not just
Mary] had come. Likewise, Matthew ( 28:1) speaks of it being “ after the Sabbath, as
thefirst day of the week began to dawn” that “Mary Magdalene and the other Mary
came to see the tomb.” Only John mentions Mary being there alone “while it was stil|
dark” (John 20:1).

MARK 16:8—Did the women tell of their experience at thetomb or not?

PROBLEM: Mark says that the women returning from the empty tomb “said nothing to

anyone, for they were afraid” ( 16:8 ). But Matthew asserts that they “ran to bring His
disciplesword” ( Matt. 28:8; cf.v. 9).

SOLUTION: Inresponse, it should be observed that Matthew does not actually say the

women told the disciples, but they went back with theintention to tell them. Also,
since Mark reveals that they did not speak because “they were afraid,” it may be that
at first they held their peace (as Mark indicated), and then later spoke up (as Matthew
may imply). It is also possible that the women left the tomb in two groups at slightly
different times, Mark referring to one and Matthew to the other.

MARK 16:9-20 —Why is this passage of Scripture omitted in some Bibles?

PROBLEM: Most modern Bibles contain this ending of the Gospel of Mark, including

thekdv , ASv , NASB, and the NKJv . However, both the Rsv and the NIV set it off
from the rest of the text. A notein theNIv says, “Most reliable early manuscripts and
other ancient witnesses do not have Mark 16:9-20 .” Were these versesin the original
Gospel of Mark?

SOLUTION: Scholars are divided over the authenticity of these verses. Those who

follow the received text tradition point to the fact that this text is found in the majority
of biblical manuscripts down through the centuries. Thus, they believe it wasin the
original manuscript of Mark.

On the other hand, those who follow the critical text tradition insist that we should
not add evidence, but weigh it. Truth is not determined, they say, by majority vote,
but by the most qualified witnesses. They point to the following arguments for
rgecting these verses. (1) These verses are lacking in many of the oldest and most
reliable Greek manuscripts, aswell asin important Old Latin, Syriac, Armenian, and
Ethiopic manuscripts. (2) Many of the ancient church fathers reveal no knowledge of
these verses, including Clement, Origen, and Eusebius. Jerome admitted that almost
all Greek copies do not have it. (3) Many manuscripts that do have this section place
amark by it indicating it is a spurious addition to the text. (4) Thereis another



(shorter) ending to Mark that is found in some manuscripts. (5) Others point to the
fact that the style and vocabulary are not the same as the rest of the Gospel of Mark.

Whether or not this piece of text belongs in the original, the truth it contains
certainly accordswith it. So, the bottom lineis that it does not make any difference,
sinceif it does belong here thereis nothing in it contrary to the rest of Scripture. And
if it does not belong, there is no truth missing in the Bible, since everything taught
here isfound elsewhere in Scripture. This includes tongues (see Acts 2:1ff ), baptism
(Acts2:38), and God' s 1st century supernatural protection of His messengers
unwittingly bitten by poisonous snakes (cf. Acts 28:3-5). So, in thefina analysis, it
issimply a debate about whether this particular text belongsin the Bible, not over
whether any truth is missing.

MARK 16:12—Did Jesus appear in different bodies after Hisresurrection?

PROBLEM: According to Mark, Jesus appeared here in “another form.” From this,
some argue that after the resurrection Jesus assumed different bodies on different
occasions, but did not have the same continuously physical body He had before the
Resurrection. But thisis contrary to the orthodox understanding of the Resurrection,
asisindicated by many other verses (see comments on Luke 24:34 ).

SOLUTION: Thisconclusion is unnecessary for several reasons.

First, there are serious questions about the authenticity of the text involved. Mark
16:9-20 is not found in some of the oldest and best manuscripts (See comments on
Mark 16:9-20 above). And in reconstructing the original texts from the existing
manuscripts, many scholars believe that the older texts are more reliable, since they
are closer to the original manuscripts.

Second, even granting its authenticity, the event of which it isasummary (cf.
Luke 24:13-32 ) simply says “their eyes were prevented from recognizing Him” (
Luke 24:16 ,NASB ). This makesit clear that the miraculous element was not in Jesus
body, but in the eyes of the disciples ( Luke 24:16 , 31 ). Recognition of Jesus was
kept from them until their eyes were opened.

Third, at best thisis an obscure and isolated reference. And it is never wise to
base any significant doctrinal pronouncement on such atext.

Fourth, whatever “another form” means, it certainly does not mean aform other
than His real physical, material body. For, on this very occasion Jesus ate physical
food ( Luke 24:30 ), which later in this very chapter He gave as a proof that He was
“flesh and bones’ and not an immaterial “spirit” (vv. 3843).



Finally, “another form” probably means other than that of agardener for which
Mary mistook Him earlier ( John 20:15 ). Here Jesus appeared in the form of a
traveler ( Luke 24:13-14).



L UKE

LUKE 1:26 ff—Was the announcement of the birth of Christ madeto Mary or to
Joseph?

PROBLEM: Matthew says the announcement of Jesus' birth was made to Joseph ( Matt.
1:20), but Luke asserts that it was made to Mary ( Luke 1:26ff ). Who is correct?

SOLUTION: The announcement was made to Mary first and then to Joseph. Mary had
to know first, since she would have been the first to know she was going to have the
baby. Joseph needed to know next, since his wife was going to have a baby that was
not his! Thiskind of pairing of visions on important mattersis found elsewherein
Scripture. Compare Peter and Cornelius ( Acts 10:3, 15) and Saul and Ananias (
Acts9:6, 10-16).

LUKE 1:27—How could Elizabeth berelated to Mary when shewas from thetribe
of Aaron?

PROBLEM: According to Luke 1:5, Elizabeth was from the priestly tribe of Aaron. But
herein Luke 1:36 sheis described as arelative of Mary, who was from the tribe of
Judah (1:39; 3:30).

SOLUTION: Being arelative of someone in the tribe of Judah does not mean she was
from that tribe. She could have been related by marriage. Intermarriage between
tribes was permitted, except in the case of an heiress. Aaron himself married someone
from the tribe of Judah ( Ex. 6:23 ; 1 Chron. 2:10).

LUKE 1:28 ff—Should Christians wor ship Mary?

PROBLEM: The angel said Mary was the most blessed of all women, declaring to her,
“Rejoice, highly favored one, the Lord is with you; blessed are you among women!” (
Luke 1:28) Although the highest form of worship is reserved for God alone ( latria),
Roman Catholics believe that Mary should be venerated in alesser sense ( hyperdulia



) asthe most highly favored above all other creatures since sheis the “Mother of
God” and “Queen of Heaven.” Why do Protestants not give Mary her proper due?

SOLUTION: Protestants do honor Mary as the blessed “mother of ... [our] Lord” ( Luke
1:43). But for many reasons, we believeit isidolatry to worship Mary. First of all,
Mary was a human being, not God. The Bible commands us, “Y ou shall worship the
Lord your God, and Him only you shall serve” ( Matt. 4:10).

Second, Mary confessed that she was a sinner in need of a Savior just like any
other human being. She said, “my soul magnifies the Lord, And my spirit has rejoiced
in God my Savior” (see comments on Luke 1:46 ).

Third, the angel from God did not affirm that Mary was to be blessed over all
women, but ssmply among al women. He declared only, “Blessed are you among
women” ( Luke 1:28 , emphasis added). In practice many Roman Catholics have
exalted Mary above all women, virtually to the place of God.

Fourth, the cult of Mariolatry grew in the Roman Catholic Church during the
Middle Ages, adding to her such titles as“ Coredemtrix,” and “Queen of Heaven.”
However, this manifests a pagan influence on Christianity patterned after the old
Babylonian goddess called by this very name “the queen of heaven” in Jeremiah ( Jer.
7:18; 44:17-19, 25).

LUKE 1:46—Was Mary born sinless as Roman Catholics claim?

PROBL EM: Roman Catholics claim that Mary the mother of Jesus was immaculately
conceived (i.e., conceived without sin). However, with the exception of Chrigt, the
Bible asserts that every human beingisbornin sin ( Ps. 51:5; Rom. 5:12). Was
Mary immaculately conceived?

SOLUTION: Mary the mother of Jesus was the most blessed among women (see
comments on Luke 1:28ff ). However, she was not sinless, and the Bible makes this
clear in many ways. First, David declared for all human beings, “Behold, | was
brought forth in iniquity, and in sin my mother conceived me”’ ( Ps. 51:5).

Second, Paul affirmed that every human born of natural parents since Adam’s
time sinned in Adam, for “through one man sin entered the world, and death through
sin, and thus death spread to all men, because all sinned [in Adam]” ( Rom. 5:12).

Third, there is absolutely no trace anywhere in the Bible that Mary was an
exception to the rule that “all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God” ( Rom.
3:23). In Christ’s case, however, it points out repeatedly that He was human, yet
without sin ( 2 Cor. 5:21 ; Heb. 4:15 ; 1 Peter 3:18 ; 1 John 3:3).



Finally, Mary proclaimed her own sinfulness when she confessed, “my spirit has
rejoiced in God my Savior” ( Luke 1:46 ). Like everyone else, Mary too needed a
Savior.

LUKE 2:1—Did L uke make a mistake when he mentioned a worldwide census
under Caesar Augustus?

PROBLEM: Luke refers to aworldwide census under Caesar Augustus when Quirinius
was governor of Syria. However, according to the annals of ancient history, no such
census took place.

SOLUTION: Until recently, it has been widely held by critics that Luke made an error in
his assertion about a registration under Caesar Augustus, and that the census actually
took placeinA.D. 6 or 7, (that is mentioned by Luke in Gamaliel’ s speech recorded in
Acts 5:37). The lack of any extra-biblical support hasled someto claim thisisan
error. However, recent scholarship has reversed this trend, and it is now widely
admitted that there was in fact an earlier registration as L uke records. Thishas been
asserted on the basis of several factors.

First of all, since the people of a subjugated land were compelled to take an oath
of allegiance to the emperor, it was not unusual for the emperor to require an imperial
census as an expression of this allegiance and as a means of enlisting men for military
service, or, aswas probably truein this case, in preparation to levy taxes. Because of
the strained relations between Herod and Augustus in the later years of Herod' s reign,
as the Jewish historian Josephus reports, it is understandable that Augustus would
begin to treat Herod' s domain as a subject land, and consequently would impose such
a census to maintain control of Herod and the people.

Second, periodic registrations of this sort took place on aregular basis every 14
years. According to the very papers that recorded the censuses, (see W.M. Ramsay,
Was Christ Born in Bethlehem? 1898), there was in fact a census taken in about 8 or 7
B.C. Because of this regular pattern of census taking, any such action would naturally
be regarded as aresult of the general policy of Augustus, even though alocal census
may have been instigated by alocal governor. Therefore, L uke recognizes the census
as stemming from the decree of Augustus.

Third, a census was a massive project which probably took several yearsto
complete. Such a census for the purpose of taxation was begun in Gaul between 10-9
B.C. that took a period of 40 yearsto complete. It is quite likely that the decree to
begin the census, in about 8 or 7 B.C. , may not have actually begun in Palestine until
some time later. Problems of organization and preparation may have delayed the
actual census until 5B.C. or even later.

Fourth, it was not an unusual requirement that people return to the place of their
origin, or to the place where they owned property. A decree of C. Vibius Mazimusin



A.D. 104 required all those who were away from their home towns to return there for
the purpose of the census. For the Jews, such travel would not have been unusual at
all since they were quite used to the annual pilgrimage to Jerusalem. Thereis simply
no reason to suspect Luke' s statement regarding the census at the time of Jesus’ birth.
Luke' s account fits the regular pattern of census taking, and its date would not be an
unreasonable one. Also, this may have been simply alocal census that was taken asa
result of the general policy of Augustus. Luke simply provides us with areliable
historical record of an event not otherwise recorded. Since Dr. Luke has proven
himself to be areliable historian in other matters (see Sir William Ramsey, S. Paul
the Traveler and Roman Citizen , 1896), there is no reason to doubt him here (see also
commentson Luke 2:2).

LUKE 2:2—Why does L uke say the census was during Quirinius gover nor ship
since Quiriniuswas not governor until A.D. 6?

PROBLEM: Luke states that the census decreed by Augustus was the first one taken
while Quirinius was governor of Syria. However, Quirinius did not become governor
of Syriauntil after the death of Herad in about A.D. 6. Isthisan error in Luke's
historical record?

SOLUTION: Luke has not made an error. There are reasonable solutions to this
difficulty.

First, Quintilius Varus was governor of Syriafrom about 7 B.C. to about 4 B.C.
Varus was not atrustworthy leader, a fact that was disastrously demonstrated in A.D.
9 when helost three legions of soldiers in the Teutoburger forest in Germany. To the
contrary, Quirinius was a notable military leader who was responsible for squelching
the rebellion of the Homonadensiansin Asia Minor. When it came time to begin the
census, in about 8 or 7B.C. , Augustus entrusted Quirinius with the delicate problem
in the volatile area of Palestine, effectively superseding the authority and
governorship of Varus by appointing Quiriniusto a place of special authority in this
matter.

It has also been proposed that Quirinius was governor of Syria on two separate
occasions, once while prosecuting the military action against the Homonadensians
between 12 and 2 B.C. , and later beginning about A.D. 6. A Latin inscription
discovered in 1764 has been interpreted to refer to Quirinius as having served as
governor of Syria on two occasions.

It is possible that Luke 2:2 reads, “This census took place before Quirinius was
governing Syria.” In this case, the Greek word tranglated “first” ( protos) is translated
asacomparative, “before.” Because of the awkward construction of the sentence, this
isnot an unlikely reading.



Regardless of which solution is accepted, it is not necessary to conclude that Luke
has made an error in recording the historical events surrounding the birth of Jesus.
Luke has proven himself to be areliable historian even in the details. Sir William
Ramsey has shown that in making reference to 32 countries, 54 cities, and 9 islands
he made no mistakes!

LUKE 3:23—Why does L uke present a different ancestral treefor Jesusthan the
onein Matthew?

PROBLEM: Jesus has a different grandfather here in Luke 3:23 (Heli) than He doesin
Matthew 1:16 (Jacob). Which oneis the right one?

SOLUTION: This should be expected, since they are two different lines of ancestors,
one traced through Hislegal father, Joseph and the other through His actual mother,
Mary. Matthew givesthe official line, since he addresses Jesus’ geneal ogy to Jewish
concerns for the Jewish Messiah's credential s which required that Messiah come
from the seed of Abraham and the line of David (cf. Matt. 1:1). Luke, with a broader
Greek audience in view, addresses himself to their interest in Jesus as the Perfect
Man (which was the quest of Greek thought). Thus, he traces Jesus back to the first
man, Adam ( Luke 3:38).

That Matthew gives Jesus' paternal genealogy and Luke his maternal genealogy is
further supported by several facts. First of al, while both lines trace Christ to David,
each is through adifferent son of David. Matthew traces Jesus through Joseph (his
legal father ) to David's son, Solomon the king, by whom Christ rightfully inherited
the throne of David (cf. 2 Sam. 7:12ff ). Luke’ s purpose, on the other hand, isto show
Christ as an actual human. So he traces Christ to David’ s son, Nathan, through his
actual mother, Mary, through whom He can rightfully claim to be fully human, the
redeemer of humanity.

Further, Luke does not say that heis giving Jesus' genealogy through Joseph.
Rather, he notes that Jesus was “ as was supposed” ( Luke 3:23) the son of Joseph,
while He was actually the son of Mary. Also, that Luke would record Mary’s
genealogy fits with hisinterest as a doctor in mothers and birth and with his emphasis
on women in his Gospel which has been called “the Gospel for Women.”

Finally, the fact that the two geneal ogies have some names in common (such as
Shealtiel and Zerubbabel, Matt. 1:12 ; cf. Luke 3:27 ) does not prove they are the
same geneal ogy for two reasons. One, these are not uncommon names. Further, even
the same genealogy (L uke's) has a repeat of the names Joseph and Judah ( 3:26 , 30).

The two geneal ogies can be summarized as follows:

LUKE 4:1-13 —Istherea mistake in the temptation of Jesusrecorded by Matthew
and Luke?



(See comments on Matt. 4:5-10 .)
LUKE 4:19—Why does Jesus not quote this passage accur ately?

PROBL EM: When Jesus cited this prophecy, He lopped off the rest of the versein

Isaiah 61:2 which adds, “And the day of vengeance of our God.” Why didn't He
guote it accurately?

SOLUTION: First of all, Jesus did quote the passage accurately, but He didn’t quote it
completely. That is neither uncommon nor unacceptable. It is still done by authors
today. Indeed, we have done it many times in this very book, usually indicated by
ellipses (... ). Furthermore, Jesus had a very good reason for not quoting the rest of
the verse—it would have been wrong. Jesus told His audience that the quotation was
limited to what “isfulfilled in your hearing” ( Luke 4:21). But the only part of the
verse that was fulfilled in His first coming was exactly the part He cited. Had He
continued and read “ And the day of vengeance of our God” (which refersto His
second coming, Isa. 61:2 ), then what He said would not have been true.

LUKE 6:17—Why does L uke say Jesus gave this sermon on a level place when
Matthew declaresit was given on the mountain?

PROBLEM: Luke affirms that Jesus “stood on alevel place” when He gave this famous
sermon, but Matthew says “He went up on amountain” to deliver it ( Matt. 5:1).
How can this discrepancy be resolved?

SOLUTION: Granted that the two accounts are referring to the same event (see
comments on Luke 6:20 below), they can be reconciled by noting that the mountain
only refersto the general area where everyone was, while the level place denotes the
particular spot from which Jesus spoke. It says “He stood on alevel place.” It does
not say all the people were seated in alevel place. A level place from which to preach
to amultitude on a mountain side would make anatural amphitheater.

LUKE 6:17—Why does L uke say Jesus stood to teach them when M atthew declares
that He sat to teach them?

PROBLEM: Luke says that Jesus “stood on alevel place” to preach. But Matthew

recorded that “when He was seated ... He opened His mouth and taught them” ( Matt.
5:1-2).

SOLUTION: These references may be of dightly different times during the same event.
One possibility isthat Matthew’ s reference is to the beginning of the event when “His
disciples cameto Him ... and [He] taught them” ( Matt. 5:1-2 ). Then when the
“great multitude [that] followed Him” gathered to listen in, Jesus would naturally
want to stand to project His voice so that all could hear, as Luke records.



Another possibility isthat Luke sreferenceto Jesus standing isbefore He gave
the sermon while Heis still healing people ( Luke 6:17-19 ). Then, since “the whole
multitude sought to touch Him” Jesus may have found a place to sit where “He lifted
up Hiseyestoward Hisdisciplesand said ... [His message]” ( 6:20). Thisfitsthe
order given in Luke and would also explain why Matthew declares that Jesus was
sitting when He spoke to His disciples. In any event, thereis no irreconcilable
difference in the two accounts, even assuming they both refer to the same occasion.
LUKE 6:20 (cf. MATT. 5:3 )—Why does Luke s version of the Beatitudes differ
from thosein Matthew?

PROBLEM: Luke sversion of the first beatitude states “Blessed are you poor.” While
Matthew’ s account says “Blessed are the poor in spirit.” Luke appears to be speaking
about poverty in afinancial sense and Matthew about poverty in a spiritua sense.

SOLUTION: Some believe that the difference in renditions could be because these are
two different occasions. They point to the fact that Matthew saysit was givento a
multitude including His disciples ( Matt. 5:1 ), while Luke' s version was given to His
disciples ( Luke 6:20). Also, in Matthew, Jesus spoke on a hill ( 5:1) whilein Luke
He spoke on level ground ( 6:17 ). Then too, Luke’ s account is much more brief than
Matthew’s. (But see “ Solution” to Luke 6:17 .)

Others, however, note that both sermons were given at the same time, in the same
geographical area, to the same group of people, with many of the exact same sayings.
In both accounts His sermon was preceded by special healings, and followed by His
going to Capernaum. Furthermore, although L uke introduces the sermon by saying
Jesus “lifted up His eyes toward His disciples,” like Matthew, he notes that Jesus
gave “al His sayingsin the hearing of the people” (Luke 7:1; cf. Matt. 5:1). All of
this makes it unlikely that two different events are represented.

The difference in the accounts can be accounted for in severa ways. First, Luke's
account is much more brief than Matthew’ s. Second, Jesus may have said much more
on this occasion than either writer recorded. So each writer is selecting from alarger
body of material that which suited their theme. Third, Luke places a different
emphasis on Jesus words, stressing the significance for those who were poor.
Matthew does not exclude financial poverty but speaks of that poverty of spirit which
the poor often have as opposed to therich (cf. Luke 16 ; 1 Tim. 6:17).

LUKE 6:26—Isagood name a blessing or a curse?

PROBLEM: In thistext, Jesus told His disciples that people would speak evil of them,
as they had of the prophets before them. On the other hand, Solomon taught that “A
good name is better than precious ointment” ( Ecc. 7:1). But if agood nameisto be
chosen over riches ( Prov. 22:1), then why did Jesus tell His disciplesto rejoice when
people spoke evil of them?



SOLUTION: A good name does not necessarily mean all people will speak well of those
who possess it. Many persons with good names have evil enemies. Who has amore
blessed name than Jesus Himself, and yet who is cursed more. Jesus warned His
disciplesin the Luke passage to be wary when those who are willing to sacrifice
principle for popularity speak well of you. The acclaim of crowd pleasersis
disastrous, but the recognition of the righteous s blessed.

LUKE 7:2-10 —Isthere a mistake in the accounts concer ning Jesus and the
centurion?

(See comments on Matt. 8:5-13.)

L UKE 8:26-39 —How many demoniacs wer e there? Wher e was the demoniac
healed?

(See discussion on Matt. 8:28-34 .)

LUKE 950 —Did Jesus contradict Himsalf when Hereferred to those who arefor
Him (cf. Luke 11:23)?

PROBLEM: In Luke 9:50, Jesus saysthat “he who is not against usisfor us.” Yetin
Luke 11:23 Jesus says that “He who is not with Meis against Me.” Which positionis
correct?

SOLUTION: First, Luke 9:50 is better trandated “he who is not against you is for you. ”
ThekJv translates the word “you” for “us,” but it is better trandated the other way
around. The original Greek is clear on which pronouns should be used. Most all
Greek manuscripts older than the 8th century 8. . do not contain the “against us ...
for us’ rendition. If thisis so, then the problem dissolves.

Second, the contexts of each particular account are different. In both passages, the
casting out of demons arein view. In Luke 9, an individual who is not one of Christ’'s
12 disciplesis casting out demons in Christ’s name and John tried to stop him ( 9:49
). Jesus instructed His disciples not to hinder him “for he who is not against usisfor
us.” In Luke 11 the situation is different. Here, Jesus has cast out a demon from
someone and some people were saying that Jesus casts out demons by Beel zebub, the
ruler of demons (vv. 14-15). The people here were against the work of the Lord
while the man in Luke 9 was doing the work in the name of the Lord. One was for the
Lord while others wereagainst Him. Thus thereis no real contradiction.

LUKE 9:52-53 —Did the Samaritansreceive Christ or rgect Him?



PROBLEM: Luke says clearly that “they did not receive Him.” Y et, when Jesus spoke
to the Samaritan woman at the well, a great multitude flocked to meet Him ( John
4:39-40).

SOLUTION: These passages refer to different times and different places. First of all,
Lukeis speaking of aspecific village, not all Samaritans. Further, Luke givesthe
reason for the rejection at this time, “because His [Jesus'| face was set for the journey
to Jerusalem” (_. 53). Finally, the positive response of the Samaritansin John was
because of the testimony of the woman who told her friends that she had found a
prophet, one “who told me al thingsthat | ever did” ( John 4:29).

LUKE 9:60—How can the dead bury their own dead?
(See comments on Matt. 8:22 .)
LUKE 10:23—Arethose who see blessed, or those who do not see?

PROBLEM: Here Jesus tells His disciples: “Blessed are the eyes which see the things
you see.” However, later He said to them, “Blessed are those who have not seen and
yet have believed” ( John 20:29 ). Which oneisright?

SOLUTION: First of al, thereis adifferent meaning to the word “blessed” in each
passage. In the first case, it seemsto mean that they were highly favored because they
were seeing these miracles occur (cf. 10:17-19 ). In the John passage, “ blessed’
means worthy of praise, which is areference to those who believe in Christ without
having the opportunity to place their finger into the crucifixion woundsin His
resurrection body.

Further, even if “blessed” istaken in the same sense, thereis still an important
difference in the object of Jesus commendation for what they saw or didn’t see.
There is a difference between requiring sight as the ground of faith, as Thomas
apparently did, and using sight in process of exercising their faith, asthe disciples
did. Thereis nothing wrong with evidence used to support one’ s faith, but it should
not be used as the very basis of it. God alone and His self-revelation is the basis for
believing, not the miraculous evidence for it. So we should believe in God because of
Himself, not merely because of the evidence for Him. Evidence, at best, merely give
us grounds for belief that God exists. Only God Himself, through our free choice, can
persuade us to believe in Him. Therefore, to demand that we “ see” more evidence
before believing in Him diminishes the merit of faith (i.e., our blessedness).

LUKE 13:24—Do all seekersfind God?

PROBLEM: Jesus says, “ Seek and you will find.” Other passages of Scripture reaffirm
the same truth ( 1 Chron. 28:9; Isa. 55:6 ; Acts 10:35). Y et, according to Jesus,



“many ... will seek to enter and will not be able” ( Luke 13:24 ). Likewise, Jesus said
in John, “You will seek Me and not find Me” ( John 7:34).

SOLUTION: All who earnestly seek God, find Him, for “He is arewarder of those who
diligently seek Him” ( Heb. 11:6). Infact, Gad is “longsuffering toward us, not
willing that any should perish” ( 2 Peter 3:9).

Of course, there are those who seek God on their own terms (by human works)
who will not be saved, sinceit is*not by works of righteousness which we have done,
but according to His mercy He saved us’ ( Titus 3:5). The Bible says, “there is away
which seems right to aman, But its end is the way of death” ( Prov. 14:12). Further,
there are those who seek too late, namely, after they die for “it is appointed for men to
die once, but after this the judgment” ( Heb. 9:27 ). But there is no one who comesto
God in thislifein penitence, faling upon His mercy, that does not receive His
gracious gift of salvation.

SEEKERS WHO DO FIND SEEKERS WHO DO NOT FIND GOD
GOD
Those coming God'’ s way Those coming their own way
Those who come in time Those who wait too late
Those coming in repentance Those coming in remorse

Judas regretted hissin ( Matt. 27:4 ), but Peter repented of his. Hence, Judasis
lost ( John 17:12 ), and Peter is saved.

LUKE 16:31—Do miracles prove Jesus divine mission?

PROBL EM: Beginning with Moses, miracles were given as a proof of the divine
mission of His servants (cf. Ex. 4:1-17 ). Nicodemus knew Jesus was sent from God
because, he said to Jesus, “No one can do these signs that Y ou do unless God is with
him” ( John 3:2). Luketells us that Jesus was “attested by God to you by miracles,
wonders, and signs which God did through Him” ( Acts 2:22 ). The writer of
Hebrews declared that God bore “witness both with signs and wonders, with various
miracles, and gifts of the Holy Spirit” ( Heb. 2:4).

On the other hand, it is evident that miracles do not work to confirm the divine
message to those who do not believe. Jesus Himself admitted this fact in this passage
when He said, “Neither will they be persuaded though one rise from the dead” ( Luke
16:31). And in apivotal versein John, after Jesus performed His many miraculous
signs, John conceded, “But although He had done so many signs before them, they
did not believein Him” (1 12:37). So, it would seem from these verses that miracles
do not really work to confirm a divine mission.



SOLUTION: Thereason for this discrepancy is not difficult to find. There is adifference
between proof and persuasion. Given the theistic context, Jesus miracles were a
confirmation of His claims, but that does not mean everyone who saw them would be
convinced by them. They were an objective demonstration of His claims, but not
everyone was subjectively convinced by them. Even the best evidence is effective
only on the willing, not the unwilling. Those who are closed to God will hear only
“thunder,” while those who are open hear the very voice of God (cf. John 12:27-29).

LUKE 18:1 ff—Should prayer be continuous or brief?

PROBL EM: Jesus condemned the long and repetitious prayers of the Pharisees who
thought they would “be heard for their many words’ ( Matt. 6:7 ). Yet in this parable
Jesus encouraged incessant prayer of those “who cry out day and night” to God (
Luke 18:7 ). But these passages seem to be in conflict.

SOLUTION: What Jesus spoke against was not long prayers but repetitious prayers. He
was more concerned with the strength of the prayer than the length of the prayer.
Petitioners before God are not heard for their “many words,” but they are heard for
their sincere “cry.”

LUKE 18:18-30 —If Jesusis God, why did Herebuke the young ruler for calling
Him good?

(See discussion on Matt. 19:16-30 .)

LUKE 18:3543 —Did Jesus heal two blind men or just one?
(See comments on Matt. 20:29-34 .)

LUKE 19:30—Weretheretwo donkeysinvolved in the triumphal entry or just one?
(Seediscussion on Matt. 21:2 .)

LUKE 22:19—What did Jesus mean when He said “ ThisisMy body” ? Should it be
taken literally?

PROBLEM: Orthodox Protestants believe in interpreting the Bible literally. But if Jesus
statement here istaken literally, it seemsto support the Roman Catholic view of
transubstantiation, namely, that, when consecrated, the communion bread becomes
the actual body of Christ.

SOLUTION: Jesus no more meant that the statement “ Thisis My body” should be taken
literally than the statement “1 am the true vine” ( John 15:1 ). The Roman Catholic



doctrine of transubstantiation (that the bread becomes the actual body of Christ) is
without biblical or rational support for many reasons.

First, the context is opposed to taking this literally. All agree that when Jesus
made this statement, He was referring to the bread. L uke says “He took the bread,

gave thanks, and brokeit ... saying, ThisisMy body’ ” ( Luke 22:19). But it was
obviousto al that Jesus actual body was holding the bread in His hands. So none of

His disciples present could possibly have understood Him to mean the bread was His
actual body.

Second, common senseis opposed to taking this literally. God created the senses,
and all of life depends on our trusting the information they give us about our world.
But those who believe in transubstantiation admit that the consecrated bread (host)
looks, sméells, and tastes like real bread. Why then would God call on usto distrust
the very senses that He created and asks us to trust continually for our very life.

Third, parallel statements by Jesus are opposed to taking this literally. Jesus often
spoke in figurative language. He said, “I am the Door” ( John 10:9 ) and we should
“eat the flesh of the Son of Man.” But neither Catholics nor Protestants take these
literally (see comments on John 6:53-54 ). Why then should we take His statement
(“Thisis My body”) about the communion bread literally?

LUKE 23:38 —What did the sign on the crossreally say?

(See comments on Matt. 27:37 .)

LUKE 23:43—Did Christ err when Hetold the thief on the crossthat he would be
in paradise the day Christ died?

PROBLEM: If Christ did not go to heaven until at least three days after His death, how
can the thief be in paradise the day Christ died?

SOLUTION: Christ’s soul went immediately to paradise, which is the third heaven ( 2
Cor. 12:2-4), but His body went to the grave for 3 days. Jesus said on the cross,
“Father, into Y our hands | commit My Spirit” ( Luke 23:46 , NIV ), which indicates
His soul went to be with the Father in heaven the very instant He died. When Jesus
said to Mary after His resurrection, “1 have not yet ascended to My Father,” He was
referring to Hisbody ascending into heaven 40 days after His resurrection ( Acts 1),
not to hissoul going to heaven between death and resurrection. The phrase
“descended into hell” is not in the earliest Apostles' Creed but was added much later.
(See comments on Eph. 4:8 )

LUKE 23:47—Istheremark of the centurion about Jesus accurately recorded?



(See comments on Matt. 27:54 .)
LUKE 24:23—Were Jesus resurrection appearances physical or mere visions?

PROBL EM: Jesus spoke of His resurrection body having “flesh and bones’ ( Luke
24:39). He ate physical food (v. 42 ) and was touched by human hands ( Matt. 28:9).
But Lukecallsit a“vision” in this passage, which implies that it was not areal
physical appearance. In addition, some point to the fact that those who were with Paul
during his Damascus road experience did not see Christ (see Acts 9:7).

SOLUTION: The Resurrection appearances were literal, physical appearances. Thisis
evident for several reasons. First of al, the passage cited above from Luke ( 24:23)
does not refer to seeing Christ. It refers only to the women seeing angels at the tomb,
not to any appearance of Christ. The Gospels never speak of aresurrection
appearance of Christ asavision, nor does Paul in hislistin 1 Corinthians 15 .

Second, the post-resurrection encounters with Christ are described by Paul as
literal “appearances’ (1 Cor. 15:5-8), not as visions. The difference between amere
vision and a physical appearanceis significant. Visions are of invisible, spiritual
realities, such as God and angels. Appearances, on the other hand, are of physical
objects that can be seen with the naked eye. Visions have no physical manifestations
associated with them, but appearances do.

People sometimes “see” or “hear” thingsin their visions ( Luke 1:11ff ; Acts
10:9ff ), but not with their naked physical senses. When someone saw angels with the
naked eye, or had some physical contact with them ( Gen. 18:8 ; 32:24 ; Dan. 8:18),
it was not avision but an actual appearance of an angel in the physical world. During
these appearances the angels temporarily assumed avisible form after which they
returned to their normal invisible state. However, the Resurrection appearances of
Christ were experiences of seeing Christ with the naked eye in His continued visible,
physical form. In any event, there is asignificant difference between amere vision
and aphysical appearance.

VISION APPEARANCE
Of a Spiritual Reality Of aPhysical Object
No Physical Manifestations Physical Manifestations
Daniel 2; 7 1 Corinthians 15
2 Corinthians 12 Acts9

Third, certainly the most common way to describe an encounter with the
resurrected Christ is as an “appearance.” These appearances were accompanied by
physical manifestations, such as, the audible voice of Jesus, His physicd body and
crucifixion scars, physical sensations (as touch), and eating on three occasions. These
phenomena are not purely subjective or internal—they involve a physical, external
reality.



Finally, the contention that Paul’ s experience must have been a vision because
those with him did not see Christ is unfounded, since they both heard the physical
sound and saw the physical light, just as Paul did. Only Paul looked into the light, and
so only he saw Jesus.

LUKE 24:31 a—Did Jesus dematerialize when He suddenly disappeared from the
disciples after an appearance?

PROBL EM: Jesus could not only suddenly appear after His resurrection (cf. John 20:19
), but He could aso instantly disappear. Isthis evidence, as some critics claim, that
Jesus dematerialized on these occasions?

SOLUTION: Jesus rose in the same physical, abeit glorified, body in which He died.
Such a body is an important dimension of His continuing humanity both before (cf.
John 1:18) and after ( Luke 24:39 ; 1 John 4:2) Hisresurrection.

First of all, the fact that He could appear or disappear quickly does not diminish
His humanity but enhancesiit. It reveals that, while the post-resurrection body has
mor e powers than a pre-resurrection body, it was not less than physical. That is, it did
not cease to be amaterial body even though by resurrection it gained powers beyond
mere physical bodies.

Second, it isthe very nature of amiracle that it isimmediate, as opposed to the
natural gradual process. When Jesus touched the man’s hand, “ immediately his
leprosy was cleansed” ( Matt. 8:3). Likewise, at Jesus' command the paralytic
“immediately ... arose, took up the bed, and went out in the presence of them all” (
Mark 2:10-12 ). When Peter proclaimed that the man born crippled be cured,
“immediately his feet and ankle bones received strength ... leaping up, [he] stood and
walked” ( Acts 3:7-8).

Third, Philip was immediately transported from the presence of the Ethiopian
eunuch in his physical pre-resurrection body. The text says, after baptizing the eunuch
“the Spirit of the Lord caught Philip away, so that the eunuch saw him no more” (
Acts 8:39). One moment Philip is with the eunuch; the next he suddenly and
miraculously disappeared and later appeared in another city ( Acts8:40). Such a
phenomenon does not necessitate an immaterial body. Hence, sudden appearances
and disappearances are not proofs of the immaterial, but of the supernatural.

LUKE 24:31 b—If Jesus had the same physical body after Hisresurrection, why did
His disciples not recognize Him?

PROBLEM: These two disciples walked with Jesus, talked with Him, and ate with Him
and still did not recognize Him. Other disciples had the same experience (see verses
below). If Herose in the same physical body (cf. Luke 24:39 ; John 20:27 ), then why
didn’t they recognize Him.



SOLUTION: Jesus did rise in the numerically same body of flesh and bonesin which He
died (see commentson 1 Cor. 15:37 ). There were many reasons why He was not
immediately recognized by His disciples: 1. Dullness— Luke 24:25-26 2.

Disbelief— John 20:24-25 3. Disappointment— John 20:11-15 4. Dread— Luke
24:36-37 5. Dimness— John 20:1 , 14-15 6. Distance— John 21:4 7. Different
Clothes— John 19:23-24 ; cf. 20:6-8

Notice, however, two important things: the problem was only temporary, and
before the appearance was over they were absolutely convinced that it was the same
Jesus in the same physical body of flesh, bones, and scars that He had before the
resurrection! And they went out of His presence to turn the world upside down,
fearlesdy facing death, because they had not the slightest doubt that He had
conquered death in the same physical body in which He had experienced it.

LUKE 24:34—Was Jesusinvisible to mortal eyes before and after He appear ed?

PROBLEM: The phrase “He appeared” means “He made Himself visible” to them (cf. 1
Cor. 15:5-8). Jesus also disappeared ( Luke 24:31 ). Some take this to mean that
Jesus was not essentially material, but simply materialized when He appeared to His
disciples and dematerialized when He disappeared. However, other passages declare
that Jesus had the same continuously material body of flesh and bones in which He
died ( Luke 24:39 ; John 20:27 ).

SOLUTION: That Jesus' resurrection body was essentially material is clear from the
following facts. First of al, Christ’s resurrection body could be seen with the naked
eye during His appearances. They are described by the word hora_o (“to see”).
Although this word is sometimes used of seeing invisible realities (cf. Lk. 1:22 ;
24:23), it often means to see by the naked eye. For example, John uses the same
word ( hora_o) of seeing Jesus in His earthly body before the Resurrection ( 6:36 ;
14:9; 19:35) and also of seeing Him in His resurrection body ( 20:18, 25, 29).
Since the same word for body (s _oma) is used of Jesus before and after the
Resurrection (cf. 1 Cor. 15:44 ; Phil. 3:21), and since the same word for seeing it (
hora o) isused of both, thereis no reason for believing the resurrection body is not
the same literal, physical body.

Furthermore, even in the phrase “he let Himself be seen” (aorist passive, ophth_e
), it sSimply means that Jesus took the initiative to show Himself to the disciples, not
that He was essentially invisible. The same form (*He [they] appeared”) is used in the
Greek OT (2 Chron. 25:21 ), in the Apocrypha( 1 Mac. 4:6), and inthe NT ( Acts
7:26) of purely human beings appearing in normal physical bodies. In this passive
form the word means to initiate an appearance for public view, to move from a place
where oneis not seen to a place where oneis seen. It does not necessarily mean that
what is by nature invisible becomes visible. Rather, it means more generally “to come
into view.” Thereis no reason to understand it as referring to something invisible by
nature becoming visible, as some do. For in this case it would mean that these human



beingsin normal pre-resurrection bodies were essentialy invisible before they were
seen by others.

Furthermore, the same event that is described by “He appeared” or “let Himsdf
be seen” (aorist passive), such as the appearance to Paul ( 1 Cor. 15:8), isalso
described in the active voice. Paul wrote of this same experience in the same book,
“Have | not seen Jesus Christ our Lord?’ (1 Cor. 9:1). But if the resurrection body
can be seen by the naked eye, then it is not invisible until it makesitself visible by
some alleged “materialization.”

Jesus also disappeared from the disciples on other occasions (see Luke 24:51 ;
Acts 1:9). But if Jesus could disappear suddenly, as well as appear, then His ability
to appear cannot be taken as evidence that His resurrection body was essentially
invisible. For by the same reasoning His ability to disappear suddenly could be used
as evidence that it was essentially material and could suddenly become immaterial.

Finally, there are much more reasonable explanations for the stress on Christ’s
self-initiated “ appearances.” First of al, they were the proof that He had conquered
death ( Acts13:30-31; 17:31; Rom. 1:4). Jesus said, “1 am He who lives, and was
dead, and behold | am alive forever more. Amen. And | have the keys of Hades and
of Death” ( Rev. 1:18; cf. John 10:18). The trandation (“He let Himself be seen,” 1
Cor. 15:5ff ) isa perfectly fitting way to express this self-initiated triumphalism. He
was sovereign over death as well as His resurrection appearances.

Furthermore, no human being saw the actual moment of the Resurrection. But the
fact that Jesus appeared repeatedly in the same body for some 40 days ( Acts 1:3) to
over 500 different people ( 1 Cor. 15:6 ) on 12 different occasionsis indisputable
evidence that He really rose bodily from the dead. In brief, the reason for the stress on
the many appearances of Christ is not because the resurrection body was essentially
invisble and immaterial, but rather to show that it was actually material and
immortal. Without an empty tomb and repeated appearances of the same body that
was once buried in it, there would be no proof of the Resurrection. So it is not
surprising at all that the Bible strongly stresses the many appearances of Christ. They
are the real proof of the physical Resurrection.

LUKE 24:44—Wasthe OT divided by the Jews of Jesus day into two or three
parts?

PROBLEM: The Jewish Bibleis divided into three sections—the Law, the Prophets, and
the Writings. Many believe that Jesus is alluding to this threefold division in the
phrase “the Law of Moses and the Prophets and the Psalms.” However, the standard
NT way of referring to the entire OT by Jesus and the NT writers was by the phrase
“the Law and the Prophets’ (cf. Matt. 5:17 ; Luke 24:27 ). Which is correct?



SOLUTION: The earliest referenceto divisions or sectionsin the OT is twofold—Law
and Prophets. Thisis true during the period of the Jewish exile (6th century _._.), as
indicated by Daniel (9:2, 11, 13), and aso after the exile ( Zech. 1:4 ; 7.7, 12 ; cf.
Mal. 4:4,5). References to the OT continued between the OT and NT in the
Apocrypha (1 Mac. 4:45; 9:27 ; 2 Mac. 15:9), aswell asin the Qumran community
(Manual of Discipline9.11). Also, asindicated, thisisthe standard way to refer to the
divisions of the OT inthe NT (cf. Matt. 5:17 ; Luke 24:27).

Furthermore, this phrase “Law and Prophets’ included the whole OT (all 39
books), since Jesus said it referred to “all the Scriptures’ ( Luke 24:27). It also
includes everything God revealed through prophets up to John the Baptist ( Matt.
11:13). Indeed, the emphatic manner in which Jesus referred to not a*“jot or tittle” of
the OT passing away from the “Law or the Prophets’ ( Matt. 5:17-18 ) indicates He
isreferring to the entire OT.

However, there apparently was an early alternate way of dividing “the Prophets’
into two sections which came to be known as Prophets and Writings. The “ Prologue
of Ecclesiasticus’ (ca. 132 B.C. ) uses athreefold division, as did the Jewish
philosopher Philo (ca. A.D. 40). So did the Jewish historian Josephus ( A.D. 37-100)
just after Jesus' time (Against Apion, 1.8), even though he did not place the exact
same books in this division as later Jewish groups did. The modern threefold
classification into Law, Prophets, and Writings found in today’s Jewish Biblesis
derived from the Babylonia Talmud (ca. A.D. 4th cent.). So Jesus' referencein Luke
24:44 may or may not refer to this threefold division. It isinteresting that He did not
call the third group “Writings,” but referred only to the Book of “Psalms.” Some
believe that He may have singled it out only because of its messianic significance. At
any rate, Jesus had just referred to the standard twofold division of Law and Prophets
calling it “all the Scriptures’ (in Luke 24:27).

LUKE 24:49—Why did the disciples go to Galilee when Jesus commanded them to
stay in Jerusalem?

PROBLEM: According to Luke, the apostles were told to “tarry in the city of
Jerusalem” until Pentecost. But Matthew tells us that they went into Galilee ( Matt.
28:10, 16).

SOLUTION: First, it is possible that the command was not given until after they had
beenin Galilee. In this event there would be no conflict whatsoever. Furthermore, the
command to “tarry” simply meant to make Jerusalem their headquarters. It did not
preclude taking short trips elsewhere. Jerusalem was the place they were to receive
the Holy Spirit ( Luke 24:49 ) and to begin their work.

LUKE 24:50-51 —Did Jesus ascend from Bethany or from the Mountain of Olives
near Jerusalem?



PROBLEM: Luke says Jesus ascended from Bethany ( Luke 24:50), but Acts 1:9-11
affirms that He ascended from the Mt. of Olives near Jerusalem.

SOLUTION: Bethany was on the eastern slope of the Mt. of Olives, which isjust east of
Jerusalem. Luke, who wrote both passages (cf. Acts 1:1 ), saw no contradiction in
referring to both places as the general location of Christ’s ascension. Jesus may have
begun His ascension from the mount, passing to the east over Bethany as He
disappeared from their sight.



JOHN

JOHN 1:1—IsJesus God or just a god?

PROBLEM: Orthodox Christians believe Jesus is God and often appeal to this passage
to proveit. However, Jehovah's Witnesses trandate this verse “and the Word (Christ)
was agod” because there is no definite article (“the”) in the Greek of thisverse.

SOLUTION: In Greek, when the definite article is used, it often stresses the individual,
and, when it is not present, it refers to the nature of the one denoted. Thus, the verse
can be rendered, “and the Word was of the nature of God.” The full deity of Christ is
supported not only by general usage of the same construction, but by other references
in John to Jesus being God (cf. 8:58 ; 10:30 ; 20:28 ) and the rest of the NT (cf. Col.
1:15-16; 2:9; Titus 2:13).

Furthermore, some NT texts use the definite article and speak of Christ as“the
God.” So it does not matter whether John did or did not use the definite article here—
the Bible clearly teaches that Jesus is God, not just agod (cf. Heb. 1:8).

That Jesus is Jehovah (Y ahweh) is clear from the fact that the NT attributes to
Jesus characteristicswhich in the OT apply only to God (cf. John 19:37 and Zech.
12:10).

JOHN 1:18 —Why does John say no one has seen God when other ver ses declare we
will see God?

PROBL EM: On the one hand the Bible claims no one can see God, but on the other
hand it says “Blessed are the purein heart for they shall see God” ( Matt. 5:8) and
His servants “shall see Hisface” ( Rev. 22:4) and “we shall see HimasHeis’ (1
John 3:2).

SOLUTION: The verses which teach that no man can see God are referring to no mortal
man in thislife. Even Maoses was refused this honor ( Ex. 33:23 ). Mortal man is not
suited for that exposure. However, what mortal man cannot seein thislife, immortal



man will seein the next life (1 Cor. 13:12 ; Rev. 22:4). Thisis known as the beatific
(blessed) vision and will be the spiritual climax of the believer to see God face-to-
face, to know Him directly in His essence and not merely indirectly as reflected
through created things ( Rom. 1:18-20).

JOHN 1:18 —Was Jesus alone the Son of God?

PROBLEM: Jesusis called “the only begotten Son” in thisverse. Yet only afew verses
earlier John informs us that we can by faith “become children of God” ( 1:12). If then
we are sons of God, how can Jesus be the only Son of God?

SOLUTION: Thereisagigantic difference between the sensesin which Jesus isthe
“Son of God” and we are “sons of God.” First, He is the unique Son of God; | am
only ason of God. Heis the Son of God with acapital “S’; human beings can
become sons of God only with asmall “s.” Jesus was the Son of God by eternal right
of inheritance ( Col. 1:15); we are only the sons of God by adoption ( Rom. 8:15).
He isthe Son of God because He is God by His very nature ( John 1:1 ), whereas we
are only made in the image of God ( Gen. 1:27 ) and remade in “the image of Him”
by redemption ( Col. 3:10). Jesusisof God by His very nature; we are only from
God. Heis divine in nature, but we only participate in it by salvation ( 2 Peter 1:4).
And we can participate only in God' s moral attributes (like holiness and love), not in
His non-moral attributes (like infinity and eternality). To summarize the differences:

JESUS AS THE SON OF HUMANSAS SONS OF GOD
GOD
Natural Son Adopted sons
No beginning Beginning
Creator Creature
God by nature Not God by nature

JOHN 1:33 —Did John the Baptist know Jesus before His baptism or not?

PROBLEM: Before His baptism John said categorically, “I did not know Him.” Yet in
Matthew 3:13-14 John recognized Jesus before he baptized Him and said, “1 have
need to be baptized by You.”

SOLUTION: John may have known Jesus before His baptism only by reputation, not by
recognition. Or, he may have known Jesus only by personal acquaintance, but not by
divine manifestation. After all, Jesus and John were relatives ( Luke 1:36 ), even
though they were reared in different places ( Luke 1:80 ; 2:51 ). However, even
though John may have had some previous family contact with Jesus, He had never
known Jesus as He was revealed at His baptism when the Spirit descended on Him
and the Father spoke from heaven ( Matt. 3:16-17 ). The context indicates that, up to



His baptism, no one really knew Jesus as He would then “be revealed to Israel” ( John
1:31).

JOHN 1:37-49 —Werethe apostles called at thistimeor later?

PROBL EM: John records that Jesus called Andrew, Peter, Philip, Nathanael, and
another disciple at this time. However, the other Gospels record their call astaking
place much later (cf. Matt. 4:18-22 ; Mark 1:16-20 ; Luke 5:1-11 ). When were they
caled?

SOLUTION: Thefirst passages indicate Jesus' initial interview of the disciples, not their
permanent call. Asaresult of thisfirst contact they only stayed with Jesus “that day”
(John 1:39), after which they returned to their homes and regular employment. The
later passages indicate the time they left their former jobs and took up their full-time
ministry as disciples of Christ.

JOHN 3:3—Does being “born again” indicate that Jesus taught reincar nation?

PROBLEM: Traditionally, Christians have believed that the Bible does not teach the
doctrine of reincarnation (cf. Heb. 9:27 ). However, many groups use this verse to
claim that Jesus taught that it was necessary to be reincarnated.

SOLUTION: What Jesusis teaching in this passage is not reincarnation, but
regeneration. Thisis clear from severa facts. First, the doctrine of reincarnation
teaches that, after a person dies, he enters another mortal body to live on this earth
again. This process repeats itself over and over in avirtually endless cycle of birth,
death, and rebirth into yet another mortal body. If Jesus were advocating
reincarnation, He should have said, “unless someone is born again and again and
again and again...”

Second, the doctrine of reincarnation teaches that people die over and over until
they reach perfection (Nirvana). However, the Bible clearly teaches that “it is
appointed for men to dieonce, but after this the judgment” ( Heb. 9:27).

Third, in the verses that follow, Jesus explains what He means by being born
again. Jesus says, “unless one is born of water and the Spirit, he cannot enter the
kingdom of God” ( John 3:5). Although there are commentators who differ on
exactly what this “water” means (see comments on John 3:5), they are all agreed that
it cannot possibly refer to reincarnation. Being born again, then, is being cleansed
from our sins, and being given the life of God by the Spirit of God ( Rom. 3:21-26 ;
Eph. 2.5; Col. 2:13).

JOHN 3:5—Does this ver seteach baptismal regeneration?



PROBLEM: Jesus told Nicodemus that “unless one is born of water and the Spirit, he
cannot enter the kingdom of God.” Does this mean a person has to be baptized to be
saved?

SOLUTION: Baptism is not necessary for salvation (see comments on Acts 2:38).
Salvation is by grace through faith and not by works of righteousness ( Eph. 2:8-9;
Titus 3:5-6 ). But baptism isawork of righteousness (cf. Matt. 3:15). What then did
Jesus mean when He referred to being “born of water”? There are three basic ways to
understand this, none of which involve baptismal regeneration.

Some believe Jesus is speaking of the water of the womb, since He had just
mentioned one' s “mother’swomb” in the preceding verse. If so, then He was saying
“unless you are born once by water (at your physical birth) and then again by the
“Spirit” at your spiritual birth, you cannot be saved.”

Others take “born of water” to refer to the “washing of water by the word” ( Eph.
5:26 ). They note that Peter refersto being “born again ... through the word of God” (
1 Peter 1:23), the very thing John is speaking about in these verses (cf. John 3:3, 7).

Still othersthink that “born of water” refers to the baptism of John mentioned (
John 1:26 ). John said he baptized by water, but Jesus would baptize by the Spirit (
Matt. 3:11), saying, “repent for the kingdom of heaven is at hand ( Matt. 3:2). If this
iswhat is meant, then when Jesus said they must be “born of water and the Spirit” (
John 3:5) He meant that the Jews of His day had to undergo the baptism of
repentance by John and also later the baptism of the Holy Spirit before they could
“enter the kingdom of God.”

JOHN 3:13—How could Christ say no one has ascended to heaven when Elijah
had?

PROBLEM: Jesus declared in this text that “No one has ascended to heaven...”
However, the OT records Elijah’s ascension into heavenin achariot ( 2 Kings 2:11).

SOLUTION: Inthis context, Jesus is setting forth His superior knowledge of heavenly
things. In essence Heis saying, “No other human being can speak from firsthand
knowledge about these things, as | can, since | came down from heaven.” Heis
claiming that no one has ascended to heaven to bring down the message that He
brought. In no way is He denying that anyone else isin heaven, such as Elijah and
Enoch ( Gen. 5:24 ). Rather, Jesus is ssmply claiming that no one on earth has goneto
heaven and returned with a message such as He offered to them.

JOHN 3:17 —Did Jesus cometo judge theworld or not?

PROBLEM: According to this verse, God did not “send His Son into the world to
condemn the world, but that the world through Him might be saved.” He added | ater,



“l judge no one” ( John 8:15; cf. 12:47 ). However, in other places Jesus claimed
“authority to execute judgment also, because He is the Son of Man” ( John 5:27).
Indeed, He even claimed, “For judgment | have come into thisworld” ( John 9:39)
and the Father “has committed all judgment to the Son” ( John 5:22).

SOLUTION: These verses were spoken in different contexts and with different
references. In general, the references to Jesus sitting in judgment on the human race
are references to His second coming (see Rev. 19-20 ), while verses about His not
coming to judge but to save have His first coming in mind. Sometimes Jesusis smply
gpeaking about not acting as an earthly judge during His life on earth. A case in point
is His answer to the man who wanted him to arbitrate the family inheritance: “Man,
who made Me ajudge or an arbitrator over you?’ ( Luke 12:14).

Another distinction that clears up some difficultiesis found between the real
purpose of Christ’s coming (to save those who believe) and the net effect of it (to
judge those who don't believe). His statement that “for judgment | have come into
thisworld” ( John 9:39) seemsto fit this latter category (cf. v. 40).

JOHN 4:26 —Why did Jesus confess He was the M essiah here, but avoid doing it
elsewhere?

PROBLEM: In the synoptic Gospels (Matthew, Mark, and L uke) Jesus seemed to go out
of Hisway to avoid claiming He was the Jewish Messiah. He would ask His disciples
in private ( Matt 16:13 ) and would sometimes exhort people who discovered it “to
tell no man” (see comments on Matt. 16:20 ). Y et here in John the woman of Samaria
said, “1 know that Messiah is coming who is called Christ” ( John 4:25). Jesus
forthrightly volunteered, “1 who speak to you am He” (v. 26).

SOLUTION: Here Jesus was in Samaria, not Judea. The Jews of Jesus' day had a
distorted concept of the Messiah, namely, as one who would deliver them from the
political oppression of Rome. In this context, Jesus was more careful to make His
claims more covert, so as to elicit from His disciples amore spiritual concept of the
one who came to redeem His people (cf. Luke 19:10 ; John 10:10).

Indeed, thisiswhy Jesus so often spoke in parables, so that those who were truly
seeking would understand, but those who had a false concept would be confused (see
Matt. 13:13). Thisis why when Jesus performed miracles He would sometimes
exhort the person to tell no one, since Hedid not want to be thronged by the curious.
Indeed, Jesus rebuked those who, having seen Him multiply the loaves, wanted to
make Him king ( John 6:15 ), declaring that they followed Him “because you ate of
the loaves and werefilled” (v. 26 ). However, in Samaria, where this false Jewish
concept of apolitical deliverer from Rome who could feed the masses did not prevail,
Jesus did not hesitate to claim that He indeed was the true Messiah. Furthermore,
Jesus said this to only one Samaritan woman in private, not to the masses of Jewsin
Judea.



Nonetheless, Jesus did claim to be the Messiah in public, in Judea and to the Jews.
Usually, however, His claim was more covert, trying to get them to discover for
themselves who He was. However, when the chips were down and it became
necessary to declare Himself before the high priest, Jesus explicitly answered the
guestion “Are Y ou the Christ, the Son of the Blessed” by declaring, “1 am [the
Christ]” (Mark 14:61-62 ; cf. Matt. 26:64 ; cf. Luke 22:70).

JOHN 5:28-29 —I s Jesus advocating salvation by works?

PROBLEM: Jesus saysin John's Gospel that the time is coming when people in the
graveswill hear His voice “and come forth—those who have done good, to the
resurrection of life, and those who have done evil, to the resurrection of
condemnation” (v. 29 ). This seemsto be a clear contradiction to salvation by grace
(cf. Eph. 2:8-9).

SOLUTION: First, Jesus does not believe in salvation by works. In the beginning of
John’s Gospel, John writes, “But as many as received Him, to them He gave the right
to become children of God, even to those who believe in His name: who were born,
not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God” ( John
1:12-13). Jesus saysin John 3:16-18 :

For God so loved the world that He gave His only begotten Son, that whoever believes in
Him should not perish but have everlasting life.

For God did not send His Son into the world to condemn the world, but that the
world through Him might be saved. He who believesin Him is not condemned; but he
who does not believeis condemned aready, because he has not believed in the name of
the only begotten Son of God.

Furthermore, in John 5:24 , Jesus says, “ Truly, truly, | say to you, he who hears
My word, and believes Him who sent Me, has eternal life” ( NASB ). From these
passagesit is clear that Jesus did not believe in works salvation.

Second, Jesus' reference to good works in John 5:28-29 is to that which occurs
after saving faith. To be saved, one needs the grace of God ( Eph. 2:8-9), but
authentic faith expresses itself in good works (v. 10 ). The Apostle Paul in the Book
of Romans, says something very similar to what Jesus saysin John 5:28-29 . In
Romans Paul saysthat God “will render to every man according to his deeds: to those
who by perseverance in doing good seek for glory and honor and immortality, eternal
life; but to those who are selfishly ambitious and do not obey the truth, but obey
unrighteousness, wrath and indignation” ( Rom. 2:6-8 , NASB ). But Paul also wrote,
“For by grace you have been saved through faith, and that not of yourselves; it isthe
gift of God” ( Eph. 2:8). In the passage in Romans, Paul is not talking about the one
who obtains eternal life by faith, but the individual who shows thislifein his good
works. In Ephesians, Paul is saying that none can save himself by works prior to
salvation. (See also comments on James 2:21 .)



S0, Jesus does not contradict Himself nor the rest of Scripture concerning the
matter of salvation. Those who receive the resurrection of life have shown their
saving faith by their works.

JOHN 5:31—Was Jesus sdlf-testimony true or false?

PROBLEM: In John 8:14 Jesus said, “If | bear witness of Myself, My witnessistrue.”
But herein John 5:31 He seems to say just the opposite, namely, “If | bear witness of
Myself, My witnessis not true.”

SOLUTION: There are two ways to understand this verse—hypothetically or actually.
On thefirst interpretation, Jesus is saying in essence, “Evenif you don’t accept my
testimony about Myself, you should accept that of John the Baptist in whose ministry
you rgjoiced” (cf. 5:32).

Otherstake the verse as declarative, not hypothetical, claiming both texts are true,
but in different senses. That is, everything Jesus said was actually true, but officially
it was only considered trueiif it was verified by “two or three witnesses” ( Deut. 19:15
). Since Jesus was “truth” incarnate ( John 14.6 ), everything He said was true.
However, since Heis trying to establish His claims to the Jews, He notesthat they
need not accept His words aone, but also the witness of the Scriptures and the Father.
The difference between these two passages can be outlined as follows:

JESUS SELF-WITNESS JESUS SELF-WITNESS WASN'T TRUE
WAS TRUE
Actualy Officially
Personally Legally
Initself To the Jews

JOHN 5:34 —Did Jesus accept human testimony about who He was?

PROBLEM: In this verse Jesus rejected human testimony about Himself, insisting, “I do
not receive testimony from man.” But elsewhere He accepted Peter’ s testimony that
He was the Christ, the Son of the Living God ( Matt. 16:16-18 ). In fact, even in this
same book ( John 15:27 ) Jesus said to His disciples, “And you also will bear witness,
because you have been with Me from the beginning.”

SOLUTION: The difference in these statements is due to the circumstances of the
testimony. He did not accept mere human testimony to establish who He was, but He
did accept it to propagate who He was. God, by miraculous acts, established who
Jesus was (cf. Acts 2:22 ; Heb. 2:3—4 ), not human beings. On the other hand, once
humans discovered what God had disclosed, their testimony was valid. Even after
Peter’ s great confession, Jesus reminded him that “flesh and blood has not revealed
thisto you” ( Matt. 16:17 ). The matter can be summarized in this way:



HUMAN TESTIMONY HUMAN TESTIMONY COULD

COULD NOT
Disclose who Jesus was Discover who Jesus was
Establish who He was Disseminate who He was
Prove who He was Propagate who He was

JOHN 5:37 —Can God’s voice be heard?

PROBLEM : Jesus declared to the Jews, “Y ou have neither heard His[God’ s] voice at
any time, nor seen Hisform.” Y et the voice of God was heard many timesin the OT
(cf. 1 Sam. 3:4-14 ), and the Father spoke from heaven three times during Jesus
earthly ministry ( Matt. 3:17 ; 17:5; John 12:28).

SOLUTION: There are anumber of interpretations of this passage. First, some clam
that Jesus is simply referring to the crowd to whom He is ministering here, thus, not
excluding the fact that God’ s voice had been heard by others. However, this seems
unlikely in view of the sweeping phrase “at any time,” aswell as the fact that Jesus
seems to be addressing the Jewish nation in general which rejected Him (cf. John
1:10-11; 5:39; 12:37).

Second, still others believe Jesusis contrasting their state of knowledge with that
of the OT prophets who heard God’ s voice and saw His form (manifested in
theophanies). If so, their inability to understand it was due to the fact that they were
“not willing” to respond to God speaking in and through it ( John 5:40).

Third, many scholars hold that this refersto their not heeding God' s unique or
inner voice speaking to their hearts, since they were not receptive to HisWord (cf. 1
Cor. 2:14). Thisfits with the fact that they could search the Scripture ( John 5:39)
and still missits main message, Christ. In addition, the reference to the Father’s
testimony of Him (v. 37 ) may be areference to the voice from heaven at Jesus
baptism, which, like the later voice from heaven ( John 12:28), they dismissed as
“thunder” ( John 12:29).

JOHN 6:35—Why arethe“l AM” statements of Jesus only mentioned in John?

PROBL EM: John mentions numerous times that Jesus said “1 Am” (e.g., John 6:35;
8:58; 10:9; 14:6). Yet not one of these statements is mentioned in any other Gospel.
Did John make these up, or did Jesus actually say them?

SOLUTION: John reported accurately what he heard and saw. First of all, hewas an
eyewitness of the events ( John 21:24 ; cf. 1 John 1:1). His Gospel isfilled with
details of geography ( 3:23 ), topography ( 6:10 ), and private conversations that
betray afirst-hand, first-century knowledge of the events (cf. John 3; 4 ; 13-17).



Further, when John records events and/or conversation found in the other
Gospels, he does so in substantially the same way they do. Thisincludes the
preaching of John the Baptist ( 1:19-28 ), the feeding of the 5,000 ( 6:1-14 ), Jesus
walking on the water ( 6:15-21 ), eating the Passover with His disciples ( 13:1-2),
Peter’ sdenial ( 13:36-38 ; 18:15-27 ), Judas’ betrayal ( 18:1-11 ), Histrials ( 18-19
), Hiscrucifixion ( 19 ), and His resurrection ( 20-21).

In addition, the other Gospels record some of the same types of conversation
recorded in John. Matthew 11:25-30 sounds like something right out of the Gospel of
John. Even Jesus' characteristic use of “verily” (kv ), (“truly,” NASB ; “assuredly,”
NKJVv ) inJohn (cf. 1:51; 3:3, 11 ; 5:19, 24, etc.) isfound in other Gospels (cf. Matt.
5:18, 26 ; Mark 3:28 ; 9:1; Luke 4:24 ; 18:17 ), though John alone doubles it perhaps
for emphasis.

Finally, John’ s differences from the synoptics can be accounted for in severa
ways. First of all, John writes primarily about Jesus' Judean ministry, whereas the
other Gospels speak largely about His Galilean ministry. Second, John records many
of Jesus' private conversations (cf. chaps. 34 ; 13-17 ), whereas the other Gospels
speak mostly about His public ministry. Third, clear “I Am” statements come usually
after Jesus has been challenged and He declares His point simply and emphatically.

Even so, they are not without parallel in the other Gospels, where Jesus says “1 am”
[the Christ] ( Mark 14:62).

JOHN 6:53-54 —\What did Jesus mean when He said we should eat His flesh?

PROBLEM: Evangelical Christians believein taking the Bible literally. But Jesus said,
“unless you ezt the flesh of the Son of Man and drink His blood, you have no lifein
you” ( John 6:53 ). Should this be taken literally too?

SOLUTION: Thelitera (i.e., actual) meaning of atext isthe correct one, but the literal
meaning does not mean that everything should be taken literally. For example, the
literal meaning of Jesus' statement, “I am the true vine” ( John 15:1) isthat Heisthe
real source of our spiritual life. But it does not mean that Jesusis aliteral vine with
leaves growing out of Hisarms and ears! Literal meaning can be communicated by
means of figures of speech. Christ is the actual foundation of the church ( 1 Cor. 3:11
; Eph. 2:20), but Heis not literally a granite cornerstone with engraving on it.

There are many indications in John 6 that Jesus literally meant that the command
to “eat Hisflesh” should be taken in afigurative way. First, Jesus indicated that His
statement should not be taken in a materialistic sense when He said, “The words that |
speak to you are spirit, and they arelife’ ( John 6:63). Second, it is absurd and
cannibalistic to take it in a physical way. Third, He was not speaking of physical life,
but “eternal life” ( John 6:54 ). Fourth, He called Himself the “bread of life” ( John
6:48 ) and contrasted this with the physical bread the Jews ate in the wilderness ( John
6:58 ). Fifth, He used the figure of “eating” Hisflesh in parallel with the idea of
“abiding” in Him (cf. John 15:4-5 ), which is another figure of speech. Neither figure



isto betaken literally. Sixth, if eating His flesh and drinking His blood be taken in a
literalistic way, this would contradict other commands of Scripture not to eat human
flesh and blood (cf. Acts 15:20). Finally, in view of the figurative meaning here, this
verse cannot be used to support the Roman Catholic concept of transubstantiation,
that is, eating Jesus' actual body in the communion (see comments on Luke 22:19).

JOHN 7:1—Why did Jesusfear death and yet tell Hisdisciples not to do so?

PROBLEM: John informs us here that “ Jesus walked in Galilee; for He did not want to
walk in Judea, because the Jews sought to kill Him.” Y et Jesus said to His disciples,
“My friends, do not be afraid of those who kill the body” ( Luke 12:4).

SOLUTION: Jesus did not fear death; He merely avoided dying prematurely. Before the
appropriate time Jesus would say, “My hour has not yet come” ( John 2:4 ; 8:20). But
when “His hour came” (cf. John 12:23 ), Jesus faced death bravely and courageously.
Though humanly speaking Jesus shrunk from the horror of the Cross (see comments
on Heb. 5:7b); nevertheless, He prayed, “what shall | say? "Father, save Me from this
hour’?’” to which He answered with an emphatic no : “But for this purpose | cameto
this hour” ( John 12:27). Jesus knew from the very beginning that He had come to
die (cf. John 2:19-20 ; 10:10-11 ), and He never hesitated in His resolute purpose “to
give His life aransom for many” ( Mark 10:45 ). However, to accomplish this as God
had ordained and the prophets predicted, Jesus had to watch out for attempts on His
life before the appointed time and way. For example, He was to be crucified (cf. Ps.
22:16 ; Zech. 12:10), not to be stoned, as the Jews sought to do on one occasion (see
John 10:32-33).

JOHN 7:8 —Did Jesuslieto His brothers?

PROBLEM: Jesus unbelieving brothers challenged Him to go up to Jerusalem and
show Himself openly if He wasthe Messiah ( 7:3-4 ). Jesus refused, saying, “1 am
not yet going up to thisfeast, for My time has not yet fully come” (v. 8). However,
only afew verses later Jesus “went up to the feast” (v. 10).

SOLUTION: Jesus did not go up to Jerusalem in the way in which His brothers
suggested. They suggested He go and be “known openly” ( 7:4 ). But the Scripture
explicitly declares that “He also went up to the feast, not openly, but asit werein
secret” ( 7:10).

JOHN 7:53-8:11 —Why do some scholar s question whether this story should bein
the Bible?

PROBLEM: This story of the woman taken in adultery isfound in the kv , theAsv , the
NASB , and the NIV . However, the NEB placesit at the end of the Gospel under the
caption “Anincident in the temple.” And since 1971 the Rsv placesit in special print



set off from the rest of the text, as doestheNRsv . The standard Greek NT (Nestle-
Aland Text, United Bible Societies) places brackets around it, indicating that it is not
part of the text of John. Why do many scholars believe this story is not part of the
origina manuscript of the Gospel of John?

SOLUTION: There are several reasons why many scholars question whether this
passage belongs here in John's Gospel. (1) The passage does not appear in the oldest
and most reliable Greek manuscripts. (2) It is not found in the best manuscripts of the
earliest trandations of the Bible into Old Syriac, Coptic, Gothic, and Old Latin. (3)
No Greek writer commented on this passage for the first 11 centuries of Christianity.
(4) Itisnot cited by most of the great early church fathers, including Clement,
Tertullian, Origen, Cyprian, Cyril, and others. (5) Its style does not fit that of the rest
of the Gospel of John. (6) It interrupts the flow of thought in John. John reads better if
one goes right from John 7:52 to 8:12 . (7) The story has been found in severa
different places in Bible manuscripts—after John 7:36 ; after John 21:24 ; after John
7:44 ; and after Luke 21:38 . (8) Many manuscripts that include it in John 7:53-8:11
have marked it with an obelus, indicating they believe it is doubtful.

In spite of this, many Bible scholars believe this story is authentic. It certainly
contains no doctrinal error and fits with the character of Jesus and His teaching, but
thereis no certainty that it wasin the original text of John.

JOHN 8:3-11 (cf. Rom. 13:4 )—Did Jesusrepudiate capital punishment in thistext?

PROBL EM : Passages like Romans 13:4 present a good case for capital punishment, for
the passage says, “for it [the government] does not bear a sword for nothing; for itisa
minister of God, an avenger who brings wrath upon the one who practices evil” (
NASB ). In John 8 awoman is caught in an adulterous situation, which was cause for
stoning according to the Mosaic Law. Y et Jesus did not seek her death, but rather
forgave her sin. Did Jesus thereby rgect capital punishment?

SOLUTION: Firgt, the authority in Romans 13 is the Roman government and the
authorities in John 8 are Jewish ones. The point is that the Jews had to act under
Roman law. For instance, if they were really going to stone awoman, why did they
seek the help of Pilate in the crucifixion of Jesus? For in John 18:31 the Jews respond
to Pilate saying, “It is not lawful for us to put anyone to death.” But in the case of the
adulterous woman, they were ready to stone her.

Second, they did not act in accordance with the Law itself. The Law stated that
both the parties, male and female, had to be brought before the people ( Deut. 22:22—
24 ). Since this woman was caught in the very act (v. 4 ), why wasn’t the man brought
out with the woman to be stoned? The scribes and Pharisees who were supposed to be
law abiding citizens failed in a key aspect of their own law.



Third, the motives of these scribes and Pharisees were wrong. They used this
opportunity to try to trap Jesus so that they might have areason for accusing Him (v.
6 ). The crime of adultery did not seem important to them. Rather, it seemed more
important to find cause for accusation against Jesus.

This passage, then, is not agood text for anyone who wants to propose that Jesus
opposed capital punishment. In fact, other places of Scripture seem to support the
very idea (see Gen. 9:6 and Matt. 26:52 ).

JOHN 9:31 —Does God hear the prayersof sinners?

PROBLEM: John said here, “ Now we know that God does not hear sinners.” Y et Jesus

said God heard the publican who prayed, “God be merciful to measinner” ( Luke
18:13). Does He hear sinners when they pray?

SOLUTION: God hears sinners when they confess they are sinners and accept His
forgiveness. For “whoever calls upon the name of the Lord shall be saved” ( Rom.
10:13). Jesus promised, “the one who comesto Me | will by no means cast out” (
John 6:37).

However, God does not promise to answer the prayers of sinners who are not
serving the true God. Jesus said, “if anyone is aworshiper of God and does His will,
He [God] hearshim” ( John 9:31). Even so, God' s grace exceeds His promise, and
He apparently does on occasion respond to the prayer of an unsaved person as part of
His overall providential plan to bring them to Himself (cf. Jonah 1:14-15). In this
sense, God'’ s response to the prayer of the unsaved is part of the “goodness of God
[that] leads you to repentance” ( Rom. 2:4).

JOHN 10:11 —Is Jesusthe shepherd or a sheep?

PROBL EM: John presents Christ here as the “Good Shepherd.” Y et elsewhere Heisa
sheep (lamb) that dies for our sins ( John 1:29 , 36 ). Which isHe?

SOLUTION: Christ is appropriately presented by both figures of speech. He died as our
Passover Lamb ( 1 Cor. 5:7 ), and He leads and guides His people as a Good
Shepherd. In one context, believers are like the people of Isragl who need the

passover lamb to die for them. In the other, we are like wandering sheep who need a
shepherd to lead us. Both are true.

JOHN 10:11 —Did Jesusdiejust for Hisfriendsor for His enemiestoo?

PROBL EM: John quotes Jesus as claiming that He laid down His “life for the sheep”
(cf. 15:13). But Paul claims“Christ died for the ungodly” while they were still
“enemies’ (Rom. 5:6, 10). How can both be true?



SOLUTION: Jesus died for both His friends (disciples) and His enemies. In fact, His
“friends” were enemies when He died for them. There is no contradiction here, since
the text does not say that Christ died only for His friends. He did die for those who
would become His friends, but He also died for those who would remain His enemies.
Peter refers to the apostates who were “ denying the Lord who bought them” ( 2 Peter
2:1).

JOHN 10:30 —Was Christ onewith the Father?

PROBLEM: Jesus said here, “|1 and My Father are one.” But on other occasions He
distinguished Himself from the Father, saying “| came forth from the Father and ... |
leave the world and go to the Father” ( John 16:28 ). Further, He prayed to the Father
as one person to another ( John 17 ), and even said, “the Father is greater than |.”

SOLUTION: Jesus was one with the Father in nature, but distinct from Him in person.
The triune Godhead has one essence, but three distinct persons (see comments on
John 14:28). So, Jesus was both the same in substance and yet was a different
individual from the Father.

JOHN 10:34 —Did Jesus advocate that man could become God?

PROBLEM: Jesus answered a group of Jews and said, “Isit not written in your law, "I
said, you are gods 7’ Does this mean that humans can become God as pantheistic
religions and New Age advocates claim?

SOLUTION: The context of this passage reveals that Christ had just pronounced
Himself one with the Father saying, “I and My Father are one” ( 10:30 ). The Jews
wanted to stone Him because they thought Christ was blaspheming since He was
making Himself out to be equal with God (vv. 31-33).

Jesus responded by quoting Psalm 82:6 which says, “| said, you are gods.” This
psalm addresses judges who are judging unjustly. Thetitle of “gods” is not addressed
to everyone, but only to these judges about whom Jesus said are those to “whom the
word of God came” (v. 35). Jesus was showing that if the OT Scriptures could give
some divine status to divinely appointed judges, why should they find it incredible
that He should call Himself the Son of God? Thus, Jesus was giving a defense for His
own deity, not for the deification of man.

JOHN 11:4 —Did Jesus make a mistake when He said L azarus' sickness was not
unto death?

PROBLEM: Jesus at first said, “This sickness is not unto death” ( John 11:4 ). However,
later even Jesus admitted that “Lazarusis dead” (v. 14 ). Was Jesus mistaken when
He thought Lazarus would not die?



SOLUTION: Jesus knew all along that Lazarus would die and that He would raise him
from the dead so that God would receive the glory (v. 4 ). He used different figures of
speech to teach the disciples that Lazarus death was not final. He called it “sleep” (v.
11) and said it was “not unto death” (v. 4 ), meaning that it would not eventuate in
Lazarus' being dead, but in his being aliveby Jesus’ resurrection power. That is,
although Lazarus' sickness would temporarily bring death, Jesus' power would
restore himto life.

JOHN 11:26 —How could Jesus say we will never die when the Bible declares all
will eventually die?

PROBLEM: God Himself said to Adam, “In the day that you eat of it you shall surely
die’ (Gen. 2:17). Paul reaffirmed this, declaring that “through one man sin entered
the world, and death through sin, and thus death spread to all men, because all
sinned” ( Rom. 5:12 ). But Jesus seems to contradict this when He affirmed,
“whoever lives and believesin Me shall never die” ( John 11:26).

SOLUTION: First of all, even taken literally, Jesus was not denying that believers would
die. Infact, He affirmed it in the previous verse, saying, “though he may die, he shall
live.” In other words, Jesus claimed that because He was “the resurrection and the
life” (v. 25), He would resurrect those who believe in Him unto eternal life (cf. John
5:28-29).

Further, Jesus may have been speaking about spiritual life and spiritual death. In
this sense, those who believe in Him will have spiritual life ( John 3:16 , 36 ), even
though they will experience physical death. For those who are born only once will die
twice, once physically and once again at the “second death” ( Rev. 20:14) or final
separation from God. But those who are born twice ( John 3:3, 7)) will only die once
(physically), but will live with God forever.

JOHN 11:44 —How could Lazar us comeforth from the tomb if he was bound hand
and foot?

PROBLEM: This verse states what seems impossible, namely, when Jesus raised
Lazarus “he who had died came out bound hand and foot.”

SOLUTION: Itisnot impossible. The Jewish corpses were not wound so tight (like an
Egyptian mummy) that it precluded all motion. When life came back into Lazarus
body he was no doubt jolted into action. He could have slid from his slab, stood
upright on the floor, and if necessary, even jumped to the cave opening. Nothing
more than thisisimplied in the term “came forth.” Having done what only He could
do (namely, raise Lazarus from the dead), Jesus expected L azarus and others to do
what they could do. So Jesus asked them to unloose Lazarus' cords.



JOHN 14:2-3 —Was heaven prepared from eternity or isJesus still preparing it?

PROBLEM: Matthew affirms that heaven was “ prepared for you from the foundation of
theworld” (25:34 ). But here in John 14:2 Jesus said, “| go to prepare a place for
you,” implying that it was not yet prepared at that time.

SOLUTION: Thefirst text speaks about the creation of heaven and the second about its
preparation. The former passage speaks in general about the preexistence of heaven;
the latter specifically about its preadaptation to each particular soul. Thereis adual
preparation of heaven for each person and each person for heaven. Since individual
believers will have different rewards ( 1 Cor. 3:11-15; 2 Cor. 5:10), then their
reward in heaven, which already exists, will have to be suited to their particul ar
service.

JOHN 14:16 —AreMusdlimsright in referring this promise of the coming “helper”
to Mohammed?

PROBLEM: Muslim scholars see in this reference of the promised “Helper” (Gk.,
parakletos) aprediction of Mohammed, because the Quran (Surah 61:6) refersto
Mohammed as“ Ahmad” ( periclytos ) which they take to be the correct rendering of
“ parakletos. ”

SOLUTION: There are absolutely no grounds for concluding the “Helper” ( paraklétos)
Jesus mentioned hereis Mohammed. First of al, of the 5,366 Greek manuscripts of
the NT, not a single manuscript contains the word periclytos (“ praised one”), asthe
Muslims claim it should read. Second, Jesus clearly identifies the “Helper” asthe
Holy Spirit, not Mohammed. Jesus referred to “the Helper, the Holy Spirit, whom the
Father will send” ( John 14:26). Third, the “Helper” was given to His disciples
(*you,” v. 16 ), but Mohammed was not. Fourth, the “Helper” was to abide with them
“forever” (v. 16 ), but Mohammed has been dead for 13 centuries! Fifth, Jesus said to
the disciples, “Y ou know Him [the Helper]” (v. 17 ), but they did not know
Mohammed. He wasn’t even born for 6 more centuries. Sixth, Jesus told His apostles,
the Helper will be “inyou” (v. 17). In no sense was Mohammed “in” Jesus apostles.
Seventh, our Lord affirmed the Helper would be sent “In My [Jesus'] name” (' John
14:26 ). But no Muslim believes Mohammed was sent by Jesus in His name. Eighth,
the Helper Jesus would send would not “speak on His own authority” ( John 16:13),
whereas Mohammed constantly testifies to himself in the Quran (cf. Surah 33:40).
Ninth, the Helper would “glorify” Jesus ( John 16:14 ), but Mohammed claims to
supersede Jesus, being a later prophet. Finally, Jesus asserted that the Hel per would
comein “not many days’ ( Acts 1:5), whereas Mohammed did not come for 600
years.

JOHN 14:28 —Did Jesusthink of Himself aslessthan God?



PROBLEM: Orthodox Christianity confesses Jesus is both fully man and fully God. Y et
Jesus said in John 14:28 , “My Father is greater than |.” How can the Father be
greater if Jesusis equal to God?

SOLUTION: The Father is greater than the Son by office, but not by nature, since both
are God (see John 1:1 ; 8:58 ; 10:30 ). Just as an earthly father is equally human with,
but holds a higher office than, his son, even so the Father and the Son in the Trinity
are equal inessence, but different in function. In like manner, we speak of the
president of our country as being a greater man, not by virtue of hischaracter, but by
virtue of hisposition. Therefore, Jesus cannot ever be said to say that He considered
Himself anything less than God by nature. The following summary helps to crystalize
the differences:

JESUS ISEQUAL TO THE THE FATHER ISGREATER THAN JESUS
FATHER
In essence In function
In nature In office
In character In position

JOHN 15:1 —Was Jesusthevine or theroot?

PROBLEM: John portrays Jesus as the vine of which believers are the branches. But
elsewhere the Bible calls Him a*“root out of dry ground” (Isa. 53:2).

SOLUTION: Both of these are appropriate figures of Christ, each describing a different
aspect of His ministry. Jesus was aroot (source of life) in relation to the vine (Isragl)
inthe OT. But Heis the vine in which believers abide for spiritual lifeinthe NT (
John 15:1, 3).

JOHN 16:12 —Did Jesusreveal everything to His disciplesor hold back some
things?

PROBLEM: Only ashort time earlier Jesus left His disciples with the impression that
He had told them everything He wanted to communicate to them, saying, “all things
that | heard from My Father | have made known to you” ( John 15:15 ). However,
herein John 16:12 Herevedls, “1 till have many things to say to you, but you cannot
bear them now.” It appears that these statements are in conflict.

SOLUTION: Some scholars believe that the first statement is proleptical, envisioning in
the present everything He was about to tell them in the future as well. In this case, the
“many things’ (of 16:12 ) would refer to what the Holy Spirit was yet to teach them
(cf. 16:13).



However, in light of the fact that these are in the same discourse, the | atter seems
to be aqualification of the former. Thus, the earlier statement means“All that the
Father has designed for you at present, | have revealed to you.” In other words, Jesus
faithfully communicated what the Father wanted them to know and when the Father
wanted them to know it.

JOHN 17:9 —Did Jesus ever pray for unbelievers?

PROBLEM: Jesus said here, “I pray for them [the disciples]. | do not pray for the
world.” But elsewhere Jesus prayed for unbelievers, even those who crucified Him,
saying, “ Father, forgive them, for they do not know what they do” ( Luke 23:34).

SOLUTION: In His high priestly prayer, Jesus was focusing on His disciples, not on the
world. This does not mean that we should never pray for the world. Indeed, Jesus died
for the sins of the world ( John 3:16 ; 1 John 2:1-2 ; Rom. 5:6-8 ). He prayed that the
Father would forgive those who crucified Him ( Luke 23:34 ). He also asked His
disciplesto “pray the Lord of the harvest to send out laborersinto His harvest” ( Luke
10:2). Jesus’ followersurged “prayers ... for all men” (1 Tim. 2:1). And, the
Apostle Paul prayed passionately for his unsaved kinsmen ( Rom. 10:1).

JOHN 18:31 —Wasit lawful for the Jewsto exercise capital punishment?

PROBLEM: In thisverse, the Jews of Jesus' day claimed that “It is not lawful for usto
put anyone to death.” However, in the very next chapter, they insisted that “We have
alaw, and according to our law He ought to die” ( John 19:7 ). Which was correct?

SOLUTION: Both statements are correct. According to the Jewish Law of Moses,
anyone who blasphemes God was to be given capital punishment (see Lev. 24:16).
However, when speaking to Pilate, the Roman governor, the Jews correctly noted that
the Romans did not allow their subjects to exercise capital punishment, but retained
that right for themselves. Thus, the Jews correctly said to Pilate, “it is not lawful
[according to Roman law ] for usto put anyone to death” ( John 18:31).

JOHN 19:14 —Was Jesus crucified on Friday?
(Seediscussion on Matt. 12:40 .)

JOHN 19:14 —What time was Jesus placed on the cross?
(See comments on Mark 15:25 .)

JOHN 19:19—What did the sign on the crossreally say?



(See discussion on Matt. 27:37 .)

JOHN 20:17 —If Jesus had not yet ascended to the Father, how could He have
committed His Spirit to the Father?

PROBLEM: Jesus said here “| have not yet ascended to My Father.” But earlier on the
cross He said, “Father, into Your hands | commend My spirit” ( Luke 23:46). If He
was already with the Father, then why did He say that He had not yet ascended to
Him?

SOLUTION: Theday He died, Jesus spirit went to be with the Father (as Luke 23:43,
46 records). So Hisspirit had been with the Father, but His body had not yet ascended
into heaven when He spoke to Mary. The bodily ascension took place some 40 days
later (cf. Acts1:3, 9-10).

JOHN 20:19 —How could Jesuswalk through a closed door with a physical body?

PROBLEM: Itisinferred by some critics that, since the resurrected Christ could appear
in aroom with closed doors ( John 20:19 ), this proves that His body must have
dematerialized to do so, showing that His resurrection body was not essentially or
continuously material. However, many other Scriptures indicate that Jesus
resurrection body was literal “flesh and bones’ ( Luke 24:39 ) that could eat physical
food and even had the crucifixion scarsin it ( Luke 24:40-43).

SOLUTION: Jesus' resurrection body was essentially and continuously material (see
comments on Luke 24:34 ). The fact that Jesus could get into aroom with a closed
door in no way proves that He had to dematerialize in order to do it. Thisis clear for
several reasons.

First, the text does not actually say Jesus passed through a closed door. It ssimply
says that “when the doors were shut where the disciples were assembled, for fear of
the Jews, Jesus came and stood in the midst” ( John 20:19 ). The Bible does not say

how He got into the room.

Second, if He chose to do so, Jesus could have performed this same miracle
before His death in His pre-resurrection material body. As the Son of God, His
miraculous powers were just as great before the Resurrection.

Third, even before His resurrection Jesus performed miracles with His physical
body that transcended natural laws, such as walking on water ( John 6:16-20 ). But
walking on water did not prove that His pre-resurrection body was immaterial.
Otherwise, Peter’s pre-resurrection walk on water ( Matt. 14:29 ) would mean his
body dematerialized for amoment and then quickly remateridized!



Fourth, although physical, the resurrection body is by its very nature a
supernatural body (see commentson 1 Cor. 15:44 ). Hence, it should be expected that
it can do supernatural things, such as appearing in aroom with closed doors.

Fifth, according to modern physics, it is not an impossibility for a material object
to pass through adoor. It isonly statistically improbable. Physical objects are mostly
empty space. All that is necessary for one physical object to pass through another is
for the right alignment of the particlesin the two physical objects. Thisis no problem
for the One who created the body in the first place.

JOHN 20:22 —Wasthe Holy Spirit given to the disciples befor e Pentecost?

PROBLEM: In Acts, the apostles are told to wait until Pentecost before they receive the
Holy Spirit (Acts 1:4-8 ; cf. 2:21-2). Yet even before His crucifixion Jesus breathed
on Hisdisciples and said, “Receive the Holy Spirit” ( John 20:22 ). Didn’'t they
receive the Holy Spirit at this point and not |ater at Pentecost?

SOLUTION: First of all, the John passageis a difficult one, with no direct parallels, and
it is hard to know exactly what it means. And like all obscure passages, one should
not base any major teaching on it.

Second, some scholars believe that the imperative “receive’ isintended to denote
the future “you will receive.” If so, then thereis no conflict.

Third, even if Jesus meant them to receive the Holy Spirit at that moment (in John
20:22), it was apparently in adifferent sense. Here the Spirit is given* to forgive the
sins’ (v. 23). Butin Acts 1.8 the Spirit was to be given to provide “ power ... [to] be
witnesses” for Him to the “end of the earth.”

Fourth, the promise of the Spirit in John was for His indwelling the believer (cf.
John 14:16 ), not for His being baptized by the Holy Spirit ( Acts 1:5; cf. 1 Cor.
12:13), which isadifferent act of the Holy Spirit. In this sense, then, thereis no
conflict between the two passages, since they speak of different activities of the Spirit
which came at different times.

JOHN 20:22-23 —Does this passage support the Roman Catholic view that priests
have the power to forgive sins?

PROBL EM: Roman Catholics claim that Jesus gave His disciples the power to forgive
sins and that this power has been passed on to Roman Catholic priests down through
the centuries. Does this text support their position?

SOLUTION: Jesus did give His disciples the power to forgive sins, and this power still
exists today. However, it is not unique to Roman Catholic priests. Any believer in



Christ possesses the same power to pronounce someone’ s sins forgiven, based on
their trust in the finished work of Christ. Notice the context of the passage.

First of al, many seethis as an extension of the power promised in Matthew
18:18 to bind and loose sins with the “keys of the kingdom™ ( Matt. 16:19). Itis
given to all the apostles, not just Peter (see comments on Matt. 16:18 ). And inasmuch
as the mission of the church extends “to the ends of the age” ( Matt. 28:20 ), Christ is
“present” to forgive sins with all who preach the Gospel at any time or place.

Further, thisis John’s parallel to the Great Commission. Jesus introducesit by the
words, “as the Father has sent Me, | also send you” ( John 20:21 ). But the clergy
(priesthood) is not the only group commissioned to serve Christ; every believer isto
be awitness (cf. Matt. 28:18-20 ; 2 Cor. 4:1ff ).

Finally, this power is present only through the Holy Spirit. Jesus said, “Receive
the Holy Spirit” ( John 20:22). Thisis parallel to what Jesus said later, “Y ou shall
receive power when the Holy Spirit has come upon you; and you shall be witnesses to
Mein Jerusalem, and in all Judea and Samaria, and to the end of the earth” ( Acts 1:8
). But all believers have this same power to pronounce forgiveness of sins asthe
witness to the good news of Christ throughout the world. Thereis absolutely no
mention here about any unique priestly power resident in aselect clergy. It issimply
John’s equivalent of the Great Commission to all believersto proclaim the message
of Christ’sforgivenessto all the world (cf. Luke 24:47 ).



ACTS

ACTS 1:18 —In what way did Judas die?
(See comments on Matt. 27:5 .)
ACTS 2:16-21 —Did Peter make a mistake in quoting Joel?

PROBLEM: InActs 2, Pentecost arrives, and the disciples are filled with the Holy
Spirit. In response to criticism, Peter says that what they hear and see was “ spoken by
the prophet Joel” (cf. Joel 2:28-32). Y et, in the passage that Peter quotes, there are
eventsin it that did not happen at Pentecost, like the moon turning to blood. Does
Peter err on this occasion?

SOLUTION: First, Peter was ssmply showing that Pentecost involved a partial or initia
fulfillment of Joel 2:28-32 . This partial fulfillment wasin regard to the indwelling
Holy Spirit for believers. And thisis exactly what happened on the day of Pentecost.
Joel saysthat God “will pour out My spirit on al flesh ... | will pour out My Spirit in
those days’ ( Joel 2:28-29 ). And God did pour forth His Spirit on the day of
Pentecost.

Second, Peter’ sreference was to indicate that the last days had been inaugurated
(cf. Heb. 1:1-2; 2:4). The wonders of the sky above and the signs on the earth
beneath ( Acts 19-21) are to take place later on in earth’ s history at the time of
Christ’s second coming. Notice that these things will happen “before the ... great and
notable day of the Lord” (v. 20 ) which is yet future (cf. Matt. 24:1ff ).

ACTS 2:34 —IsDavid in heaven or not?

PROBLEM: Peter seems to imply here that David was not in heaven. He wrote, “David
did not ascend into the heavens.” Y et the Bible indicates that David was one of God’'s
choice servants ( Acts 13:22 ) who obviously went to be with his Lord when he died
(cf. Matt. 22:42-46).



SOLUTION: Peter is not speaking of David’ s soul here, but of his body. David’'s soul is
in heaven along with al other believers, but his body is still in the grave ( Acts 2:29).
Since David’ s body has not yet been raised, it is clear that he has not yet “ ascended”
bodily into heaven either. Itisfor this same reason that Jesus said to Mary, “| have
not yet ascended to My Father” ( John 20:17 ). The day He died, Jesus' spirit went to
be with the Father (see Luke 23:43, 46 ). So, His spirit had been with the Father, but
His body had not yet ascended into heaven when he spoke to Mary. The bodily
ascension took place several weeks later (cf. Acts 1:3, 9-10). (See a'so comments on
Eph. 4:9.)

ACTS 2:38 —Did Peter declarethat baptism was necessary for salvation?

PROBLEM: Peter seems to be saying that those who responded had to repent and be
baptized before they could receive the Holy Spirit. But thisis contrary to the teaching
of Paul that baptism is not part of the Gospel (1 Cor. 1:17 ) and that we are saved by
faith alone ( Rom. 4:4 ; Eph. 2:8-9).

SOLUTION: Thisisresolved when we consider the possible meaning of being baptized
“for” the remission of sinsin the light of its usage, the whole context, and the rest of
Scripture. Consider the following:

First, the word “for” (eis) can mean “with aview to” or even “because of.” In
this case, water baptism would be because they had been saved, not in order to be
saved.

Second, people are saved by receiving God’ s word, and Peter’ s audience “gladly
received hisword” before they were baptized ( Acts 2:41).

Third, verse 44 speaks of “all who believed” as constituting the early church, not
al who were baptized.

Fourth, later, those who believed Peter’ s message clearly received the Holy Spirit
before they were baptized. Peter said, “ Can anyone forbid water, that these should not
be baptized who have received the Holy Spirit just aswe have?’ ( Acts 10:47)

Fifth, Paul separates baptism from the Gospel, saying, “ Christ did not send me to
baptize, but to preach the Gospel” (1 Cor. 1:17 ). But it is the Gospel which saves us
(Rom. 1:16 ). Therefore, baptism is not part of what saves us.

Sixth, Jesus referred to baptism as awork of righteousness ( Matt. 3:15). But the
Bible declares clearly it is “not by works of righteousness which we have done, but
according to Hismercy He saved us’ ( Titus 3:5).

Seventh, not once in the entire Gospel of John, written explicitly so that people
could believe and be saved ( John 20:31 ), does it give baptism as part of the



condition of salvation. It ssimply says over and over that people should “believe” and
be saved (cf. John 3:16, 18, 36).

In view of all these factorsit seems best to understand Peter’ s statement like this:
“Repent and be baptized with aview to the forgiveness of sins.” That this view
looked backward (to their sins being forgiven after they were saved) is made clear by
the context and the rest of Scripture. Believing (or repenting) and being baptized are
placed together, since baptism should follow belief. But nowhere does it say, “He
who is not baptized will be condemned” (cf. Mark 16:16). Y et Jesus said
emphatically that “he who does not believe is condemned aready” ( John 3:18). So
neither Peter nor the rest of Scripture makes baptism a condition of salvation.

ACTS 2:44-45 —Did early Christians practice communism?

PROBLEM: Some have inferred from the fact that these early Christians “ sold their
possessions’ and had “all thingsin common” that they were practicing aform of
communism. However, even the Ten Commandments imply the right to private
property, forbidding one to “steal” or even “covet” what belongs to another ( Ex.
20:15,17).

SOLUTION: There are several reasons to believe that this passage does not teach an
abiding form of Christian communism or socialism. First, these passages are not
prescriptive, but are simply descriptive. Nowhere does it lay this down as normative.
It simply describes what the believers were doing.

Second, so far as the text indicates, the system was only temporary, not a
permanent arrangement. They apparently stayed together in Jerusalem, since that is
where the Holy Spirit had descended and the first great turning to Christ had
occurred. The necessities of living together away from home occasioned this sort of
common arrangement.

Third, the communal arrangement wasvoluntary. Thereis no indication in the
text that this was a compulsory arrangement. It was apparently simply atemporary
and voluntary convenience for the furtherance of the Gospel in those early and crucial
days of the Christian church.

Fourth, the selling of property and giving of money was only partial. The text
implies that they sold only extraland and other possessions, not that they sold their
only place of residence. After all, they all eventually left Jerusalem, to which they had
come for the Feast of Pentecost ( Acts 2:1), and went back to their homes which were
scattered al over theworld (cf. Acts 2:5-13).

ACTS 3:21 —Will all thingsberestored to God or just some things?



PROBL EM: On the one hand, this verse speaks of the “restoration of al things,” which
seemsto imply that all will eventually be saved. On the other hand, the Scriptures
declare that many will be lost ( Matt. 25:41 ; Rev. 19:20-20:15). Will everyone
eventually be saved?

SOLUTION: God desiresthat all people be saved ( 1 Tim. 2:4 ; 2 Peter 3:9 ). However,
some are ssimply “not willing” to accept His grace (cf. Matt. 23:37 ). Since God is
love (1 John 4:16 ) and humans are free, God cannot force them to freely love Him.
Forced freedom is a contradiction in terms. Hence, God will allow the unrepentant to
have it their way. Those who do not say to God, “Y our will bedone,” will eventually
hear God declare to them, “your will be done.” Such is the nature of hell. Nowherein
the Bible does it hold out hope for those who refuse to accept God’s love. A loving
God cannot force anyone to love Him. Forced love is a contradiction in terms. Love
always works persuasively, but never coercively (see also comments on Col. 1:20).

What then does “the restoration of all things” mean? Peter is speaking here to the
Jews and makes reference to the “restoration of all things, which God has spoken by
the mouth of all His holy prophets since the world began” ( Acts 3:21). Peter said it
isreferring to the “covenant which God made with our [Jewish] fathers, saying to
Abraham, "And in your seed all the families of the earth shall be blessed’ ” ( Acts
3:25). This Abrahamic covenant was unconditional and included the promises of
possessing the land of Palestine “forever” ( Gen. 13:15). It isto the future fulfillment
of this Abrahamic covenant that Peter refers. It is the restoration of all thingsto Israel,
not to the salvation of al people (see also comments on Rom. 11:26-27 ).

ACTS4:12 —IsChrist the only way of salvation?

PROBLEM: Peter declares that “there is no other name under heaven given among men
by which we must be saved.” But ign't this a narrow exclusivism? What about the
sincere pagan or Buddhist? Is God going to send them to hell?

SOLUTION: Several observations are relevant to this question. First of all, sincerity is
not a good test of truth. Many people can and have been sincerely wrong about many
things ( Prov. 14:12).

Second, all truth is exclusive. The truth that “two plus three equalsfive” isvery
exclusive too. It does not allow for any other conclusion. The sameistrue of value
statements, such as “Racism iswrong” and “ People should not be cruel.” These views
do not tolerate any alternatives.

Third, al truth claims are exclusive. For example, if humanism is true, then all
non-humanisms are false. If atheism istrue, then all who believe in God are wrong.
Every truth claim excludes its opposite. Hence, if Jesus is the only way to God, then
there are no other ways. Thisis no more exclusive than any other truth claim. The
guestion is whether the claim is true.



Fourth, Jesus and the NT clearly and repeatedly emphasize that Jesus is the only
way of salvation. (1) Jesus said, “| am the way, the truth, and the life. No one comes
to the Father except through me” ( John 14:6). (2) Jesus also claimed He was the
door ( John 10:9), insisting that “he who does not enter the shegpfold by the Door ...
the sameisathief and arobber” (v. 1). (3) The Apostle Peter added, “Nor isthere
salvation in any other, for thereis no other name under heaven given among men by
which we must be saved” ( Acts4:12). (4) And Paul contended that “thereis one
God and one Mediator between God and men, the Man Christ Jesus” (1 Tim. 2:5).

ACTS 4:34-35 —Did early Christians practice communism?

(See comments on Acts 2:44-45 )
ACTSb5:31 —Isrepentance a gift of God or an act of man?
(Seediscussionon 2 Tim. 2:25.)
ACTS 5:36-37 —Does L uke make a mistake concer ning Theudas and Judas?

PROBLEM: In Acts, a Pharisee named Gamaliel makes mention of a Theudas and Judas
of Galilee. Yet, the 1st century Jewish historian Josephus also refersto a Theudas and
Judas. Some think that there is a discrepancy between the individual s to whom
Gamaliel and the ones to whom Josephus refers.

SOLUTION: First, concerning Theudas, Luke's account and that of Josephus are talking
about two different individuals. The Theudas in the Josephus account revolted in A.D.
44 while the Theudas in Acts revolted before the census which took place around A.D.
7 (cf. Acts 5:37). In other words, there were two different men named Theudas. We
know this because Theudas preceded Judas of Galilee who arose during the days of
the census. Therefore, the Theudas Gamaliel refersto is different than the one
mentioned by Josephus.

Secondly, concerning Judas of Galilee, there is no discrepancy between Gamaliel
and Josephus. Once the question of Theudasis clear, so is the problem of Judas. The
Theudas Gamaliel speaks of is different than the one to whom Josephus refers. Y et
Josephus refered to the same Judas that Gamaliel does, because the words attributed
to Gamaliel are said to have been spoken around A.D. 33. This period of time is much
sooner than the Judas of A.D. 44 mentioned by Josephus. There is no contradiction
concerning Judas because Gamaliel and Josephus refer to the same individual.

ACTS 7:14 —Why does thistext say “ seventy-five people” when Exodus 1:5 says
therewere “seventy persons’?



PROBLEM: According to Exodus 1:5 there were only 70 descendants who went down
into Egypt with Jacob. But, when Stephen relates this sameincident in Acts 7:14 , he
gives the number as 75. This appearsto be aflat contradiction. SOLUTIONS: There
are several possible ways to explain the difference between these accounts. First,
some scholars suggest that Acts 7:14 isincorrect in stating 75. They note that both the
Greek trandlation of the OT (Septuagint) and a Hebrew manuscript found in the Dead
Sea area use the number 75 just as Stephen said.

Others suggest that while Luke accurately records Stephen’s sermon, that Stephen
nevertheless made a mistake. Thus Actsis an inerrant record of the speech in which
Stephen made this error. The parallel account in Genesis 46:27 also gives the number
as 70. The main objection to this view is the fact that Luke' sinclusion of this speech
carrieswith it the implication that what he said is correct. Further, the text states that
Stephen was “full of the Holy Spirit” when he gave the addresses ( 7:55 ).

Another explanation points out that the discrepancies can be explained by the fact
that Stephen was probably quoting from the Septuagint (the Greek version of the OT)
which states, “And all the souls from Jacob were seventy-five’ ( Ex. 1:5), rather than
the Hebrew, which states “ And all the persons who came from the loins of Jacob were
seventy in number, but Joseph was already in Egypt” ( Ex. 1.5,NASB). The
difference arises from the difference in the way the totals are calcul ated.

Jacob has twelve sons. Adding Jacob’ s grandsons and great-grandsons, the total
was 66. Adding Ephraim and Manasseh who were born to Joseph in Egypt, the total
is 68. When you add Jacob and his wife the total is 70, as the Hebrew records. The
Septuagint, however, starting with Jacob’s 12 sons, added Jacob’ s grandsons and
great-grandsons for atotal of 66. Then, it added the seven additional descendants of
Joseph who were probably sons of Ephraim and Manasseh who were born to Joseph’s
sons some time after the migration of Jacob to Egypt, but before Jacob died. The
Septuagint also omitted Jacob and his wife. This makes atotal of 75 as Stephen
mentions in the Acts passage.

HEBREW TEXT GREEK TEXT
Jacob and his 2 not counted
wife
Jacob’ s sons 12 12
Jacob’s 54 54
grandsons and
great grandsons
Joseph’ s sons 2 2
Ephraim and
Manasseh
Joseph’s not counted 7
additional

descendantsin



Egypt
TOTAL 70 75

ACTS 15:20 —Doesthis passage indicate that it isa sin to receive a blood
transfusion?

PROBLEM: The ability of modern medicine to sustain life by blood transfusion isa
common practice that has no doubt been used by Christians. However, thisverseis
used by some religious groups, such as the Jehovah’'s Witnesses, to claim that blood
transfusions are against God' swill.

SOLUTION: This passageistalking about the OT restriction against eating or drinking
blood ( Gen. 9:34 ; cf. Acts 15:28-29 ). However, ablood transfusion is not “ eating”
or “drinking” blood. Thisis clear from several facts. First, even though a doctor
might give food to a patient intravenously and call this “feeding,” it is ssmply not the
case that giving blood intravenously isalso “feeding.” Thisis clear from the fact that
blood is not received into the body as “food.”

Second, to refer to the giving of food directly into the blood stream as “eating” is
only afigurative expression. Although the food is absorbed into the blood in away
similar to the way it is absorbed through the normal digestive functions, eating is the
literal taking in of food in the normal manner through the mouth and into the
digestive system. The reason intravenous injections are referred to as “feeding” is
because the ultimate result is that, through intravenous injection, the body receives
the nutrients that it would normally receive by eating. Thisis similar to calling food
“healthy.” Food is not really healthy, because hedlth is a characteristic of living
things, not of food. But, we call food “healthy” because it produces health in the
body.

Third, the only possible way to understand the word “eating” in both the OT and
NT istheliteral process of taking something into the body as food through the mouth
and into the digestive system. Thisis evident since the technology to enable
intravenous injections had not been invented at the time these passages were written.

Fourth, it is clear that this OT passage is not primarily concerned with the eating
of blood. Rather, it is primarily concerned with the fact that thelifeisin the blood.
Leviticus 17:10-12 makes this plain:

And whatever man of the house of Israel, or of the strangers who sojourn among you,
who eats any blood, | will set My face against that person who eats blood, and will cut
him off from among his people. For thelife of the flesh isin the blood, and | have given it
to you upon the altar to make atonement for your souls; for it is the blood that makes
atonement for the soul. Therefore | said to the children of Isragl, “No one among you
shall eat blood, nor shall any stranger who sojourns among you eat blood.”



The prohibitions in Genesis 9:3-4 and Leviticus 17:10-12 were primarily directed
at eating flesh that was still pulsating with life because the lifeblood was still init.
But, the transfusion of blood is not eating flesh with the lifeblood still init.

Finally, the prohibition in Acts was not necessarily given as alaw by which
Christians wereto live, for the NT clearly teaches that we are not under law ( Rom.
6:14 ; Gal. 4:8-31). Rather, the Jerusalem counsel may have been advising Gentile
Christians to respect their Jewish brethren by observing these practices, thereby not
giving offense “either to the Jews or to the Greeks or to the church of God” ( 1 Cor.
10:32). In any event, the restriction can in no way be construed as a prohibition
against blood transfusions.

ACTS 16:1-3 —Why did Paul have Timothy circumcised when he himself spoke so
strongly against it?

PROBLEM: Paul’s main point in Galatians can be summarized in hiswords, “If you
become circumcised, Christ will profit you nothing” ( Gal. 5:2). Y et Paul admits that
he had Timothy circumcised “because of the Jews who were in that region” ( Acts
16:3). Wasn't this a contradiction to his own teaching.

SOLUTION: Evenif Paul were wrong herein his action, it would not prove that the
Bible erred in its teaching, but smply that Paul erred. Paul, like any other human
being, was capable of error. Since the Bible isthe Word of God (see Introduction), it
isnot capable of erring in anything it teaches.

Furthermore, Paul’ s action in having Timothy circumcised is not necessarily
inconsistent with what he taught in Galatians, since the two cases are different. Paul
was violently opposed to any who made circumcision necessary for salvation. But he
never opposed it as helpful for evangelism. Indeed, Paul said elsewhere, “to the Jews |
became as a Jew, that | might win Jews’ (1 Cor. 9:20 ). However, when Judaizers
insisted that “unless you are circumcised according to the custom of Moses, you
cannot be saved” ( Acts 15:1 ), then Paul took an intractable stand against
circumcision.

ACTS 16:6 —Why did the Holy Spirit forbid Paul to preach in Asia when Jesus said
togointo all theworld?

PROBL EM: Jesus commanded His followers to “make disciples of al the nations” (
Matt. 28:19 ) and to be witnesses to “the end of the earth” ( Acts 1:8 ). But in Acts 16
Paul and Timothy “were forbidden by the Holy Spirit to preach theword in Asia’ (v.
6).

SOLUTION: Paul was only forbidden immediately. God had a more strategic route for
the Gospel through Europe first ( Acts 16:9 ). Eventually, however, the Gospel got to
Asiaand to every place through Paul’ s convertsin Europe (cf. 1 Thes. 1:7 ) and by



Paul himself ( Acts19:10, 22, 26; 20:4, 16, 18; 1 Cor. 16:19). So, the prohibition
was only temporary, not permanent.

ACTS 17:28 —Why did Paul quote an uninspired pagan poet?
(See commentson Titus 1:12 .)
ACTS 20:9-10 —How could Eutycus be dead if he had lifein him?

PROBLEM: Verse nine says he was “taken up dead.” But in the very next verse Paul
said, “hislifeisin him.”

SOLUTION: Hislifewasin him only after Paul had performed the miracle (v. 10 ), not
before (v. 9).

ACTS 23:5—Did Paul liewhen he said he didn’t know the high priest?

PROBLEM: The high priest Ananias commanded that Paul be struck on the mouth. Paul
rebuked him for doing so, and those who stood by condemned Paul for reviling the
high priest. Paul responded by claiming, “I did not know ... that he was the high
priest” ( Acts23:5). But thisis highly unlikely, since Paul himself was a member of
the Jewish Sanhedrin and worked closely with him before his conversion ( Acts 9:1-3

)-

SOLUTION: There are severa views taken on this passage. Some suggest that Paul may
have not known the high priest personally, even though he was previously a member
of the Jewish Council. Others claim that Paul may have had poor vision (perhaps his
“thorn in the flesh”) and not been able to see him clearly. Still others believe that Paul
could have been lying to get himsalf out of abad situation. Apostles sinned too (cf.
Gal. 2:11-13). Inthis case, Actsis simply giving us atrue record of Paul’s sin.

It seems more plausible, however, to take Paul’ s statement as sarcastic but not

false. In this case, his statement, “I did not know ... he was the high priest,” could be
translated something like this: “Thisis the high priest of God's Law? | would never
have known it by his unlawful command to strike me!”



ROMANS

ROMANS 1:19-20 —Arethe heathen lost?

PROBLEM: Jesus said, “1 am the way, the truth, and the life. No one comes to the
Father, except through Me” ( John 14:6). Also, Acts 4:12 says of Christ, “And there
issalvation in no one else; for there is no other name under heaven that has been
given among men, by which we must be saved” ( NASB ). But what if someone has
never heard the Gospel of Christ, will he be eternally lost? Paul seemsto answer this
in the affirmative. But isit fair to condemn people who have never even heard about
Christ?

SOLUTION: Paul’sanswer is clear. He said that the heathen are “without excuse” ( 1:20
) because “what may be known of Godis manifest in them, for God has shown it to
them. For since the creation of the world His invisible attributes are clearly seen,
being under stood by the things that are made” ( 1:19-20). So, the heathen are justly
condemned for several reasons. First, Romans 2:12 states, “For as many as have
sinned without Law will also perish without Law, and as many as have sinned in the
Law will be judged by the Law.” This passage teaches that the Jew is judged by the
Law, the Hebrew Scriptures, but the Gentile is condemned by “the Law written in
their hearts.” “For when Gentiles who do not have the Law do inginctively the things
of the Law, these, not having the Law, are alaw to themselves, in that they show the
work of the Law written in their hearts, their conscience bearing witness, and their
thoughts alternately accusing or else defending them” ( Rom. 2:14-15, NASB ).

Second, the question assumes innocence on the part of the saved man who hasn't
heard the Gospel. But the Bible tells us that “all have sinned and fall short of the
glory of God” ( Rom. 3:23). In addition, Romans 1:18-20 saysthat God clearly
reveals Himself through natural revelation “so that they are without excuse.” Human
beings are not innocent regarding God' s natural revelation.

Third, if aperson who has not heard the Gospel lives hislife to the best of his
ability he ssmply is doing works for salvation. But salvation is by grace, “For by
grace you have been saved through faith, and that not of yourselves; it is the gift of
God” ( Eph. 2:8). Not in any way, shape, or form can anybody do anything to gain



access into heaven. If there was such away, then the work of Christ on the Cross was
afutile act.

Finally, the Bible saysin essence, “seek and you will find.” That is, those who
seek the light they have through nature, which is not sufficient for salvation, will get
the light they need for salvation. Hebrews 11.6 says, “But without faithit is
impossible to please Him, for he who comes to God must believe that Heis, and that
Heisarewarder of those who diligently seek Him.” Acts 10:35 adds, “But in every
nation whoever fears Him and works righteousness is accepted by Him.” God has
many ways to get the truth about salvation through Christ to those who seek Him. He
can send amissionary ( Acts 10), or aBible ( Ps. 119:130 ), givethem avision ( Dan.
2;7),orsendan angel ( Rev.14). But those who turn their back on the light they
have (through nature) and find themselveslost in darkness, have no one to blame but
themselves. For “men loved darkness rather than light, because their deeds were evil”
(John 3:19).

ROM ANS 1:26 —Does this ver se mean that homosexuals should not be heter osexual
becauseit isunnatural tothem?

PROBLEM: According to some homosexuals, when Paul spoke against what is
“unnatural” in Romans 1:26 , he was not declaring that homosexuality was morally
wrong, but simply that it was unnatural for homosexuals. “Unnatural” isused in a
sociological, not a biological way. So rather than condemning homosexual practices,
it is argued that this passage actually approves of them for homosexuals.

SOLUTION: When the Bible declares that homosexual practices are “against nature” (
Rom. 1:26), it isreferring to biological nature, not sociological nature. First, sex is
defined biologically in Scripture from the very beginning. In Genesis 1, God created
“male and female” and then told them to “be fruitful and increase in number” ( Gen.
1:27-28 , NIv ). Thisreproduction was only possible if He was referring to a
biological male and female.

Second, sexual orientation is understood biologically, not sociologically, when
God sad “for this reason aman will leave his father and mother and be united to his
wife, and they will become one flesh” ( Gen. 2:24 ,Niv ). For only a biological father
and mother can produce children, and the reference to “one