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OD’S people have always
been in the learning busi-
ness. While “fools despise

wisdom and instruction” (Prov-
erbs 1:7), “the heart of the prudent
acquires knowledge, and the ear of
the wise secks knowledge” (Prov-
erbs 18:15). Christians are primar-
ily interested in learning from God,
His Word (Psalm 119), and from
those who imitate Christ (1 Corin-
thians 11:1). However, we can also
learn some valuable lessons from
unbelievers,' including those who
contend an all-powerful, all-know-
ing Creator God does not exist.

#|—ATHEISTS RIGHTLY POINT
OUT HOW UNLOVING AND
COWARDLY CHRISTIANS ARE
WHO DO NOT EVANGELIZE

ENN Jillette is a famous come-
P dian, actor, and entertainer, as

well as a very outspoken athe-
ist. In 2010, he made a five-minute
personal video about a kind gentle-
man who handed him a Bible after
one of his shows. Jillette said: “I
believe he knew that I was an athe-
ist. But he was not defensive and he
looked me right in the eyes.... He

was really kind, and nice, and sane...

and talked to me and then gave me
this Bible.”

Although many (perhaps most)
atheists do not want to be
approached with the Gospel, Jillette

went on to say:

3 Things We Can
Larn From/] theists

I don’t respect people who don’t
proselytize. I don’t respect that
at all. If you believe that there
is a Heaven and a Hell, and
people could be going to Hell or
not getting eternal life or what-
ever, and you think it’s not really
worth telling them this because it
would make it socially awkward...
how much do you have to hate
somebody to not proselytize?
How much do you have to hate
somebody to believe that ever-
lasting life is possible and not tell
them that?’
The fact is, Jillette was simply using
logic in drawing this conclusion: If
Christians believe what they say
they believe about eternal life and
eternal death (Matthew 25:46),
then they will teach the Gospel to
others in a kind, loving, Christlike
manner.*

#12—ATHEISTS CORRECTLY
CALL OUT THE HYPOCRISY OF
PRETEND CHRISTIANITY, BUT THEY
ILLOGICALLY CONCLUDE THAT
PRETEND CHRISTIANITY JUSTIFIES
A REJECTION OF THE REAL THING

NE atheist was reported to
have said a few years ago:
“We hear an awful lot from

conservatives in the Bible Belt and
on the TV about how we all should
be living. Certainly a culture that
teaches the conservative religious
values of the Christian right must
have clean living written all over
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it. And lots of ripe fruit from their
morally superior lives abounding. It
doesn’t. Far from it. People that talk
the loudest may be the ones walk-
ing the slowest. Joining its history
of Biblically correct bigotry and dis-
crimination, it is an area with the
highest divorce, murder, STD/HIV/
AIDS, teen pregnancy,” etc.” The fact
is, many people who call themselves
Christians do not walk in the light
of the Lord, but sadly stroll in the
devil’s darkness.

Consider one example. In 2014,
86% of Alabamians claimed to
be Christians.® In Montgomery,
the state’s capital city of about
200,000 people,” the proverbial
phrase “you’ll find a church on every
corner” rightly portrays this city of
over 250 churches.” Sadly, in 2015,
this “Christian city” was statistically
crowned “the most sexually diseased
city in the nation.”

Indeed, atheists should call out
such blatant hypocrisy on the part
of many “Christians.” In fact, they
are doing what Christian parents,
preachers, and Bible teachers should
be doing continually—warning
those who claim to be Christians
not to live in sin, including any kind
of sexual sin."” No doubt, hypocrisy
runs wild in “Christian America”
today'" in part because (a) so many
churches seem more interested in
social gatherings and entertain-
ment than preaching on sin and
salvation,'? and (b) most churches
appear too politically correct to
address specific sinful situations in
their midst, which only exacerbates
the problems in churches across the
country (cf. 1 Corinthians 5:1-13).

Still, for all the disheartening
hypocrisy among the religious
today, just as a counterfeit $100
bill does not prove that genuine
$100 bills do not exist, counterfeit
Christianity is not a logical reason
to reject authentic Christianity. Nei-
ther Cain’s unacceptable religious
sacrifice nor his murder of Abel



made true worship and service to
God illogical. What’s more, neither
Judas’s thievery nor his betrayal of
Jesus made the religion of Jesus
invalid. God condemns hypocrisy
(Matthew 5:20), but He gives every-
one sufficient evidence to know the
Truth and obey it (John 8:32)—to
follow the evidence where it leads
and to become real, genuine Chris-
tians, like Peter and Paul, Philip and
Phoebe, and Aquila and Priscilla.

#3—ATHEISTS CORRECTLY POINT
OUT THE ILLOGICAL, BLIND FAITH
OF MANY “CHRISTIANS,” BUT THEY
FAILTO ACKNOWLEDGE THAT
ATHEISM (NOT CHRISTIANITY) IS
BASED UPON “BLIND FAITH”

N his book The End of Faith,
Iatheist Sam Harris addressed
beliefs and the importance of

evidence and reason. He was espe-

cially critical of Christians, saying;
Tell a devout Christian that
his wife is cheating on him, or
that frozen yogurt can make a
man invisible, and he is likely
to require as much evidence as
anyone else, and to be persuaded
only to the extent that you give it.
Tell him that the book he keeps
by his bed was written by an
invisible deity who will punish
him with fire for eternity if he
fails to accept its every incred-
ible claim about the universe, and
he seems to require no evidence
whatsoever."”

Sadly, Harris’s words seem to
accurately describe many (perhaps
most) who profess to be Christians.
Rather than being real truth seekers
and evidence followers, many are

“Christians” because of mere feelings,
emotions, preferences, and tradi-
tions. Atheists rightly call out such
illogical, evidence-less faith. “That’s
how I was raised,” or “I just feel it
in my heart” are not real reasons to
be a Christian (or anything else for
that matter). To claim to be a Chris-
tian for irrational, mere feel-good

reasons is unreasonable, unbiblical,
and unChristlike. The fact is, God
has always expected man to be rea-
sonable, just as the prophets, the
apostles, and Jesus were reasonable
(1 Samuel 12:7; John 5:31-47; 10:37-
38; Acts 26:22-25; 2 Peter 1:16).
[For proof that reason and divine
revelation go hand-in-hand, be sure
to read Is Christianity Logical? avail-
able from Apologetics Press."]

While atheists correctly point
out the illogical, blind faith of
many Christians, the truth is, the
evidence actually disproves athe-
ism and supports genuine Chris-
tianity.” If, as the First Law of
Thermodynamics indicates, in
nature, matter and energy are nei-
ther created nor destroyed, then
a Universe could not create itself
from nothing.'* Thus, if naturalis-
tic atheism is true (and at one time
absolutely nothing existed),”” then
there should be absolutely nothing
today. Yet, here we are—an entire
Universe, which is perhaps the great-
est evidence for the existence of God.
Indeed, matter demands a Maker.
The existence of intricate, self-repli-
cating life demands an original life
Giver."* Complex, functional design
in nature demands a Designer, not
an accidental explosion of a tiny ball
of matter.” Intelligence in the mate-
rial realm demands an intelligent
Creator (i.c., intelligence does not
arise from dust, dirt, rocks, water,
or mud, much less from “nothing”).
The Bible’s supernatural attributes
demand a supernatural Author.”
And the historical, miracle-work-
ing, resurrected-from-the-dead Jesus
Christ demands a supernatural
explanation.”!

CONCLUSION

It can be helpful for atheists to
point out any flaws in those who
claim to be Christians. The truthful,
logical criticisms of others combined
with humble hearts can lead to
necessary repentance and renewed
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dedication to our Creator, Savior,
and Judge (Luke 13:3,5; Acts 2:38;
17:30-31). Let’s just be sure not to
“throw the baby out with the bath-
water.” While faithful Christians
are still imperfect (1 John 1:5-10;
5:13), and while phony, hypocritical
Christians have always been with us,
such flaws are in no way a logical
argument against the Flawless One
(1 Peter 2:21-24), His Word, and the
need to be faithful members of His
Church.”* In fact, the evidence will
lead any honest, good-hearted, seek-
ing soul to this conclusion (Proverbs

8:17; Luke 8:4-15).
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Concubines?

Dave Miller, Ph.D.

[EDITOR'S NOTE: The following 4
articles are taken from the newly released
book Hidden Meanings Buried in the
Bible]

NGLISH-SPEAKING peoples
Eunderstand the term “concu-

bine” to refer to an unmarried
sexual partner—a “mistress.” Stan-
dard English dictionaries bear out
this common usage. For example,
Merriam-Webster defines the word
as “a woman with whom a man
cohabits without being married:
such as (a) one having a recog-
nized social status in a household
below that of a wife; (b) mistress.”
The Cambridge Dictionary has: “a
woman who, in some societies, lives
and has sex with a man she is not
married to, and has a lower social
rank than his wife or wives.” There-
fore, the term in current English
usage stresses the fact that a concu-
bine is not married to the man with
whom she is sexually active. In view
of this understanding of the term

“concubine,” one might mistakenly

conclude that God endorsed such
behavior in Bible history. After all,
the Bible informs us that Solomon
had 700 wives and 300 concubines
(1 Kings 11:3).

In contrast, the Bible use of the
term reflects a different meaning. A

“concubine” in antiquity was, in fact,

awife. What distinguished her from
other wives was the fact that she was
of lower birth, sometimes even occu-
pying a slave status. Bible scholars
recognize this fact. For example, the

Theological Wordbook of the Old Tes-
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tament explains the term pilegesh: “A
concubine was a true wife, though
of secondary rank.... Thus, the con-
cubine was not a kept mistress, and
did not cohabit with a man unless
married to him.”! Professor of Ori-
ental Languages, Biblical Archae-
ology and Dogmatics in Vienna,
Johann Jahn, explains: “[A]lthough
this connexion [sic] was in fact a
marriage, and a legitimate one, it
was not, nevertheless, celebrated and
confirmed by the ceremonies [of the
higher ranking wife].”* English clas-
sical scholar Francis Newman noted:
“A concubine, in ancient times, was
only a wife of inferior rank, and the
union was just as permanent as with
a wife.”> M’Clintock and Strong
state that “concubine” “denotes in
the Bible not a paramour, but only a
female conjugally united to a man in
a relation inferior to that of the reg-
ular wife.... Concubinage therefore,
in a scriptural sense, means the state
of cohabiting lawfully with a wife of
second rank.”® Biblical scholar, lin-
guist, and Christian apologist, John
Haley, adds his voice to the same
point: “Moreover, a ‘concubine, in
those days, was not simply a kept
mistress, as the word might now
imply, but was a wife of lower rank,
who was wedded with somewhat
less than the ordinary formalities.”
In a country where social status
and barriers are of minimal con-
cern, it is difficult for us to grasp
the magnitude of the chasm that
existed between classes in ancient
cultures, a chasm that stayed with a



person throughout life regardless of
advancements along the way. Hence,
even if a woman of lower social rank
married a man of higher social rank,
she could still be treated with dis-
respect as “second class”—though
fully a wife.

A good example of the true
nature of concubinage is seen in
the outrageous and gruesome expe-
rience of the Levite during the Dark
Ages of Jewish history in Judges 19.
A resident of the Tribe of Ephraim,
he married a woman from Bethle-
hem of Judah. She is identified as
a “concubine.” Without recounting
the details of the chapter, it is note-
worthy to observe that the Levite
is identified as the “husband” of
the concubine (vs. 3). Her father is
identified as the Levite’s “father-in-
law” (vss. 4,7,9) and the Levite is his

“son-in-law” (vs. 5).

In the case of Solomon, the
meaning of “concubines” is sug-
gested in the very text where they
are mentioned:

But King Solomon loved many
foreign women, as well as the
daughter of Pharaoh: women
of the Moabites, Ammonites,
Edomites, Sidonians, and Hit-
tites—from the nations of
whom the LORD had said to
the children of Israel, “You shall
not intermarry with them, nor
they with you. Surely they will
turn away your hearts after their
gods.” Solomon clung to these in
love. And he had seven hundred
wives, princesses, and three hun-
dred concubines; and his wives
turned away his heart (1 Kings
11:1-3).
Observe three indicators in the text
that aid in understanding the dis-
tinction between wives and concu-
bines. First, we are told that Solomon
loved many “foreign women”—and
the countries of origin for these
women are noted. Solomon is not
specifically condemned for loving
the women—but for marrying
them. Second, the reason for the

prohibition is that such foreign
women would make him receptive
to their false gods. Sure enough, the
text states that “his wives turned
away his heart.” But those who are
specifically mentioned as the foreign
women/wives are the 700 wives and
300 concubines. Why mention the
concubines at all if they were not
participants in the religious subver-
sion of Solomon by his wives?
Third, observe the grammar
of verse 3. In the NKJV, a comma
occurs both before and after the
term “princesses.” The word “prin-
cesses” is describing the word “wives”
in contrast with the “concubines™—
who were not princesses. In other
words, the distinction being made
is not between wives vs. non-wives.
The distinction being drawn is
between wives of noble birth vs.
wives of low birth. Several Eng-
lish translations help to clarify this
factor:
CSB/ESV/GNV/HCSB/MEV:
“He had seven hundred wives
who were princesses and three
hundred who were concubines.”
CEB: “He had seven hundred
royal wives and three hundred
secondary wives.”

CJB: “He had 700 wives, all
princesses, and 300 concubines.”
CEV: “Seven hundred of his
wives were daughters of kings,
but he also married three hun-
dred other women.”
DRA: “And he had seven hun-
dred wives as queens, and three
hundred concubines.”
EHV: “He had seven hundred
wives who held the rank of prin-
cess and three hundred concu-
bines.”
GW/NOG: “He had 700 wives
who were princesses and 300
wives who were concubines.”
ICB/NCV: “He had 700 wives
who were from royal families.
He also had 300 slave women
who gave birth to his children.”
LEB: “He had seven hundred
princesses and three hundred
concubines.”
NET: “He had 700 royal wives
and 300 concubines.”
NIV/NLT: “He had seven hun-
dred wives of royal birth and
three hundred concubines.”
NLV: “He had 700 wives, kings’
daughters, and 300 women who
acted as his wives.”
NRSV: “Among his wives were
seven hundred princesses and
three hundred concubines.”
(cont. on p. 68)
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WYC: “And wives as queens

were seven hundred to him, and

three hundred secondary wives.”
Additional verses where “queens”
and “concubines” are mentioned
together, further implying the dif-
ference being simply one of social
status, not marital status, include
Song of Solomon 6:8-9 and Daniel
5:2-3,23.

Keep in mind that Hebrew had
no technical term for “wife.” The
normal word for “woman” (ishah)
did “double duty” so that only con-
text can determine whether “woman”
or “wife” is being noted. Observe
that it makes perfect sense to under-
stand 1 Kings 11:3 as referring to all
of Solomon’s foreign women. In fact,
the word translated “women” in
verse 1 is the plural form of “woman”
(nishah), forms of which also occur
in verses 3, 4, and 8. The word “con-
cubines” is clearly intended to be
included among the “foreign wives”
who subverted Solomon’s heart.

These facts are further substan-
tiated by an incident in the life of
King David. When his son Absa-
lom mounted a coup to dethrone his
father, he complied with the advice
of his counsellor Ahithophel to pub-
licly defile David’s 10 concubines
(2 Samuel 16:21-22). When David
succeeded in foiling his son’s coup
and returned to Jerusalem, the Bible
says:

Now David came to his house

at Jerusalem. And the king took

the ten women, his concubines
whom he had left to keep the
house, and put them in seclu-
sion and supported them, but

did not go in to them. So they

were shut up to the day of their

death, living in widowhood (2

Samuel 20:3).

By definition, a “widow” is some-
one whose husband is deceased.’
Though the concubines were still
alive, David was treating them as if
their husband (himself) was dead.

Of course, the teaching of the

New Testament, and the accurate

application of Christianity to soci-
ety, results in the elimination of
polygamy and concubinage, as well
as all other objectionable social
institutions that conflict with the
character of Deity. Indeed, “Christi-
anity restores the sacred institution
of marriage to its original charac-
ter, and concubinage is ranked with
fornication and adultery.”” Never-
theless, awareness of the biblical
meaning assigned to the word “con-
cubine” enables the English reader
to understand that Bible characters
who possessed concubines were not
guilty of taking “mistresses,” but
were, in fact, married to them—and
not merely engaging in extra-marital
intimate relations.” In any case, the
Bible does not sanction the practice
of unmarried sexual partners.

ENDNOTES

! Victor Hamilton (1980), “pilegesh,”
Theological Wordbook of the Old Tes-
tament, ed. R. Laird Harris, Gleason
Archer Jr., and Bruce Waltke (Chicago,
IL: Moody Press), 2:724.

2 Johann Jahn (1832), Biblical Archaeol-

JUNE 2021 RsR 41(6):68

0gy (New York: J. Leavitt), p. 165, italics
and brackets in orig.

3 Francis Newman (1853), A4 History of
the Hebrew Monarchy (London: John
Chapman), p. 102, italics in orig.

* John M’Clintock and James Strong
(1968 reprint), Cyclopaedia of Biblical,
Theological, and Ecclesiastical Literature
(Grand Rapids, MI: Baker), 2:459-460.

5 John Haley (1977 reprint), Alleged Dis-
crepancies of the Bible (Grand Rapids,
MI: Baker), p. 295, italics in orig.

¢ L. Kochler, W. Baumgartner, M.E.J.
Richardson, & J.J. Stamm (1994-
2000), The Hebrew and Aramaic
lexicon of the Old Testament (Leiden:
E.J. Brill, electronic ed.), p. 58; Fran-
cis Brown, S.R. Driver, and Charles A.
Briggs (1906), The Brown-Driver-Briggs
Hebrew and English Lexicon (Peabody,
MA: Hendrickson, 2000 reprint), p. 48.

7 M’Clintock and Strong, p. 460.

Another example is seen regarding
Keturah who is said to be Abraham’s
“wife” (Genesis 25:1) as well as his “con-
cubine” (1 Chronicles 1:32) which,
regardless of her rank, was nevertheless

“a regular marriage”— H.C. Leupold

(1950), Exposition of Genesis (Grand
Rapids, MI: Baker), p. 689.




ASED upon the rendering of
BIsaiah 45:7 in the KJV, ASV,

and other translations,' skep-
tics have maintained that God is the
author of evil. The verse reads: “I
form the light, and create darkness:
I make peace, and create evil: I the
LORD do all these things.” But is
God the cause of evil in the world?

In order to answer that ques-
tion, one must first define terms
and, more specifically, ascertain the
meaning behind the original word
from which an English translation is
taken. After all, the current state of
English is such that we use the word
“evil” to refer to spiritual, moral evil,
i.e., sin or wickedness. But is that
the meaning of the Hebrew word
that lies behind the word “evil” in
this verse?

As a matter of fact, the Hebrew
word translated “evil” (rah) has
various shades of meaning. It often
has the meaning of distress, misery,
injury, calamity, and adversity.” For
example, consider its use in Amos
6:3—“Woe to you who put far off
the day of doom” (NKJV). The
NASB has “the day of calamity.”
Jeremiah 42:6 reads in the ESV:
“Whether it is good or bad, we will
obey the voice of the Lord our God.”
The NKJV has: “Whether it is pleas-
ing or displeasing, we will obey the
voice of the LORD our God.” Isaiah
31:2 renders the word “disaster” in
the NKJV: “Yet He also is wise and
will bring disaster.” In Micah 1:12
“good” is contrasted with “disaster.”

Ahab complained to Jehoshaphat
that the prophet Micaiah never
prophesied “good” concerning him,
but only “evil” (1 Kings 22:8,18).
He was referring to the misfor-
tune that came upon himself.’ In
the great admonition that Moses

issued to the younger generation
near the end of his life, he urged:
“See, I have set before you today life
and good, death and evil” (NKJV).
The NASB rightly renders the verse:
“See, I have set before you today life
and prosperity, and death and adver-
sity” (Deuteronomy 30:15). “Good”
and “evil” here refer, not to sin or
moral evil, but to “prosperity” vs.
“adversity.” The previous genera-
tion grumbled against Moses in the
desert: “And why have you made us
come up out of Egypt, to bring us
to this evil place?” (Numbers 20:5).
They did not mean that the desert
was immoral or sinful. They meant
it was a “wretched place” (NASB/
NRSV), a “terrible place” (CJB/ISV/
NIV), a “horrible place” (EHV).
The NKJV renders Job 31:29 as:
“If T have rejoiced at the destruction
of him who hated me, or lifted
myself up when evil found him.”
A clearer rendering is: “If I have
rejoiced at my enemy’s misfortune
or gloated over the trouble that
came to him” (NIV). What did
Jacob mean when he explained to
Pharaoh “few and evil have the days
of the years of my life been” (Genesis
47:9)? He used the word to mean
“poor, not beneficial.”* The CJB
renders it: “they have been few and
difficult.” The NCV has: “short and
filled with trouble.” Many addi-
tional verses manifest similar mean-
ings for 72h that have nothing to do
with sin, moral evil, or wickedness.
One final observation regard-
ing Isaiah 45:7. Based on the way
Hebrew parallelism functions,
the verse itself offers assistance in
defining its use of the word “evil.”
It is placed in antithesis to the word
“peace.” The opposite of “peace” is
not moral evil or wickedness—but
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physical disturbance, trouble, and
adversity. The same is true in verse
11:

“Therefore evil shall come upon

you;

You shall not know from where it

arises.

And trouble shall fall upon you;

You will not be able to put it off.

And desolation shall come upon

you suddenly,

Which you shall not know.”
Hebrew parallelism in this verse
demonstrates that “evil” = “trouble”
= “desolation.”

Returning to verse 7, the NKJV
reflects the parallelism nicely:

“Iform the light and create darkness,

I make peace and create calamity;

I, the LORD, do all these things.”

God is not the author of evil.
Intrinsic evil, by definition, refers
to violations of God’s will, i.e., sin
(1 John 3:4). Sin is committed
when human beings’ exercise their
free will and choose to transgress
God’s laws, thus committing evil.
Humans are the source of evil in the
world—not God.®

ENDNOTES
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NE of the fascinating inci-
dents that occurred while
Jesus hung on the cross is

reported by John:
Therefore, because it was the
Preparation Day, that the bodies
should not remain on the cross
on the Sabbath (for that Sabbath
was a high day), the Jews asked
Pilate that their legs might be
broken, and that they might be
taken away. Then the soldiers
came and broke the legs of the
first and of the other who was
crucified with Him. But when
they came to Jesus and saw that
He was already dead, they did
not break His legs.... For these
things were done that the Scrip-

ture should be fulfilled, “Not

one of His bones shall be

broken” (John 19:31-36).

To account for the Roman soldiers
excluding Jesus from the custom-
ary breaking of the leg bones of
crucifixion victims,' John quotes
the words of David in Psalm 34:19-
20—“Many are the afflictions of
the righteous, but the LORD deliv-
ers him out of them all. He guards
all his bones; not one of them is
broken.”

Despite this plain declaration
regarding the bones of Jesus, in
his directives to the Corinthians
regarding the Lord’s Supper, Paul
explained:

For I received from the Lord that

which I also delivered to you:

that the Lord Jesus on the same
night in which He was betrayed
took bread; and when He had
given thanks, He broke it and
said, “Take, eat; this is My body
which is broken for you; do this
in remembrance of Me” (1 Cor-
inthians 11:23-24).
Notice the tension, if not seemingly
outright contradiction, that is cre-
ated by the word “broken” when
juxtaposed with John’s quotation

Wa es’us"B,@ﬁj?"Broken,’_’é—Or Not?
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of Psalm 34:20 in John 19:36. How
are these disparate remarks to be
reconciled?

This alleged contradiction is
easily dispelled by taking into con-
sideration the transmission of the
New Testament text. “Textual criti-
cism” is the science of ascertaining
the original wording of a text.” Since
we do not have the original auto-
graphs that came from the hands
of the inspired writers, we must
examine the copies that have sur-
vived and “sort out” the differences
between them. This pursuit has
been in progress for centuries and
has, in fact, accomplished its pur-
pose. Abundant evidence exists by
which one can know that the books
of the Bible have been transmitted
accurately through the centuries.
We can be confident that the Bible
has been adequately preserved from
error and continues to serve the pur-
pose God intends for it to serve.

It so happens that the term
“broken” in 1 Corinthians 11:24 is a
“textual variant”—an instance where
manuscripts differ with each other.
Some English translations include
the word, while others do not. For

example, those that keep “broken”
include the KJV, NKJV, GNV, MEV,
NLV, NMB, OJB, WEB, and YLT.
Those that omit the word “broken”
constitute the vast majority of Eng-
lish translations, including the ASV,
ESV, NASB, RSV, NRSV, N1V, and
many others. Why the difference?

Without going into technical
detail, here are several observations
that come from the manuscript evi-
dence. First, while the external evi-
dence for the inclusion of “broken”
is varied and diverse, it is not as
ancient as the evidence for omit-
ting “broken.” Second, generally
speaking, when textual critics pore
over manuscripts and their textual
variants, they ﬁave discovered that
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the shorter reading is typically the
original. The exclusion of “broken”
is the shorter reading. Third, the
have observed that the more difti-
cult reading (i.e., difficult for the
scribe to understand or reconcile)
is generally the original. In this
case, insertion of the word “broken”
could have been due to the scribe’s
tendency to want to clarify, explain,
or make sense of in what way Jesus’
body was “for you.”

Fourth, verbal dissidence exists
between the words “for you” and
“broke” earlier in the same verse, sug-
gesting that a copyist was unduly
influenced by the presence of the
earlier form of the word for “broken.”
We know that not one of Jesus’
bones was broken on the cross—
as forthrightly affirmed by John’s
inspired commentary on the actions
of the Roman soldiers at the cross.
If “broken” was originally included
in Paul’s letter, one must resort to
making sense of the term. Did Paul
intend to refer to the breaking or
tearing of Jesus’ skin? Or was he
merely speaking metaphorically,
using the concept of “broken” in
the sense that Jesus was a broken
man—having experienced extensive
physical and mental torture? These
possibilities—which arguably settle
the issue of an alleged discrepancy—
nevertheless seem unlikely.

Of course, nothing doctrinally
significant is at stake with this
textual variant—which is most
certainly the case with the over-
whelming majority of variants. But
the external and internal manu-
script evidence leans more to the
conclusion that Paul originally
wrote: “This is my body, which is
for you.” No contradiction exists
between the words of John and the
words of Paul.

ENDNOTES

1" For more on this custom, see Dave Miller
(2020), The Bible is From God: A Sam-
pling of Proofs (Montgomery, AL: Apolo-
getics Press), pp. 61ff.

2 See Bruce Metzger (1968), The Text of
the New Testament (New York: Oxford
University Press).



OME have suggested that
Jesus established the Catholic
notion of the papacy and that
He declared that Peter would be
the first pope, since He referred to
Peter as the “rock.” Read carefully
the context:
When Jesus came into the region
of Caesarea Philippi, He asked
His disciples, saying, “Who do
men say that I, the Son of Man,
am?” So they said, “Some say
John the Baptist, some Elijah,
and others Jeremiah or one of
the prophets.” He said to them,
“But who do you say that I am?”
Simon Peter answered and said,
“You are the Christ, the Son of
the living God.” Jesus answered
and said to him, “Blessed are
you, Simon Bar-Jonah, for flesh
and blood has not revealed this
to you, but My Father who is in
heaven. And I also say to you that
you are Peter, and on this rock I
will build My church, and the
gates of Hades shall not prevail
against it. And I will give you the
keys of the kingdom of heaven,
and whatever you bind on earth
will be bound in heaven, and
whatever you loose on earth will
be loosed in heaven” (Matthew

16:13-20).

Did Jesus intend to convey the idea
that the church is built on Peter
or that Peter was the head of the
church?

The word for “Peter” in Greek
is petros (masculine gender) and
means a “stone.”’ In contrast, the
word for “rock” is petra (feminine

Dave Miller, Ph.D.
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gender) and refers to “bedrock or
massive rock formations, rock
as distinguished from stones.” It
is true that, assuming Jesus spoke
Aramaic, the Aramaic word for
both Peter and rock (kepha) are
the same.> However, God did not
inspire the writers of the New Tes-
tament to write His Word in Ara-
maic.* Rather, He inspired them to
write in Greek—and the Greek text
makes a clear distinction between
petra and petros. Interestingly, so
does the Latin Vulgate. Anticipat-
ing confusion, the Holy Spirit could
have easily caused the same word
to be used twice, or He could have
had Matthew simply state that the
Church would be built “on you.”
Contextually, the “rock” upon
which Jesus built His Church was
the truth that Peter had just articu-
lated: “You are the Christ, the Son
of the living God” (Matthew 16:16).
This truth is, indeed, the great ledge-
rock foundation of the Church.
Both Christ's headship over the
Church and His undergirding foun-
dation are stated emphatically in the
New Testament:
And He put all things under His
feet, and gave Him to be head
over all things to the church,
which is His body, the fullness
of Him who fills all in all (Ephe-
sians 1:22-23).
And He is the head of the body,
the church, who is the beginning,
the firstborn from the dead, that
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in all things He may have the
preeminence (Colossians 1:18).
For no other foundation can
anyone lay than that which is
laid, which is Jesus Christ (1
Corinthians 3:11; cf. Ephesians
2:20).
In fact, Peter Himself forthrightly
declared Jesus to be the “living
stone” (lithos—1 Peter 2:4). He
then applied Isaiah 28:16 and
Psalm 118:22 to Jesus as the “chief
cornerstone” (1 Peter 2:6-7). And
he also quoted Isaiah 8:14 and
applied it to Jesus as well, indicat-
ing Him to be “A stone of stumbling
and a rock of offense” (vs. 8). The
Hebrew synonymous parallelism
makes “stone” (from /ithos) and
“rock” (from petra) the same. Peter
is clearly not the perra of Matthew
16:18. Rather, Jesus is—specifically,
that He is the Christ, the Son of

God.
ENDNOTES
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(Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press),
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£» BIBLE TIMELINE

For several years, Apologetics Press has desired
to produce a Bible timeline that would enable stu-
dents of the Word to get a sense of biblical chronol-
ogy and its correlational relationship with world
history. Finally, this intention has become a reality.
The result is monumental—composed of three
247x 36” posters that, when joined together, create
a24”x 94.5” biblical and historical timeline which
spans from Genesis 1:1 to the present day.

Designed as a visual aid for teachers, parents,
and personal evangelists, the AP Bible Timeline
helps students place key Bible, Church, and his-
torical events and individuals in their place in
history, visually making the Bible come alive for
visual learners. Here are some beneficial features
of the timeline:

e One may see God’s scheme of redemption
unfolded from the Garden to Christ through
the three dispensations of Bible history.

The prophets and Israelite kings are situated
in their proper places in history relative to key
kings in secular history.

The rise of denominationalism is depicted as
it has unfolded over the centuries through the
creation of many new churches that are distinct
from the Church that Jesus Himself launched
in Acts 2.

This visually stunning product is perfect for
church classrooms and hallways. Students will
be impressed by the fact that God revealed His
religion and will for humans in history, in time.
Indeed, God’s providential presence is woven into
the very fabric of world history.
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