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Introduction

	No matter how much I might wish that I could ... climb up the blank blue dome of the sky and with a steel knife claw a rent in the top in order to poke my head through and gaze in wonder at all the divine mysteries, such is not possible.1

	The religious scene in the 21st Century is perhaps more complex, diverse and volatile than during any other period in the history of mankind. Compared to the situation 100 years ago, Christianity has proportionally decreased from 35 to 31 percent of the world’s population, Islam has increased roughly from 13 to 24 percent and Agnosticism2 has increased quite exponentially from 0.2 to 9.8 percent, to mention just a few of the major shifts that have taken place over the past century. 

	In our time there is a renewed thrust to shake off the errors and unscriptural baggage of the past, returning to the earliest and purest form of interpreting and understanding Scriptures. This modern-day drive shows up regularly within the broad category of Christianity, including the more recent developments and sub-divisions going under designations like Messianic, Hebrew Roots, Torah Observant, Nazarene, etcetera. Believing like the earliest disciples of the Messiah believed, is what many people are looking for – living in a way similar to the pattern that emerges form the Biblical writings. 

	The complexity of the religious scene within the category known as Christianity, may at least partly be ascribed to the renewed thrust to distinguish between the right or proper form of belief and false belief. Over the centuries this fluctuation between right belief and false belief has almost consistently been described in terms of orthodoxy, from the Greek word orthodoxía, meaning right opinion, and heterodoxy, from the Greek word heterodoxia, meaning the other opinion. Heterodoxy refers to those opinions or doctrines that do not agree with the official or orthodox position and that are sometimes plainly branded as heresy. The situation may be slightly different today, but traditionally the word orthodox did not refer to a certain Church group or to the age or antiquity of a certain belief system or to the type of clothing worn by the clergy or to a specific shape of the cross or to the architecture of the Church building or to the kind of hymns and music used during Church services. No, it referred first and foremost to an assessment of the correctness of the beliefs and the doctrines of a person or a group. Did those beliefs and doctrines agree with the official or orthodox position, or not? If the answer was yes, then this view would be regarded as orthodox. If the answer was no, in other words, if this person or group tended to deviate in their beliefs and articulations and writings, from the orthodox view regarding specific matters, then they would have received the unfavourable tag of being heterodox and heretical. No doubt, times have changed, but even in this modern age of ours, in which freedom of expression is the name of the game, it is not unusual for some groups to be tagged with labels like heterodox or heretical. 

	Who are the referees?

	A good referee is worth his weight in gold, but it would be easier to find the gold than the capable referee.3

	The question, of course, is: Who are the referees and what are the criteria to determine whether someone is orthodox or not? This is where things become a little bit hazy and out of focus. Up until the Reformation of the 16th Century, matters were relatively simple. The orthodox position was the position of the official church. The sources of orthodoxy were the synods and the councils, the canons and the decrees and the confessions of the official Roman Catholic Church. And the referees were the officials of this Church – the priests, bishops, archbishops and the Pope. Of course, there were also disagreement and disparity within the Catholic church. Sometimes one synod took a position that was different from another. Sometimes the Church of the East took a different stance than the Church of the West. Sometimes the official Church changed its doctrinal view on a certain matter and thereby moved the bar of orthodoxy upwards or downwards, and often sideways, elaborating even more upon concepts that were already hard to understand. Church members were left with no choice. They simple had to adapt, or else be branded as heterodox, with the resultant risk of being excommunicated or even executed for maintaining a theological position contrary to that of the Mother church. The official Church and her councils would usually point to the Bible as their source and starting point – even if two or three ways of interpreting the Bible on that particular issue were possible and even if the official view of the Church regarding this issue was at some time changed from one viewpoint to another. For this reason, well-known scholars like Walter Bauer and Bart Ehrman have maintained the view, not without good reason, that the very notion of orthodoxy was not always true to the convictions of Y’shua and the first Christians and that there is even reason to believe that the scribes who were responsible for the reproduction of the earliest New Testament manuscripts, modified their manuscripts to make them more patently orthodox.4

	A change in landscape

	It is an error to conceive of a system or a Church as something that will keep itself in good order.5

	The Protestant Reformation of the 16th century introduced a whole new scenario with regards to the understanding of the concept of orthodoxy. From the 16th century onwards, orthodoxy could no longer be established by looking at the Roman Catholic Church only. The reformation had a domino effect and was a wake-up call for many who had gradually become content to simply go with the flow of the Romish Church environment. Also, and quite understandably so, the reformation was not simply a singular event. It was greeted with different responses and took on different shapes in the various districts and countries that were influenced by its major movements and events. And very soon the entire landscape of the Church began to change. There were added ideas and doctrines; certain corrections to the newly formulated reformed principles were put on the table and some of the educated people felt a sudden urge to let their voices be heard during such a pivotal time in the history of the church. There were those who reckoned that the reformation had not gone far enough, while others were trying to call everyone to order and apply the brakes to a process that they thought would end up in chaos. New movements, new churches and new sects came into being and the label of heresy was dished out even more lavishly than before. And against this background the concept of orthodoxy was once again extended and redefined. As someone has once said, orthodoxy is relative, intimately tied to heresy, and appears most clearly only when heresies are defined by their opponents.6

	A different approach

	A new and different approach ... may shake up the more traditional positions of New Testament scholarship.7

	With this book I would like to say what I have to say as simply, clearly and straightforwardly as possible, making this as widely accessible as possible. There are, however, a few bothersome obstructions in the way, before such an objective may be achieved. I sincerely hope that these obstacles will not take away anything from the essential content of this book and that the ones who dare to read this book will at least be challenged in their own thoughts and convictions – not only with regards to the understanding of Biblical Scriptures and matters of belief, but also with regards to evaluating the people, institutions, traditions and foundations that have helped shaping these sort of beliefs, within all of us. 

	As for the obstacles, firstly, in order to make this writing accessible to as many readers as possible, I did not have the luxury of expressing myself in my preferred language, Afrikaans. I am hoping that the purists and the seasoned readers of English literature who will no doubt notice the hints of the Afrikaans style, hidden between the lines of this text, will be able to look beyond this barrier and still follow the gist of what will be presented here. 

	Secondly, it is one thing to try to express oneself in the sort of language that everyone can understand, but quite another thing when the matter under discussion becomes extremely complex and abstract in nature. I am quite certain that this will not be the case with the greater portion of this book, but there are a few chapters and sub-divisions covering subject-matter that will indeed be complex and abstract in nature – for reasons over which I have very little control. In these cases, I have tried my very best to keep it relatively simple and to the point. 

	Thirdly, with regards to the format of this book, I have come to realize that what is needed is not just another book or a collection of essays reflecting the narrow-minded views of one author only, but rather an investigation and evaluation of selected writings, covering the subject of true Scriptural belief as comprehensively as possible. In this effort I am trying, as it were, to poke my head through the many inflexible and untouchable layers of so-called orthodox religion in order to see more clearly and evaluate more objectively. The end-result is something that may look like an academic dissertation but, hopefully, will turn out to be an eye-opening experience and a motivation to rekindle one’s own gaze into more and more of what Annie Dillard has called the divine mysteries out there. 

	Fourthly, still sticking with Annie Dillard’s idea of poking out one’s head in the hope of seeing and understanding a little bit better, not only is it impossible to gaze into ALL the divine mysteries, it is equally impossible to acquire full knowledge of even ONE of the divine mysteries. I have seen and experienced enough to be aware of my own limited understanding in any of the matters that will be touched upon in this book. I can only acknowledge with sadness the arrogance and boldness of some men and women who seem to have found all the answers – who even seem to have found a way of knowing the inexplicable depths of the works and words of the Almighty. It may come as a disappointment to many readers, but this book is not about pointing out all the wrongs, painting all the truths and providing all the answers. At most, it is an effort to promote more honesty, and more urgency, when it comes to the search for proper, Scripture-based belief. John Locke will always be remembered for his substantial contribution to the improvement of philosophy, religious thought and natural knowledge, including mathematics, engineering science, and medical science. He once said, All the light that we can let in upon our minds, will not only be very pleasant, but will also bring us great advantage, in directing our thoughts in the search of other things8.

	The terminology used in this book to refer to the Almighty and to his Son, needs to be explained at the outset. In an effort to encourage a return to the way the patriarchs (like Abraham, Isaac and Jacob), Moses, the Hebrew prophets like Isaiah, Jeremiah and Ezekiel, and the people of Israel, in general, addressed and spoke about the Almighty, this book will consistently use the name Yahweh and the title Elohim when referring to the Creator, except in cases where the exact words of a citation include different names and titles for the Almighty.9 In addition, acknowledging the fact that the one who, in the words of Luke 2:11, was born in the city of David as Saviour, Messiah and Master, was in fact a Jew, lived a Jewish lifestyle, practiced the Jewish belief and communicated in the Hebrew and closely related Aramaic language of his people,10 this book will use the same name by which this Rabbi from Galilea was generally known among his fellow countrymen, the name Y’shua – pronounced as Yeshua.11 We prefer to write this name with an apostrophe to indicate the fact that the pronunciation, Yeshua, was a later and shortened form of Yehoshua or, possibly, Yahushua, as may clearly be seen by comparing certain Old Testament texts with one another.12 Once again, in cases where external resources are quoted, the names and designations used in these formulations, will be used without changing any of these, acknowledging the fact that not everyone shares the same sentiment with regards to the proper use of names. 

	The reader will find that many works and authors are cited throughout this book – some of them more academically orientated than others. It will also be noticed that not all the works cited in this book are from an orthodox or classically Christian background. I have allowed myself to be guided by the question: Which is better – a half-truth coming from an orthodox source or an obvious truth spoken from an unorthodox perspective? To illustrate the legitimacy of such an approach, one may use the controversial Robert Green Ingersoll, who lived in the latter part of the 1800’s, as a case in point. Ingersoll was known for his provocative viewpoints and was even given the nickname of The Great Agnostic.13 Personally, I would not agree with many of the things that Ingersoll had said and written throughout his lifetime. But his writings revealed those rare qualities of clarity of thought and excellence of speech, that cannot be ignored. I have yet to find a more thought-provoking description of the difficulties of being an honest interpreter of Scriptures in a main line church, than Ingersoll’s portrayal in this lecture called Individuality14: 

	Not one of the orthodox ministers dare preach what he thinks if he knows a majority of his congregation think otherwise. He knows that every member of his Church stands guard over his brain with a creed, like a club, in his hand. He knows that he is not expected to search after the truth, but that he is employed to defend the creed. Every pulpit is a pillory15, in which stands a hired culprit, defending the justice of his own imprisonment.

	




Chapter 1

	On a Personal note: The Beginning of the Journey

	A journey of a thousand leagues must begin with a first step.16

	I started asking questions about what Paul was calling the reasoning of belief and the good doctrine17 when I enrolled for my theological studies at the University of Stellenbosch, in the year 1979. At that time, I did not think that those questions were serious enough to call it quits and pursue another career. I was driven. I had a good bit of unwavering, youthful optimism on my side. I felt a strong calling to make a difference and help change the world for the good. Some years before that, when I was still a teenager, I had a very real conversion experience, soon to be followed by a growing certainty within myself that fulltime ministry was what I wanted to do, more than anything else. So, after school and two years of military service, I started my studies: three years of study for the Bachelor of Arts degree, another three years for the Bachelor of Theology degree, one year for the Licentiate Diploma in Theology and two more years before acquiring a Master’s degree in Theology in 1988, shortly after the birth of Hubré, our firstborn daughter. 

	The questions about the good doctrine kept on popping up every now and then. A man I respected unreservedly as a trusted mentor, spoke to me shortly after I had commenced with my studies. While you are at Stellenbosch, he said, you should take the responsibility of improving your knowledge of Scriptures upon yourself – the theological seminary is not going to do that for you. At the time, I had no idea what he was talking about. Wasn’t that the very reason why I had enrolled for theological studies at one of South Africa’s most famous theological seminaries? What this man had told me, however, turned out to be right on the spot. I learned to read and understand the original languages behind the Biblical Scriptures. I loved the study of these ancient languages and thrived in an environment of Biblical scholarship and research. But in the process, I was slowly but surely stripped of the certainties and convictions that had inspired me to sign up for theological studies in the first place. Instead of acquiring a deeper knowledge of Scriptures, I started to develop a critical outlook on Scriptures. As students we were exposed to a great variety of approaches to Scriptural understanding, introduced into the complexities of the historical-critical method18 of interpreting Scriptures and brainwashed to trust established doctrines, more than the directives of our own reason and plain, common sense. 

	I felt stuck and frustrated, almost mortified by the prospect of becoming hopelessly trapped in someone else’s story, to borrow the words of Lionel Shriver.19 In my case, the someone else’s story was much more than just a story. It was an impenetrable fortress, with age-old, gigantic, unbendable structures of theological thinking – some parts of which were very far removed from the Bible that I came to love and revere. I went to Stellenbosch looking for enlightment, understanding, plain truth and confirmation. What I found, instead, was various shades of light, a new definition of understanding, contrasting layers of truth and almost a complete overhaul of what I had previously held as my spiritual heritage. It was not the sort of equipment for ministry that I had hoped for. Was it all bad? No, it wasn’t. My horizons were widened and deepened. I became experienced in the pitfalls of theology and belief. I discovered that the Biblical Scriptures did not descend from heaven as a complete package and neither did it become established and accepted in this world, untouched and unrelated to the histories, societies and philosophies of this world. But more importantly than anything else: I realized the absolute truth of what my trusted mentor had warned me about when I was about to start my studies: Indeed, the responsibility was mine, and mine only. Nobody else was going to take care of my walk with the Almighty.

	Early ministry

	Blessed is he who has found his work; let him ask no other blessedness.20

	The period of more than a decade as minister of the Dutch Reformed Church in South Africa was a personal melting pot of mixed sentiments and emotions, including excitement, optimism, frustration and disappointment. On the one hand, excitement and optimism, because at last I was going to put into practice what I had been looking forward to, for such a long time, and what I had started preparing for, with so much enthusiasm and keen anticipation, nine years earlier. On the other hand, frustration and disappointment, because life as a pastor, teacher, minister, motivator, counsellor, contest referee, youth facilitator, human resources manager and administrator of a congregation of more than 1000 members was quite a bit more than a walk in the park. Between the extremes of excitement and disappointment there were many rewarding and soul-warming experiences, make no mistake. But the same kind of gaps, strongholds, and Scriptural issues that I had bumped into so regularly at university level, were present at this level, too. I am usually the first one to tell people that they should never blame family, friends, colleagues or circumstances for feelings of unfulfillment and disillusionment. I soon realized that there was no one to blame for those times when an almost suffocating haziness crept into my ministry. My circumstances and surroundings, including the attitudes and levels of maturity of the members of the congregation where I served, were way better than any of the other congregations that I knew of. I was privileged to be surrounded by people of quality and integrity. As a family we enjoyed only the highest level of loyalty, respect and co-operation from our parish members. My frustration had nothing to do with people. It was the sort of frustration that Soren Kierkegaard referred to when he said, I feel as if I were a piece in a game of chess, when my opponent says of it: That piece cannot be moved.21

	Despite these contrasting sentiments with regards to ministry in one of the mainline churches in South Africa, I never felt that it was worthless or a waste of time. I never lost that something that people may label as a sense of calling – a strong feeling of responsibility for the people under my spiritual care. I always felt that renewal, spiritual breakthrough and even wide-scale revival was just around the corner, as long as I remained grounded in Scriptures, true to myself and diligent in the task entrusted to me. There were glimpses of renewal and revival every now and then throughout the duration of my involvement with the Church and a few of these are worth mentioning here. There were also a few occasions when certain people approached me to share a revelation, or a prophesy or a dream or a vision that they supposedly experienced or received, with the clear intention of convincing me to adopt their acquired insights into the ministry, so that they may also be able to reap the benefits of such a change. When I tested these so-called revelations by looking at the bigger picture and comparing them with related Scriptures and Scriptural practice, I found, more than 90 percent of the times, that they were not to be trusted at all. 

	Four unusual episodes

	A dream can change a person's direction or it can keep you on the same course.22

	Personally, I am not much of a visions person or a dreamer. I hardly ever remember the content of any of my dreams and on those rare occasions that I do remember, my dreams seem to be incoherent and unrelated to anything connected to my immediate circumstances. I always knew that certain dreams and visions could really be important. If this was not the case, what would we do with Joseph’s dreams, Ezekiel’s vision of the dry bones, Daniel’s dreams and visions of future kingdoms and the revelation John received on the island of Patmos? So, I never completely disregarded the significance of dreams and visions. But I remained a skeptic. Until it happened to me. Not once, but at least four times in a period of two years! The first time was in the year 1997. During those days I got into the habit of setting aside some time for Scripture study and prayer during the night or early morning hours, when I was certain there would be no interruptions or disturbances. The first of the four episodes was quite an extraordinary combination of one of these late-night quiet time sessions and a dream that someone else, a friend of our family whom I knew well and trusted, told me about the next day. During that particular night I was reading from the first chapter of Haggai and I remember up till this very day the immense impact of the double-edged question in Haggai 1:4, Is it time for you yourselves to dwell in your paneled houses, and this House (of mine) be in ruins? I knew that this question was not only aimed at Haggai the prophet, it was also aimed at me! How did I know that? Because what followed next in the passage was a most accurate characterization of my own life at that stage, condensed in a nutshell: And now, thus said Yahweh of hosts, Consider your ways! You have sown much, but brought in little; you eat, but do not have enough; you drink, but you are not filled; you clothe yourselves, but no one is warm; and he who earns wages, earns wages to put into a bag with holes (Haggai 1:5-6).

	What happened the next day was the best part of this episode. I received a call from our family friend. She told me that she had a dream and that I was in that dream. Before she went to sleep, she was paging through Scriptures, not focusing on one specific passage. She got tired, put her Bible next to her bed and soon fell asleep. Then she had this dream in which she clearly saw me purposefully carrying logs of wood down a mountain, as if I were going to put up a building, somewhere at the foot of the mountain. She awoke and took her Bible, which she had left open next to her bed and started reading the text right in front of her eyes: Thus said Yahweh of hosts, Consider your ways! Go up to the mountain, and you shall bring wood and build the House. And I will be pleased with it, and I will be esteemed, said Yahweh (Haggai 1:7-8). When I told her that I had read the exact same chapter the previous night and, more precisely, the six verses preceding the two verses that accompanied her dream, and that both Haggai 1:5-6 and Haggai 1:7-8 started with the words, Thus said Yahweh of hosts, Consider your ways..., both of us knew without a doubt that this was no coincidence and that Someone called Yahweh of hosts23 was indeed challenging us (or challenging me!) to consider our ways and start focusing on his ways! 

	The second episode was later that year during an international missions conference in Pretoria. Our Church was very much involved in local and world-wide missions and I was delegated to go to the conference, attended by thousands of representatives of various churches and organizations and several world-renowned speakers. I thoroughly enjoyed the talks about staggering statistics at the workshops, the testimonies of missionaries from all over the world and the motivational sermons of men and women with hands-on experience of what was really happening globally, as far as missions and evangelization were concerned. Surrounded by the buzz and excitement, I did not pay much attention to the nagging feeling, throughout the entire duration of the conference, that I wasn’t there for the missions – I just had to be there, at that particular time and place, for a different reason altogether. Towards the end of the conference I went back to my host and my bedroom one evening, after the proceedings of that particular day. I was quite exhausted and fell asleep, almost immediately. Having slept for an hour or two, I was awakened with two very distinct and overwhelming sensations. On the one hand, I sensed something like an unmeasurable mass of water, plunging down continuously into another body of water, with an ear deafening sound, unlike anything I had ever experienced before. On the other hand, I experienced a vivid sensation of a thick beam of bright, white light, extending from the heaven to the earth, all-encompassing, untouchable and endlessly more exquisite than anything I could think of, within my own limited frame of reference. 

	I was wide awake. I instinctively got out of the bed and lied prostrate on the floor. The room was filled with a Presence that I have never sensed in my entire life. There was no sound of a voice, just the slightest awareness of these words: Just you wait – you will see the light and drink of the water. I cannot say that I knew the meaning of this experience, at the time, but I knew that this vision, this twofold sensation, or whatsoever one is supposed to call an experience like this, was something out of the ordinary – an encounter to be treasured for the rest of my life. The next day I was hesitant to share my experience with others – I wasn’t sure if people would understand or believe the words of a human being trying to describe something so sublime, so delightful, so out of this world! But in my innermost being I was encouraged and quietly confident that, in time, the true significance of my experience would come to light. 

	The third episode took place a few months later, in the early months of 1998. One night I had one of those very rare and very vivid dreams in which one of my university acquaintances came to me and said that something very significantly was going to happen in Fish Hoek. Afterwards I remembered some of the details of this conversation and two words stood out very distinctly: The word Revival and the word Tuesday. The next day I told my wife, Hannelie, about the dream. Knowing me, she also felt that the dream may have had some kind of significance. I couldn’t figure it out. Over an extended period, long before that time, a colleague of mine and I had engaged in endless discussions about the spiritual well-being of the Church in general. Very much like myself, he also felt that on the surface everything was looking fine but deep down in the core, where it mattered most, something was desperately wrong with the Church and some kind of miracle or supernatural intervention was needed to bring true restoration and revival. 

	After my dream, featuring the two words Revival and Tuesday, I became extremely optimistic that something very meaningful was about to happen. When I think about it now, it sounds almost ridiculous, but I literally started searching for signs and clues around me that may have been revival-related – especially on Tuesdays! Despite my watchfulness and my intensive probe lasting for several months, I could not find a single clue pointing to any kind of revival that I could think of. The simple truth was, I didn’t know what to look for! Subconsciously, I continuously tried to connect the Haggai and the Pretoria episodes with the more recent Revival dream, but nothing came up. Not even a hint. Someone once said, A philosopher is a blind man in a dark room looking for a black cat that isn’t there.24 I am no philosopher, but I certainly felt like a blind man searching for something that wasn’t there. So, I gave up looking for something, reminding myself of the words Just you wait – you will see the light and drink of the water. I soon realized that the crucial aspect here, was the waiting part.

	Truth in the inward parts

	All of us go through times when our inward self is not consistent with the affirmations of our mind.25

	The fourth episode would change my life and the lives of my wife and our three children in a way that I could never have imagined. It was in the winter time of 1998 and despite the cold, or maybe it was because of the cold, I could not sleep one night and, as I would do up to this very day, I got up and went to my study to spend my sleepless hours in a meaningful way. At some stage during that night I started reading from Psalms 50. I got stuck at the words of verses 16 and 17: But to the wicked Elohim said, ‘What right have you to recite my laws, or take my covenant in your mouth, while you hated instruction and cast My Words behind you?’ I was immediately puzzled when I read this. Did these words refer to Israel or to the heathen nations? Who were the ones who cast the words of the Almighty behind them? Believers or unbelievers? Surely the references to my covenant and my words signify that they were supposed to be believers. But the tragic thing is that these believers disregarded and neglected the wonderful treasure that they had received out of Yahweh’s hand and were consequently branded as wicked. I started thinking about my own unspoken and constant concern, ever since my studies at Stellenbosch, about the tendency in the Church to put more emphasis on doctrine than the actual words of Yahweh. Who are the real wicked ones today? Those who openly reject the Creator’s words and transgress his commandments, or those who surround themselves with churchy people and sweet-sounding concepts like covenant and obedience and spirit-filled and the will of God, but in the meantime they are casting the actual words of Yahweh behind them? 

	I continued reading up to Psalms 51, verse 7 and during the early hours of that day in July 1998, I saw a clear pattern and a consistent theme within the first seven verses of Psalms 51: Show favour to me, O Elohim ... Blot out my transgressions ... Wash me completely from my guilt, and cleanse me from my sin ... I know my transgressions ... Against You alone, have I sinned ... You have desired truth in the inward parts ... Cleanse me with hyssop ... Wash me, and I will be whiter than snow. The link here with the preceding Psalms 50 was the phrase, You have desired truth in the inwards parts. When a group of people had gained access to the true words of Yahweh and it is afterwards said of them that they hated instruction (50:17); joined up with thieves and adulterers (50:18); framed deceit with their tongues (50:19) and kept silent about it (50:21), then they no longer desire truth in the inward parts. In fact, by their rebellion they demonstrated that they deserved to be called sinners and outlaws and to be branded with the label of wicked ones. That night, as I proceeded reading from the latter part of Psalms 50 to the first part of Psalms 51, my silent prayer was an echo of this verse about truth in the inward parts. Let me come closer to truth, because if what comes out of my inward parts is not truth, what else do I have to offer to others?

	At that moment I felt like a partner in crime to David who wrote Psalms 51 after his terrible sin involving Bathsheba and her husband Uriah. I knew my own transgressions, like David had known his, and I wanted Yahweh to blot out the lack of truth in the inward parts and cleanse me – yes, I wanted Him to wash me, so that I could become whiter than snow. I began thinking about the universally acknowledged symbol of washing and cleansing in the church, the symbol of baptism. How many times have I not spoken to people about this topic, over the years since the start of my ministry? How many times have I taken a little baby in my arms, including my own three children, collecting a few drops of water from a little stainless steel bowl next to me and gently releasing the droplets on the head of the child, declaring in the presence of all those witnesses, I baptize you in the name of the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit? How many times have I tried to explain to parents why it was necessary for their infants to be baptized or sprinkled with water, in a manner such as this? And every single time, I did so with a creepy feeling in my inward parts that I was giving them doctrine, not necessarily the truth. All of this while Yahweh was saying that He desired truth in the inward parts. 

	Normally I am not an emotional type of person at all but by this time my tears were flowing freely. My heart was pierced with this unexpected challenge of truth. I felt unmeasurable guilt for being an accomplice in promoting doctrine and orthodoxy, instead of truth. It was still dark outside and there was enough time to dig a little bit deeper. Knowing that the symbol of baptism was not explicitly taught in the Old Testament, I decided to look at the New Testament and search for verses containing both the concepts of sin/transgression and baptism. It took me a while but in the end I found five of these verses: Matthew 3:6; Mark 1:5; Luke 3:3; Acts 2:38 and Acts 22:16. The first three verses were parallel descriptions of the same event and was basically telling the readers that the people of the area of Judea had come in their numbers to John the Baptist to be baptized of him in the river of Jordan, confessing their sins. I noticed the clear connection here between being baptized and confessing one’s sins. At these baptisms that took place in the river of Jordan there were no stainless-steel bowls, and no sprinkling, it seemed. In the fourth verse, Acts 2:38, I read these words, Then Peter said unto them, Repent, and be baptized every one of you in the name of Y’shua the Messiah, for the remission of sins, and ye shall receive the gift of the Set-apart Spirit. I noticed the connection here between baptism and the remission of sins – in other words: deliverance and forgiveness. So, putting the first three verses next to this one, it seemed that the two aspects of confession and deliverance were presented as two sides of the same coin and that neither of the two was supposed to be left out, for the symbolism of baptism to be complete.26

	When I read the words of Acts 22:16, the last of the five verses, it came as a big surprise: And now, why do you delay? Rise up, be baptized, and wash away your sins, calling on the name of the Master. The reason why I was so amazed to find this verse among the five verses on baptism and the removal of sins, is because I recognized the verse as the exact same one that motivated me to engage in a career of full time ministry, when I was still a high school teenager! I remembered listening to a radio sermon in which the preacher used this verse as the central text for his sermon, trying to make the point that if you were planning to do a good thing but kept on postponing it, this text was meant for you: And now, why do you delay ...? Stop delaying and stalling your good intentions. Just do it! And on that day, despite my youth and inexperience in the Word, I made the decision to stop postponing that which I had been contemplating for quite some time. I decided there and then to start my preparations for enrollment at the theological faculty of the University of Stellenbosch, without any further delay. During this night of July 1998, a full quarter of a century after I had made the decision to enroll for theological studies, I realized with a sense of irony that, 25 years before, I had completely misread and misunderstood this powerful verse from the Book of Acts. The kind of delay that Acts 22:16 was warning against, was not any kind of delay. It wasn’t even a warning against the delay in deciding to become a minister of a church. It was a warning against the delay in getting baptized at that moment when you have come to believe in Y’shua as the promised Messiah. I did not get baptized back then, because it was not the policy of my church. I had to admit to myself that the Church of which I was both a member and a minister, in this regard at least, was not true to the Word of Yahweh – and that I was simply following suit, like a blind person being led by the blind. 

	Having studied the two Psalms, 50 and 51, together with those 5 verses in the New Testament, I was overwhelmed with feelings of remorse, disillusionment and betrayal. I knew that I had no choice. Truth is like the sun - you can shut it out for a time, but it ain’t going away27. I only heard these words many years later, but they were certainly applicable to what happened to me that night. The experience of that night was undoubtedly a critical moment in my life – not only with regards to the issue of baptism, but also in the wider context of who I wanted to be as a person. I was not going to ignore the principle of truth in the inward parts any longer. 

	The land of Israel

	The history of Israel will always embody an element of mystery much more than any other history.28

	The next day I shared my experience with Hannelie. Together, we decided to get baptized in the Jordan river during a tour of Israel that was already in the pipeline for September that year. We both knew that the consequences of such an undertaking had the potential of changing our entire lives. Over the following three months we shared our secret with a handful of carefully selected friends and family members. We didn’t want to put the cat among the pigeons and make a public announcement. Not yet. But I had no intention of keeping this a secret any longer than what was necessary. With my newly adopted motto of truth in the inward parts as guideline, I was determined to put all my cards on the table at the appropriate time and to encourage the entire congregation to take my hands in breaking down the stigmatic barriers of silence and confusion surrounding the aspect of baptism in the Dutch Reformed Church of South Africa. 

	The tour to Israel was a memorable experience – not only because my wife and I, together with something like ten other members of the tour group, got baptized in the Jordan river, but also, quite simply, because it is impossible to visit the Land of Israel and return back to one’s home country completely unchanged! During each of the subsequent tours to Israel that I have undertaken since that first one in September of 1998, I have asked myself the question, Why is it that every time I set foot in this land – in the midst of all the tension, political strife, a security situation that is far from favourable, and a level of global criticism that has reached ridiculous and irrational proportions – it feels as though it is the one place on earth, barring my own country, where I truly belong and where my heart finds peace and fulfilment? Is it not ironical that the entire world today is split into two very distinct and opposing alignments – those who sympathize and align themselves with Israel and those who constantly criticize and resent Israel? 

	A different kind of judgement day

	The true enemies are tolerated and we are persecuted. They are at ease and we are in trouble. They are living under the shelter ... we are counted as aliens.29

	Back in South Africa, around the beginning of October 1998, there was no time to take a breather. I had to face the members of my congregation, as much as I had to face the reality that I had set my foot on a path that was different from the official stance of my church. On the very first Sunday after our return from Israel I shared my testimony with the members of the congregation and, separately, with the members of the Church council. Some of the hearers were unable to hide their shock and bewilderment. The majority, however, was pleased with what they had heard and even deeply touched by it. The Church council was extremely supportive and decided right away that they were going to start a study project on the issue of baptism. All in all, after that day, I felt that the outcry of my heart was sufficiently heard and that, at the very least, people were going to think about baptism and about truth. 

	The first, real shockwaves came a couple of days later. I received a telephone call from a colleague of a neighbouring congregation, asking if he, together with two other members of the local Dutch Reformed Circuit30, could meet up with me for a short meeting. The meeting was short and (not so) sweet. I was asked to confirm if I had been baptized in Israel. I said, Yes, I was. Then I was asked if I would be prepared to continue with all my duties as minister of the Dutch Reformed Church in South Africa, including the duty of teaching and executing the sprinkling of infants, officially known as the baptism of children of the covenant. I said, I will perform all my duties except for the one singled out. I will leave that for my colleagues to whom it is not a matter of conscience, like it is for me. They thanked me for my honesty and notified me officially that the Circuit was barring me in all my activities and duties as minister of the congregation, with immediate effect. Furthermore, they informed me that a combined meeting of the Circuit, the Church council and the entire congregation was to be scheduled for a Sunday morning early in December of that year. At that meeting my future as a minister of the Dutch Reformed Church would be decided. I remember that when those three polite colleagues of mine left, I was in a state of complete shock. I knew beforehand that this could happen, but I was at the very least hoping for a process of dialogue and mutual interaction. I expected opposition, some kind of authoritative reprimand, but not this soon, not this severe, and not in a manner as unceremoniously as what I had experienced, right there. 

	The Church service, slash judgement day gathering, early in December, was unlike anything else witnessed before in the history of the congregation. The service was conducted by the Chairman of the Circuit at that time, a colleague whom I knew very well. His chosen Scripture reading for that occasion was the fifth chapter of the book of Galatians. Even though Galatians 5 was aimed against believers who replaced their trust in Messiah with trust in circumcision, the topic of the sermon revolved around me and what I had done to bring disgrace upon myself, my Church and my God. He used carefully selected sayings from Galatians 5 to bring across the message that I had strayed from the truth and the good path that I had followed before. Certain phrases within the text were highlighted during that service, like you have severed yourselves from Messiah; you have fallen from favour; who held you back from obeying the truth?; he who is troubling you shall bear his judgment and O, that those who disturb you would even cut themselves off. Up to this very day, whenever I read Galatians 5, I am reminded very vividly of what happened on that day and of the fact that the Bible truly is the most stolen and abused book in history. It is stolen in the sense that texts and phrases and sayings are frequently removed out of their immediate context and stripped of their intended purpose, to become useful for man’s purpose. And throughout the ages the Bible was abused over and over again – not only to support slavery, to condone man slaughtering, to prove that the earth was flat and to promote racism and discrimination, but also to get rid of those who did not fit into the man-made mold that the Church had created for itself. 

	An official in camera meeting between members of the Circuit and members of the Church Council took place directly after the Church service. The six or seven members of the Church council who had also been baptized in Israel, completely of their own accord, were called in, separately from one another, and each one of them was expelled from the Church council with immediate effect. When it was my turn, I was once again reminded of my heretic and sectarian tendencies and was unceremoniously expelled as minister of the Dutch Reformed Church, with immediate effect. As per my brief discussion with Hannelie before the meeting, I consequently notified the chairman of the meeting of our family’s resignation as members of the Dutch Reformed Church, also with immediate effect. 

	The end of a season

	With the change of season, comes the dawning of a New Day.31

	We were given a couple of weeks to evacuate our house, which was the property of the church. More practical and financial matters were communicated to us to ensure that our divorce with the Church was going to take place as smoothly and as quickly as possible. My wife, Hannelie, my children and I were all in a state of bewilderment and disorientation. Maybe it was true what Mary Renault once said, There is only one kind of shock worse than the totally unexpected: the expected for which one has refused to prepare.32 But within the next few days, an amazing thing started happening. We received overwhelming support from the people of our (previous) congregation, acquaintances of the town where we were living and friends and total strangers from every corner of South Africa. For almost an entire week the phone calls came in relentlessly. We received countless personal visits and messages of encouragement. A very great number of people shared their own stories with us and most of these stories came from a background of convictions and experiences concerning baptism, similar to ours. To me it felt as though the heaviness was lifting and the heavens were opened – ever so little – to remind us of the fact that this was not the end of the road!

	A few days after my expulsion, I was visited by a good friend and member of the local church. He informed me that he was going to make his house available for us as a family for as long as we may need it, free of cost. The house was in the same town as where we were living and the contract with the current tenants was about to expire by the end of that month. The house was small, but more than sufficient for our immediate needs. The property was situated in an elevated neighbourhood, alongside one of the most beautiful mountains of the Cape Town area and we moved into the house in the latter half of December 1998 and managed to buy the house from our friend, approximately one year later. I could not help thinking about the dream in which I was carrying logs of wood from the top of a mountain, in order to repair the house of Yahweh, which the people had neglected because they all became entangled in the building of their own homes. It was also in those early weeks following my expulsion that Hannelie and myself, in one of our frequent discussions about the mind-blowing events of December that year, discovered in tandem that that eventful night in July, when the straightforward teaching of Scriptures about baptism dawned upon me in such a dramatic and convincing manner, was in fact a Tuesday. Could this be the Tuesday and the Revival that I dreamed about earlier that year? Even if it wasn’t, we both knew that the issue of baptism was just a stepping-stone towards a revival or, rather, a renewal, that was yet to come. Something drastic and far-reaching had to happen within our own lives to set a process in motion that would truly bring about restoration and a much-needed return to Yahweh and his Word. Our understanding at that time was that the enormous battle surrounding baptism, bringing about our divorce from the church, was just the trigger. 

	




Chapter 2

	The Gloomy Complexion of the History of the Church

	Beneath every history, there is another history.33

	When I was still a student at university, I was not particularly fond of the subject called Church History. Maybe it was because I felt that the kind of history that was highlighted in the curriculum of the seminary, only demonstrated, all too clearly, that historians have a tendency of subtly forgetting certain events that were deemed sensitive at the time (a technique known as selective omission). They also tend to remember things that most normal people would rather forget. I mean, why do Church history curricula focus so heavily on the champions and the enemies of Church Doctrine, while that very same Church Doctrine is contaminated with elements that are very far removed from the important themes of Scriptures and not always worth remembering? It is not that historians keep silent about the negative side of perpetual strife, conflict, human errors, scandal, compromise, obscurity, idolatry and all kinds of dark motives. These are usually fully pictured, without holding back, but the reader or student or researcher is still subtly manipulated to take sides with the orthodox position and reject those views that were not officially supported by the church. This is the essential contradiction within Church history, an inconsistency that many honest examiners have detected, throughout the centuries. 

	The history of the church, on both sides of the Catholic-Protestant divide, is polluted with incidents of violence, corruption, superstition, hypocrisy, materialism, polytheism, intolerance, persecution, colonialism and discrimination. And ironically, within this very dubious environment, the Church throughout the ages has stated and restated its unrelenting stance on matters of orthodoxy and heterodoxy. Scott Peck once said that human beings are poor examiners, subject to superstition, bias, prejudice, and a profound tendency to see what they want to see rather than what is really there.34 The question is, though: Should we keep on closing our eyes and our ears and our mouths like the three famous Japanese monkeys, or has the time finally arrived to face, and address the fact that we are left with a vast, seemingly unbridgeable gap between proper opinion, also known as orthodoxy, and proper conduct, also known as orthopraxis? If the words of Y’shua of Nazareth mean anything at all, we need to take another good look at the truth that a good tree, quite simply, is not supposed to yield rotten fruit.35 There is overwhelming evidence that the tree called Christian Church has started yielding rotten fruit very soon after the earthly life of Y’shua of Nazareth and the time of the early apostles. Why is there such a persistent refusal to admit that the rotten fruit on the outside (errors in conduct and in praxis36), must be contributed to something that is essentially wrong on the inside (errors in belief and in doxa37)?

	It is not within the intended scope of this book to present the reader with all, or even most of the historical highlights and lowlights of the Christian Church. This topic is already covered by thousands of reference works and resources that are easily accessible today, to all those who are interested. However, most of the available resources seem to sidestep this logical conclusion: If a good tree is not supposed to yield rotten fruit, and the history of the Church is not only specked, but saturated with episodes perfectly fitting into the domain of rotten fruit, then something is terribly wrong with this tree and its roots of perceived truth and orthodoxy. 

	Over the centuries the term heretic has mostly been used to refer to a believer or Church member who agrees to religious opinions contrary to those accepted by his or her church. When studying the history of the church, it is not unusual to find some of the most extreme descriptions, portrayals and concepts, used by clergymen, leaders and defenders of orthodoxy, in their efforts to discredit and degrade the ones they branded as heretics. In the past, these heretics were frequently referred to with words and phrases like whores, demons, animals in human form, dogs, foxes, child-killers, god-killers, lepers, fatheads, filthy dregs, blasphemers, detested ones, cursed ones, serpents, diabolical sorcerers, seven-headed beasts, traitors, poisonous plants, destroyers of the faith, pestilences, barbarians, decayed flesh, cancerous diseases, restless evil, followers of insanity, synagogue of Satan, whoremongers, lying buffoons, fuel for bonfires, harmful thorn-bushes,38 and many more. There is a significant number of episodes in the history of the Church where those who had been branded as heretics, rightly or wrongly, were treated in a way that is a much clearer demonstration of evil within the ranks of the official church, than evil in the hearts of heretics. We shall highlight only a few of these. These selected episodes may be summarized by three key words, namely Arius, referring to a certain person, Aragon, referring to a certain place and Anabaptism, referring to a certain practice.

	The controversial figure of Arius

	The controversy split Christendom down the middle for a century, and the Emperor Constantine ordered that all copies of Arius’s book should be burned. Splitting Christendom by splitting hairs - such has ever been the way of theology.39

	The Arian controversy that was ignited in the 4th Century, is a good place to start any discussion related to the aspect of heresy. Ask any scholar in Church History to make a list of the most notorious heretics of all time and, no doubt, the name of Arius will be close to the top of the list. It is a pity that Arius is known mainly through the eyes of his opponents. Very little of Arius’s own writings and sayings have survived up to our own time. For this reason, it is not easy to find out conclusively what kind of man Arius really was. We know that he was a Libyan priest who lived in the latter part of the third, and the early part of the 4th Century. It is generally believed that he studied under Lucian, the revered teacher and martyr of Antioch. We also know that he officiated in the Church of Alexandria, the intellectual and cultural center of the ancient world for quite some time. Some of Arius’s contemporaries, as well as orthodox believers of subsequent generations, viewed Arius in the same light as Judas Iscariot40 and it has been said41 that no other heretic has been put through such an ongoing process of demonization, as was the case with Arius.

	There are others, however, who maintain that Arius enjoyed strong support, both in Alexandria and outside of the Egyptian metropolis, from quite a number of prominent bishops, and that within the historical situation of that time, the theological ideas of Arius were not especially unusual.42 What then, did Arius believe that caused him to be branded as a heretic? In a nutshell, he tried to express the Biblically revealed relationship between the Father and the Son by emphasizing the Father’s uniqueness and the Son’s subordination under the Father. He could not go along with the use of the rather philosophical concept of homoousios43, a Greek word, never used in Scriptures, meaning the same in being and essence, to describe the relationship between the Father and the Son. This word, however, was eagerly embraced by some of Arius’s contemporaries and became the key-concept within the classical and orthodox understanding of the Trinity. Although Arius acknowledged that the Son was divine, he maintained that there was a time when the Son was not, and he refused to incorporate words like co-essential, co-eternal and co-equal44 into his language, when speaking about the Father and the Son.

	In Alexandria, Arius had a different opinion with regards to the divinity of the Messiah, than his colleague and senior bishop, Alexander. Arius’s understanding of monotheism45 was that the Son could not be equated with the Father. In his understanding the Son, therefore, must have had a beginning, in contrast with the Father, who existed from all eternity. In a letter to one of the patriarchs of the Church in Constantinople, Alexander revealed and criticized the ideas of Arius, but his charge of heresy against Arius was unsubstantiated and not very clear, while the language he used in reproof of Arius, was typically abusive and offensive. Arius, in an act of retaliation, took to the streets and chanted repeatedly, There was a time when He was not! The news of these events inevitably reached Constantine who consequently convened the Council of Nicea in the year 325 A.D. 

	Among those attending this very significant meeting of the ancient church,46 very few had strong convictions about the almost isolated issue between Arius and Alexander. In the words of Karen Armstrong, Today Arius’s name is a byword for heresy but when the conflict broke out there was no officially orthodox position and it was by no means certain why or even whether Arius was wrong.47 Eusebius of Nicomedia and some of the bishops in attendance sided with Arius, and argued for the subordination of the Son. Athanasius attended the Council as a young deacon and assistant of bishop Alexander of Alexandra, around whom the entire controversy began, in the first place. He sided against Arius, together with several others, and would later become one of Arius’s strongest opponents and the champion of the orthodox position with regards to the relationship between the Father and the Son. Constantine, the Emperor and ex officio chairman of the Council, introduced the term homoousios which, as we have established earlier, he almost certainly borrowed from his previous pagan environment. He wanted this term to be included in the creed that the Council was going to formulate and subsequently use as the official doctrine of the church. This was a serious blow for Arius and his supporters, because by imperial decree, those who did not sign the document upholding the one substance nature of the Son to the Father, were banished from the land and their books were burned.48

	The controversy around Arianism did not end with Nicea. It continued roughly for sixty years and when the sixty years had ended and most of the battle-axes had been laid down, a new period was introduced, without anyone noticing. This is the period extending up to the present day, during which a person or a group or a denomination, ever so often, would stand up and align themselves with the views of Arius, only to be scandalized and marginalized once again! Eusebius and Arius were exiled directly after Nicea, but the controversy was far from over and the victory against Arius and his views was far from done and dusted. The perceived harmony of Nicea was little more than window dressing. The confessional statement that the Son, Y’shua of Nazareth, was Yahweh, from all eternity, became the official doctrine of the church. But, as Greg Garrett has observed, the bishops who convened at Nicaea were of all sorts of opinions, from the two extremes and scattered across the middle.49 Johan Lorenz von Mosheim, the 18th Century Lutheran theologian and Church historian, articulated very much the same sentiment when he wrote that there was so little clearness and discrimination in these discussions, that they seem to rend the one God into three Gods. Moreover, those idle fictions which a regard for the Platonic philosophy and for the prevailing opinions of the day had induced most theologians to embrace, even before the times of Constantine, were now in various ways confirmed, extended, and embellished.50 In the end it was mainly the formidable presence of emperor Constantine and the severity of the treat of banishment that convinced all but three bishops to sign the creed. 

	In the years after Nicea, Athanasius rapidly became one of the biggest role players in the ongoing dispute. Bishop Alexander died in 327 A.D. and was succeeded by the young and brilliant Athanasius, who soon found out that it was no easy task to transform and unite the opinion of an entire church. On the one hand there was the ever-interfering Constantine with his political agenda, pagan background and very limited understanding of the Biblical Scriptures. On the other hand, there was the revered legacy of previous generations of Christian believers who were skeptical of any doctrine that was not in harmony with the teachings of the early apostles and the Biblical understanding of the close followers of the Messiah. 

	Shortly after the eventful Council of Nicea, Constantine had a change of heart. In the words of Alexander Vasiliev, when Constantine realized that the Nicene decisions were contrary to the spirit of the Church majority and conflicted with the desires of the masses in the East he assumed a more favorable attitude toward Arianism.51 Arius, who had taken refuge in Palestine, and many of his supporters were permitted to return to their homeland. The tables were turned and this time it was Athanasius who was exiled, after being condemned by the First Synod of Tyre in 335 A.D. – although he was later recalled. In 336 A.D. the Synod of Jerusalem restored Arius to communion and in the same year, just a few months before the passing of Emperor Constantine, Arius himself passed away under circumstances that can only be described as puzzling and baffling.

	Socrates Scholasticus, a 5th Century Church historian and sworn enemy of Arius, described his death in an all too obvious, one-sided and opinionated way: 

	As he approached the place called Constantine’s Forum, where the column of porphyry is erected, a terror arising from the remorse of conscience seized Arius, and with the terror a violent relaxation of the bowels: he therefore enquired whether there was a convenient place near, and being directed to the back of Constantine’s Forum, he hastened thither. Soon after a faintness came over him, and together with the evacuations his bowels protruded, followed by a copious hemorrhage, and the descent of the smaller intestines: moreover portions of his spleen and liver were brought off in the effusion of blood, so that he almost immediately died.52 

	Like Socrates, many post-Nicean Christians kept on believing that the obscure manner of Arius’s death was a divine intervention and a consequence of his heretical beliefs, but today there are many writers53 who suspect that Arius may have simply been poisoned by his opponents and this very sentiment is, rather sarcastically but forcefully, communicated by Edward Gibbon: The strange and horrid circumstances of his death might excite a suspicion, that the orthodox saints had contributed more efficiently than by their prayers, to deliver the Church from the most formidable of her enemies.54 

	It all started at Aragon

	All over Aragon that night, Jews were being forced to the baptismal font, driven to conversion by fear of exile.55

	The region of Aragon in Spain is linked with two of the most appalling episodes in the history of the Christian Church – The Spanish Inquisition and the burning at the stake of Michael Servetus, well-known theologian, physician, editor and translator of the 16th Century. 

	The Spanish Inquisition was just one of several inquisitions that occurred between the 12th and 19th centuries. The word inquisition refers to the tribunal court system used, initially by officials of the Catholic Church and later by Catholic kings and royals, to root out, subdue and punish all forms of heretics. In 15th Century Spain, because of a long and bloody history of persecution, including various forms of anti-Semitism and all kinds of social, political, and economical restrictions enforced upon the Jews living in Spain, many of the Jews converted to Catholicism. The Spanish, and Catholic, authorities became very skeptical of these conversions, as it was seen as a threat to the religious and social life of Spain. They wanted their country to unite under one religion and one culture. False conversions and so-called Crypto-Jews56 were not acceptable. And against this background the Tribunal of the Holy Office of the Inquisition or, as it became popularly known, the Spanish Inquisition, was established in 1478 under the reign of Ferdinand II of Aragon and his wife Isabella I of Castile. At this time the primary target of the inquisition was Jewish Marranos57 but later it was extended to include the Muslim Moriscos58 and various other forms of heretics, as well. 

	The combined period of all the successive Catholic Inquisitions lasted roughly for 700 years, that is from the 13th to the 20th Century. The Spanish Inquisition officially started in 1478 under the leadership of the King and Queen of Aragon59 and was officially called off by Royal Decree in the year 1834. This is a total duration of 356 years, which is more or less the same number of years as the combined period that the people of Israel was under the rulership of the 16 judges, spoken of in the Biblical Books of Judges and 1 Samuel, starting with Othniel and ending with the death of Samuel! 

	After the official introduction in 1478, several permanent tribunals of the Spanish Inquisition were established, some in Aragon and others in Castile. Each tribunal included two inquisitors, a calificador60, an alguacil61 and a fiscal or prosecutor. In the year 1484, Tomás de Torquemada, a Dominican friar, was appointed as Grand Inquisitor. During the fifteen years under his direction, more than 13 000 conversos62 were put to trial, some 2000 executions took place, approximately 40 000 Jews were expelled from Spain with only their personal possessions and close to 50 000 received a Christian baptism that enabled them to remain in Spain. Quite astonishingly, Encyclopedia Britannica mentions that public attendance at these trials and condemnations was as high as that at bullfights by the 16th and 17th centuries!

	Although it is impossible to paint a complete statistical picture, due to certain gaps in the available documentation, it is estimated that during the entire period of the Spanish Inquisition, up to 10 000 individuals may have been executed, the majority of whom were  burned at the stake. An additional 100 000 men and women may have died in prison as a result of torture and maltreatment. Many people have tried to come to an accurate estimation of the number of people who were drawn, one way or another, into the procedures of the Inquisition in Spain over the institution’s lifetime. These statistics are not only about those actually called before a tribunal but all those who were denounced, including informers and witnesses. Francisco Bethencourt63 puts the overall estimate at 1.5 million, of which 300 000 may have stood trial.

	Torturing of the accused and of prisoners occurred freely, as was the case in the rest of Europe during that time. It remains one of the biggest enigmas of the history of the past 1000 years that these public inquisitions, forced exiles and baptisms, public spectacles and severe discriminatory measures like torturing and execution, all took place in the name of religion, under the guise of purifying the orthodox belief. One cannot help but recognizing here the all too clear continuation of a pattern that had already been established, at least since the days of the 4th Century saint, Augustine of Hippo, who was of the opinion that conversion by force was illegitimate, but the disciplining of the treacherous was not. Tribulation is God’s legitimate instrument against evildoers, and those who oppose orthodox Christians who have freely chosen orthodox doctrines, must be coerced, even occasionally by godly magistrates, lest they pollute the entire community.64 

	In Spain, today, one may find several museums displaying some of the evidence of what happened during the troublesome three and a half centuries of the Spanish Inquisition. One of these museums may be found in Córdoba, in the southern part of Spain, located on the imaginary line between Seville and Valencia, the two towns representing the two main battlegrounds of the Inquisition, Castile and Aragon. The name of the museum is Galería de la Tortura – the Museum of Torture. A scholar of the Inquisition and its methods of torture, Cullen Murphy, had this to say about his experience when visiting the museum:

	At the museum in Córdoba, the devices of torture are all on display. But the effect is oddly Disneyfied—a theme-park version of inhumanity ... The names the instruments have been given, reinforce the sense of distant fantasy: Brazen Bull, Iron Maiden, Pear of Anguish, Judas Cradle, Saint Elmo’s Belt, Cat’s Paw, Brodequins, Thummekins, Scavenger’s Daughter, Pilliwink, Heretic’s Fork, Spanish Tickler, Spanish Donkey, Spanish Spider, Scold’s Bridle, Drunkard’s Cloak. They could just as easily be the names of pubs ... or points of ascent on a climber’s map.65

	Modern-day historians are not as critical about the Inquisition tribunals as was the case, say 50 years ago. There is some sort of consensus that these tribunals were more honorable and consistent than the normal secular courts of that time and that they used torture with less recklessness and abuse than what happened in most other courts – both in Spain and surrounding countries. But, as American political journalist and commentator, Michael Kinsley, once said, the real scandal isn’t what’s illegal, the scandal is what’s legal.66 Practicing a brand of religion in secret that was different from the official religion of the country, was illegal. Committing acts of violence and discrimination in the name of the official religion of the country, was not. Being curios to know more than what one should was considered a crime.67 Burning people alive for believing differently than the dogmas of the Roman Catholic Church, was not. Holding a personal view of the Almighty that conflicted with the Church dogma was illegal. Destroying those who adhered to different standards and morals, out of a genuine love for the Almighty, was legal and fully mandated by the Church of the time. 

	There was a strong sentiment of anti-Semitism that was almost tangible within all the communities of fifteenth- and sixteenth-century Spain. The major target of the Inquisition, the conversos, were primarily identified as Jews, even when it turned out in the end that they had genuinely converted to Christianity. The inquisitors and officials of the Inquisition were very much children of their time and Stephen Haliczer68 made the point that, when it came to their dealings with conversos, they brought strong feelings of hostility and suspicion to their task. For certain inquisitors and officials, these feelings manifested themselves in expressions of profound antagonism toward the conversos and their families, an antagonism not unmixed with a desire to exploit them for financial gain. 

	In the buildup period before the introduction of the Spanish Inquisition in 1478, anti-Semitic teachings and sermons were very much the order of the day. In this regard the name of Ferrand Martínez pops up every now and then – a Spanish priest with the reputation of being an anti-Semitic campaigner and prime mover behind the series of pogroms against the Spanish Jews69 in the late 1300’s. The word pogroms referred to violent episodes of unrest aimed at the persecution and/or massacre of ethnic or religious groups, and particularly the Jews. In the earlier stages of his career, Martínez was confessor70 of the queen mother of Aragon but afterwards took a position in the province of Seville, where he increasingly became involved in verbal assaults and public propaganda against the Jews. He went from town to town and told all Catholics to expel the Jews ... and to demolish their synagogues.71 It was not long before the first anti-Jewish riots began in Seville in 1391 and, soon afterwards, a great massacre of Jews. Thousands of Jews were murdered, and many were forced to accept baptism. 

	Within one year, what started out as only a few isolated incidents, were transformed into a full-scale holocaust, spreading through the entire Spain. All kinds of reasons were fabricated to justify the killing of Jews. The Jews, it was said, were responsible for poisoning wells, ritual murders, desecrating the host72, killing Jesus Christ, attempting to defile the Christian mind and causing the outbreak of the Black Death Plague, resulting in the deaths of an estimated 75 to 200 million people in Europe and Asia in the period between 1347 to 1351.73 Amidst these accusations, followed up with massacres and all kinds of civil and religious constraints imposed upon Jews in the Spanish communities, a widespread fear took hold of the Jewish communities in Spain, sparking the mass conversions from Judaism to Christianity and, eventually, giving birth to the Spanish Inquisition.

	Protestantism’s most famous martyr

	God gave us the mind so that we can know him (Michael Servetus).74

	The kingdom and the territory of Aragon is not only known for its importance as a key location at the time of Spanish Inquisition. It is also associated with the talented Michael Servetus, Spanish theologian, physician and cartographer, well-informed and educated in the fields of mathematics, astronomy, meteorology, geography, human anatomy, medicine, pharmacology, translation, poetry and the study of the law. Servetus was a contemporary and theological rival of John Calvin and played a significant role in the foundational stage of the Protestant Reformation. He was born in Aragon, Spain, studied at the Universities of Toulouse and Paris and practiced medicine in Avignon, Charlieu and Vienne, having fled from Spain earlier, where he was summoned by the Inquisition in 1532. 

	The name of Michael Servetus of Aragon was included at the top of a list of 40 heretics issued by the Inquisition. The reason for this was his publication of De Trinitatis erroribus75 in 1531. While living in Vienne in Southern France, where he also served as personal physician to the Archbishop of Vienne, Servetus completed his most complete tractate, Christianismi Restitutio.76 In this work he confirmed his anti-trinitarian stance and sharply rejected the idea of predestination as a condemnation of souls by the Almighty, regardless of worth or merit. He sent a copy of this book to the foremost reformer, Calvin (in Geneva), and was soon afterwards arrested by the Inquisition in Vienne but managed to escape from imprisonment. Calvin’s initial response after receiving Servetus’ book, was sending Servetus an early version his own masterwork, Institutio Christianae religionis.77 After adding a considerable amount of critical commentary and side notes to the text, Servetus returned the treatise to Calvin. This so infuriated Calvin that he famously and prophetically responded – to a friend of his – that if he (Servetus) should come here, if my authority is worth anything, I will never permit him to depart alive.
 

	What exactly did Servetus say about the trinity that hauled upon himself the rage – not only of John Calvin but of the entire body of orthodox Christianity – including both Protestants and Catholics? Without going into too much detail and keeping in mind that this is no more than a historical overview, these words, from the pen of Servetus himself, may help to understand more precisely what Servetus was trying to bring across:

	The doctrine of the Trinity can be neither established by logic nor proved from Scripture and is in fact inconceivable. There are many reasons against it. The Scriptures and the Fathers teach one God the Father, and Jesus Christ his Son; but scholastic philosophy has introduced terms which are not understood, and do not accord with Scripture. Jesus taught that he was the Son of God. Numerous heresies have sprung from this philosophy, and fruitless questions have arisen out of it. Worst of all, the doctrine of the Trinity incurs the ridicule of the Mohammedans and the Jews. It arose out of Greek philosophy rather than from the belief that Jesus Christ is the Son of God; and he will be with the Church only if it keeps his teaching ... Early writers teach that Christ was a man, as do various Scripture texts ... The language used of him is to be taken in its plain sense ... The nature of Christ’s deity is seen from the Old Testament use of the word Elohim for beings less than the supreme God ... Philosophers make the Holy Spirit to be a third being, and this leads to a plurality of Gods.78

	Apart from his anti-trinitarian views, Servetus was also opposed against paedobaptism or infant baptism. Of this practice he said, It is an invention of the devil, an infernal falsity for the destruction of all Christianity.79 In the next subdivision, that of Anabaptism, this topic of infant baptism – its roots, its extent and its consequences, especially as an episode that coincided with the Protestant Reformation of the 16th Century – will be examined in more detail.

	After publishing Christianismi Restitutio in 1553 and Servetus’ subsequent arrest and escape, he passed through Geneva, possibly on his way to a quiet place in Switzerland, or even Italy, where he was hoping that people would be more open to his writings. In Geneva, however, he was recognized at a Church service and subsequently arrested and tried for heresy by the Protestant authorities. The Genevan council’s decision was unanimous to condemn Servetus, the verdict being that he was to be burned at the stake. John Calvin’s pivotal role in this condemnation and verdict was unmistakable, even though Calvin was not healthy at the time and from time to time authorized his secretary to act and testify on his behalf. Calvin presented 39 allegations against Servetus during the trial, but he was not present during the execution. In the words of Wyatt Houtz, It was his teachings on the Trinity and infant baptism that were stated as his pernicious errors. In consequence, Michael Servetus was to be baptized by fire.80

	John Calvin was fully involved in the prosecution against Michael Servetus, but it was Calvin’s confidant, William Farel, who accompanied Servetus to the place of execution. According to Bruce Gordon, Servetus walked in silence. Straw and leaves sprinkled with sulphur were placed upon his head and he was chained to the stake. His arms tied behind his back; he had the fire shown to him before it was tossed on the wood.81 The final minutes of Michael Servetus’ life is portrayed in a powerful way by Bernard Cottret:

	Servetus died, burned alive, on the plain of Champel at the gate of Geneva. He passed away after committing a terrible error of syntax; he cried out, ‘Oh Jesus, son of eternal God, have pity on me!’ instead of the proper, ‘Oh Jesus, eternal son of God, have pity on me!’ ... his punishment was due to the misplacing of a single adjective. Heresy is never anything but a question of grammar.82

	The unrelenting John Calvin never showed any restraint in justifying his own contribution towards the execution of Michael Servetus. In the year 1554 Calvin wrote his Defensio orthodoxae fidei de sacra Trinitate contra prodigiosos errores Michaelis Serveti.83 In this tract he expressed the opinion that all who oppose the Almighty’s truth are worse than murderers because murder merely kills the body whereas heresy damns the soul for eternity. In his own words, Whoever shall maintain that wrong is done to heretics and blasphemers in punishing them [with death] makes himself an accomplice in their crime ... it is God who speaks, and it is clear what law He would have kept in the Church even to the end of the world ... so that we spare not kin nor blood of any, and forget all humanity when the matter is to combat for His glory.84 In a letter in 1561 to the Marquis de Poet, high chamberlain to the King of Navarre, Calvin states with characteristic boldness, Do not fail to rid the country of those zealous scoundrels who stir up the people to revolt against us. Such monsters should be exterminated, as I have exterminated Michael Servetus the Spaniard85 and a year later, in 1562, he wrote, And what crime was it of mine if our Council at my exhortation ... took vengeance upon his (Servetus’) terrible blasphemies?86

	Many Protestants approved the Genevan sentence and joined the uninspiring, orthodox choir of voices in support of Calvin. Others were not so sure that heretics ought to be dealt with in this way. Within this group of people, the name of Sebastian Castellio, is well worth mentioning. He was a respected French preacher and theologian – according to Voltaire, a far greater scholar than Calvin – and a contemporary of both Servetus and Calvin. He was extremely critical of Calvin’s handling of Servetus and said, among other things, to kill a man is not to protect a doctrine; it is but to kill a man ... when Servetus fought with reasons and writings, he should have been repulsed by reasons and writings. And then there was a third group, only a small minority, who dared to give voice to the possibility that Servetus’ execution was a grave error. It illustrated, all too clearly, that the church’s obsession with orthodoxy, through the ages, has been its own greatest enemy and the main reason for becoming progressively irrelevant in this world. In this last category, the observation of Richard Wright, may serve as a good example:

	At the time of the reformation, modern orthodoxy formed an alliance with, and was placed under the patronage of, the civil power, in those countries which adopted Protestantism. It has ever since been supported by creeds and articles, enforced by law in every national church, and fostered by worldly honors and emoluments. Reputed heterodoxy has never yet had a fair chance of meeting its opponent on even ground. Let reputed orthodoxy come forth from its strongholds of power, and trust to reason and revelation alone for its support, and then see if it can maintain its preponderance.87

	The beginnings of Anabaptism

	More radically than any other party for Church reformation the Anabaptists strove to follow the footsteps of the Church of the first century and to renew unadulterated original Christianity.88

	Anabaptism was a movement within the Protestant Reformation of the 17th Century. The primary and most obvious concern of the movement was its strong convictions with regards to baptism. Anabaptism89 was a nickname used by outsiders for believers who believed in, and practiced adult baptism or believers’ baptism. The members of the movement, themselves, did not agree with the designation Anabaptism because they did not regard the baptizing of infants as baptism in the proper sense of the word and, therefore, for them, to be baptized as adult believers did not constitute a second baptism. The Anabaptists, in distinction to their opponents, did not think of themselves as rebaptizers, because they did not recognize the legitimacy of infant baptism.90 The movement is generally seen as an offshoot of Christian Protestantism and is sometimes included under the umbrella label of Radical Reformation. It is estimated today that there are approximately 4 million Anabaptists scattered across all the continents of the world. The Anabaptists of the world, however, is not a homogenous group and include groups like the Mennonites, German Baptists, Amish, Hutterites, Dunkards, Bruderhof and Brethren.

	Not many would deny the diverse nature of the Anabaptist movement, especially in the early stages. There was a lack of strong leadership – many of those who were identified as leaders, were imprisoned and/or executed. There was very little evidence of an organized structure and the general impression was that Anabaptism was continuously engaged in a war against all constituted authorities. This was contrary to the scenario within mainline Catholicism and Protestantism and perhaps one of the main reasons why history writers have always tended to be very critical in their assessment of this movement. There is no doubt, however, that the foundational stage of Anabaptism in the 16th Century represented a more intensified level of reformation than the more famous reformation driven by pioneers like Martin Luther and John Calvin. Anabaptism represented a significant change of direction, back to the original form of belief, found in the New Testament. 

	There is no straightforward answer as to how exactly, and when, the Anabaptist movement started. One view is that it started in Zurich, Switzerland, where Ulrich Zwingli, one of the three best known reformers, together with Luther and Calvin, was visited in 1523 by Balthasar Hubmaier, who was a priest of Waldshut in Germany and a keen supporter of evangelical reform. At this meeting both men agreed that children should not be baptized before they were of age and could be instructed in the faith.91 Not long after this meeting there was an official reprimand of Hubmaier in Waldshut, together with a petition that he be arrested and turned over to the bishop of Constance. Hubmaier, however, enjoyed the support of his parish, as well as many of the villagers of Waldshut and managed to continue with his efforts as civic reformer of Waldshut. Zwingli found himself on a similar path of civil and religious reformation in Zurich but was not in agreement with Hubmaier as to the radical nature in which this reformation should be brought about. Hubmaier strictly held to the Scriptural principle of Matthew 15:13, Every plant, which my heavenly Father hath not planted, shall be rooted up, while Zwingli was more flexible and believed that there was a distinction between divine and human justice that could not be ignored. It was not long before Zwingli started distancing himself from the Anabaptist movement and even became personally involved in the imprisonment and punishment of Anabaptists for the civil crimes of nonconformity92, radicalism and religious dissent. 

	Anabaptists were persecuted both by Roman Catholics and Protestants. Imprisonment, torture and executions were applied in an attempt to restrain the growth of the movement. Civil authorities, monarchs and Church officials put their weight behind this persecution because the Anabaptists were deemed too radical and therefore a danger to religious stability ... (while) King Ferdinand declared drowning (called the third baptism) the best antidote to Anabaptism.93 It is estimated that among the early Anabaptists, as many as three thousand died as martyrs during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, most of them in Roman Catholic jurisdictions.94 Felix Manz became the first Anabaptist martyr on 5 January 1527. This is how the execution of Felix Manz is described by Paul Pavao: 

	He was led from prison to a boat. On the way he gave praises to God and preached to the people gathered to watch him die. One of Zwingli’s priests went along, still trying to convert him. Manz’s brother and mother were there as well, urging him to stand fast. He was put into a boat on the river Lammat. His hands were tied, and he was made to squat down. A stick was stuck behind his knees and above his elbows to immobilize him, and he was taken to the middle of the river. There, with his mother, brother, and his fellow re-baptizers shouting encouragement, he was tipped into the lake, a final death by baptism. He was not horrified nor afraid. His last words were, ‘Into your hands, O Lord, I commend my spirit.’95

	Among those who were executed for their Anabaptist convictions, the names of Balthasar Hubmaier, the reformer of Waldshut, and his wife, Elizabeth, will also be found. Hubmaier demonstrated considerable humility when he stated in some of his writings, ‘Please correct me in a brotherly and Christian way with Scripture; for I may err, I am a human being; but a heretic I cannot be. I want – and desire from the heart – to be instructed.’96 On 10 March 1528, he was taken to the public square and executed by burning at the stake. His wife encouraged him to remain steadfast. His last words were the words of someone who knew the profound meaning of forgiveness, O brothers, if I have injured any, in word or deed, may I be forgiven ... I forgive all those that have done me harm. Three days after his execution, his wife, with a stone tied around her neck, was drowned in the River Danube, simply for supporting her husband.

	The influence of Anabaptism upon the climate of belief in the 16th Century, was enormous. In the year 1531, Sebastian Franck, who was an opponent of the Anabaptist movement, wrote, The Anabaptists spread so rapidly that their teaching spread quickly and secretly throughout the whole land. They obtained a large following, baptized many thousands. They did this with their appearance of piety and also with the letter of Scripture to which they adhered rigidly. For, apparently, they taught nothing but love, faith, and the cross. They proved themselves patient and humble in much suffering.97 Heinrich Bullinger, Swiss reformer and successor of Zwingli in Zurich, also an opponent of Anabaptism, wrote, the people were running after them as though they were living saints.98 Another witness of the beginning stages of the Anabaptist movement, Friedrich Roth, observed that Anabaptism spread with such speed that there was reason to fear that the majority of the common people would unite with this sect.99

	The fierce resistance against the Anabaptist movement was not without merit altogether. What started off as a genuine reformation and a movement in the right direction, frequently became wobbly like a ship on stormy waters. The fact that this movement was not a unified and organized entity, makes it extremely difficult to make a proper assessment of its significance – either positively or negatively. Although most of the early Anabaptists were advocates of nonresistance and absolute restraint in the use of violence, not all of them were able to rid themselves of the label of radicalism and partakers in episodes of violence. The German Peasants’ War of the 16th Century was a widespread popular revolt, driven by ordinary people like farmers and laborers who had become religiously and economically dissatisfied with the structures and authorities of that time. In many cases, this revolt, which was fiercely and violently suppressed by the aristocracy and caused the death of up to 300 000 poorly armed peasants and farmers, was supported and instigated by Anabaptist leaders and their followers. 

	It is generally believed that from Zürich, Anabaptism was transmitted to the rest of Switzerland, Southern Germany, Northern Germany, Austria and the Netherlands, where it developed into a variety of branches. One of the pioneers and leaders in the Netherlands was Menno Simons, a former Roman Catholic priest from Friesland. Menno was a contemporary of the Protestant Reformers and his name is firmly established in Church history as the father of the Mennonite movement, with branches and subsequent divisions that are well and alive up to this day. Simply by reading some of the recorded statements by Menno Simons, throughout his lifetime, one may come to understand more clearly what Anabaptism was all about. The following selection of statements is by no means complete, but may serve to fill in some of the gaps as to the drive, objectives and sentiments behind this movement.

	We have not a single command in the Scriptures that infants are baptized, or that the apostles practiced it. Therefore we confess with good sense that infant baptism is nothing but human invention and notion.100

	All the evangelical scriptures teach us that the Church of Christ was and is, in doctrine, life, and worship, a people separated from the world.101

	If the Head had to suffer such torture, anguish, misery, and pain, how shall his servants, children, and members expect peace and freedom as to their flesh?102

	The regenerated do not go to war, nor engage in strife ... they are the children of peace who have beaten their swords into plowshares and their spears into pruning hooks, and know of no war ... Spears and swords of iron we leave to those who, alas, consider human blood and swine’s blood of well-nigh equal value.103

	True evangelical faith, cannot lie dormant, it clothes the naked, it feeds the hungry, it comforts the sorrowful, it shelters the destitute, it serves those that harm it, it binds up that which is wounded, it has become all things to all creatures.104

	I admonish and advise you if you seek God with all your heart, and do not want to be deceived, do not depend upon men and the doctrine of men no matter how venerable, holy, and excellent they may be esteemed ... Put your trust in Christ alone and in His Word, and in the sure instruction and practice of His holy apostles, and by the grace of God you will be safe from all false doctrine and the power of the devil, and will walk with a free and pious mind before God.105

	Anabaptists like Menno Simons, for the past 500 years, have repeatedly been branded as heretics. Menno took his position in a long line of individuals who were warned against by leaders and prominent role players of the established church. The Menno’s of the history of the Church were honest believers who were scrutinized and dissected in books on Christianity and on Orthodoxy and in Blog pages under headings such as Heretic of the Week,106 or something similar. Throughout their lifetimes, many of these individuals came into contact with those blood thirsty investigating members of the inquisitions. They often acted like some sort of military wing of the Church and were reported by some to have pan-seared by fire the perceived heretics and slow roasted their wives107, simply because of their close association with their beloved husbands. How ironic, that among all of these infamous inquisitors and barbaric persecutors and so-called champions of orthodoxy, not a single one ever reached a Blog page called Barbaric act of the Week or Loveless performance of the Week or Unscriptural deed of the Week. Those in our day who are interested in history, may want to find out who were the most exemplary followers of the Messiah: who were the ones showing integrity and compassion and an honest and deep love for Scriptures? Ironically, such an enquirer will soon discover that most of the names of these model believers will most likely be found under a heading such as heresy, sectarianism or false doctrine. Can it be that Y’shua was mistaken, after all? Or do we have to admit, quite simply, that the Church has never taken his words seriously? In the history of the Church and Christianity, why do we find so many bad trees, bearing good fruit and so many good trees coming up with bad fruit? It seems that Ellis B. Barnes was perfectly in line when he said that even the best of people can be as orthodox as John Calvin in belief and as unorthodox as an agnostic in conduct.108

	The Picture of 2000 years

	Christians believe their God gave us all free will - strange that for over 2000 years, they have tried to take that choice away.109 

	In a quest to come closer to an overall picture of the history of the Christian church, from the 1st Century to the present, I have found the insights of the German Church historian, Johann Lorenz von Mosheim, to be immensely helpful. Apart from being a historian, Mosheim was also a lecturer, preacher and writer of many influential books. Among other achievements, he became Professor Ordinarius at Helmstadt in 1723, Abbot of Marienthal in 1726, Abbot of Michaelstein in 1727 and Chancellor of the University of Gottingen in 1747. The following paragraphs are presented here as an extract from Mosheim’s flagship historical work110 and a summary and critical evaluation, in Mosheim’s own words, of each successive century, beginning with the 1st Century of the Christian era. Mosheim’s work covers 18 centuries but, for now, we shall focus on the first 16 centuries, up unto the period of the Reformation. 

	1st Century: The manner of teaching religious truths was perfectly simple, and remote from all the rules of the philosophers, and all the precepts of human art ... Most authors represent the lives and morals of Christians in this age as patterns of purity and holiness, worthy of the imitation of all subsequent ages.

	2nd Century: Near the close of this century a new philosophical sect suddenly started up, which in a short time prevailed over a large part of the Roman empire, and not only nearly swallowed up the other sects but likewise did immense injury to Christianity ... Its followers chose to be called Platonics and ...they collected from Plato all systems whatever seemed to coincide with their own views. 

	3rd Century: The doctors who cultivated literature and philosophy ... deemed it proper to subject Divine wisdom to ... the precepts of their philosophy ... At the head of this class was Origen, who being fascinated with the Platonic philosophy, ventured to apply its laws to every part of religion, and persuaded himself that the philosophy which he admired could assign the causes and grounds of every doctrine, and determine its precise form. 

	4th Century: (A century characterized by) the discussions concerning the three persons in the Godhead among those who approved the decisions of the council of Nice. There is so little clearness and discrimination in these discussions, that they seem to rend the one God into three Gods ... (there were also) many other opinions, which in process of time almost banished the true religion, or at least very much obscured and corrupted it. 

	5th Century: That devout and venerable simplicity of the first ages of the church, which taught men to believe when God speaks and to obey when God commands, appeared to the leading doctors of this age to be clownish and vulgar. Many of those who attempted to explain and illustrate these doctrines, opened the way rather for disputation than for a rational faith and a holy life; for they did not so much explain as involve in greater obscurity ... the deep mysteries of revealed religion.

	6th Century: The barriers of the primitive simplicity and truth being once violated, the state of theology waxed worse and worse, and the amount of the impure and Superstitious additions to the religion of Christ is almost indescribable ... (many leaders) continued to darken the great doctrines of revelation, by the most subtle distinctions and with the jargon of their philosophy ... the blind—that is, persons for the most part grossly ignorant and stupid —were the leaders of the blind. 

	7th Century: During this century true religion lay buried under a senseless mass of superstitions, and was unable to raise her head ... (the majority) worshipped the wood of a cross, the images of holy men, and bones of dubious origin ... they talked only of a certain fire prepared to purge away the imperfections of the soul ... they taught that the gates of heaven would be closed against none who should enrich the clergy or the Church with their donations ... and they placed the substance of religion in external rites and bodily exercises. 

	8th Century: The whole religion or piety of this and of some subsequent centuries consisted in founding, enriching, embellishing, and enlarging churches and chapels, in hunting after and venerating the relics of holy men, in securing the patronage of saints with God by means of gifts and superstitious rites and ceremonies, in worshipping the images and statues of saints, in performing pilgrimages to holy places, especially to Palestine, and in other similar practices. 

	9th Century: In the West, a flood of superstitious and pious follies and of improper and degrading opinions rushed in from all quarters. None were more zealous and active in the propagation of them, than the professed teachers and patrons of piety and religion, who were corrupted partly by their great ignorance and partly by their selfish passions. The state of things was not much better in the East and among the Greeks, although here and there an individual arose who was disposed to do something about the sinking cause of pure religion. 

	10th Century: Most of the important doctrines of Christianity were misunderstood and perverted, and those which remained uncorrupted were obscured by the addition of the most foolish opinions ... (The main focus was on) the worship of images, the honouring of departed saints, the preserving of sacred relics, and the heaping of riches upon the priests and monks ... to indicate to foolish old women and bareheaded monks the places where the corpses of holy men were deposited, was seen as the most religious deed one can do. 

	11th Century: The state of the public religion of this age was debased and corrupt ... its guardians were equally destitute of sacred and secular knowledge, and of virtue ... The learned had not indeed wholly lost all knowledge of the truth; but they obscured and corrupted it with opinions and doctrines, some of which were ludicrous and silly, others hurtful and pernicious, and others useless and uncertain.

	12th Century: The Roman pontiffs would have nothing taught which militated against their arrogated supremacy ... Those who would not obey their laws, or showed that they regarded the holy scriptures more than the authority of the Romish see, were cruelly destroyed with fire and sword ... The scholastic doctors united the precepts of the philosophers with the opinions of the fathers to constitute a standard of truth; and instead of explaining the principles of revealed religion, they destroyed them altogether. 

	13th Century: The proven defects of the prevailing religion, though very great and fundamental, were yet increased by a considerable degree ... (some) were gradually diverted more and more from the principles of truth ... by their immoderate veneration for the fathers and antiquity, by the calamities of the times, and by the heedlessness and stupidity of their bishops ... the monks stood foremost in exceedingly obscuring the simple and beautiful religion of Christ by their subtle forms philosophizing, disputing, dividing, and distinguishing.

	14th Century: All who acquaint themselves with the history of these times must acknowledge the corrupt state of religion, both as theoretically taught in the schools and as practically inculcated on the people. Almost no part of the Christian doctrine retained its native form and comeliness. Those who desired a reformation in religion ... were nowhere safe from the fury of the Inquisitors and the monks ... and witnessed the destruction of an immense number of their brethren at the stake and by other forms of execution.

	15th Century: Nearly the whole worship of God consisted in ceremonies, and those in a great measure immature and silly ... (A person was considered a good Christian when he or she) reverenced the clergy and especially the head of that body, the Roman pontiff; secured the favours  of the priests by frequent offerings to them ... and had enough money to buy remission of sins from the Romish venders ... Very few were able ... to make the holy Scriptures their counsellor; and those who did so, with difficulty escaped with their lives.

	16th Century: Complaints were uttered, by private persons, by sovereigns and by whole nations, against the haughty domination of the Roman pontiffs, the frauds, violence, greed and injustice of the court of Rome, the insolence, tyranny, and extortion of the papal representatives, the crimes, ignorance, and extreme extravagance of priests and monks, and the unrighteous severity and partiality of the Romish laws; and desires were now publicly expressed ... that there might be a reformation of the Church in its head and in its members.

	At the risk of being thoroughly criticized by those who treasure only the warmest feelings about the Protestant Reformation of the 16th Century, I cannot resist the temptation here of introducing the transition from the 16th to the 17th Century with the words of Andrew Marvell, And then came the Reformation, which was almost as bad, it seems ...111 As for the 500 years between the Reformation and the present time, we may restrict ourselves to a handful of observers who dared to take an honest look at the religious scene around them and who did not hesitate to put their observations on record. And even though these observers are coming from a variety of backgrounds, each one looking at the world from his or her own perspective, there is a very clear and straightforward pattern in their observations that we should not ignore. It was Blaise Pascal who once said, Truly, it is an evil to be full of faults, but it is a still greater evil to be full of them and to be unwilling to recognize them.112 It is the contention of this chapter, and of this book as a whole, that there is something very obvious to be recognized here. Surely there must be a correlation between the gradual decline in Christian morals and a Scriptural pattern of living, on the one hand, and the nature of Christian doctrines and orthodox patterns of belief, on the other. Why is there such a complete unwillingness and a stubborn resistance to look for this correlation? Let us continue by taking a brief look into the state of affairs from the 17th Century onwards. 

	17th Century: John Goodwin, English preacher and theologian, wrote a booklet in 1646, entitled, Some Modest and Humble Queries concerning a late printed Paper.113 It is both shocking and enlightening to take a look at some of the queries, by which Goodwin was hoping to expose the intolerance and corruption within the Church of his day. (Could someone please tell me) whether it be agreeable to the Spirit of Christ, who came into the world not to destroy men’s lives but to save them, to make snares of any of his doctrines, for the destruction of the lives of men ... (and) whether to instruct ministers and others, upon pain of death, imprisonment, etcetera, not to teach anything in religion, contrary to the present apprehensions of the Church, is not in effect to say to the Holy Ghost, ‘Reveal nothing more to others than thou hast revealed to us?’

	18th Century: George Whitefield, one of the pioneers of the Methodist movement, and sometimes described as America’s spiritual Founding Father and the most influential Anglo-American evangelical leader of the eighteenth century114, slammed the hypocritical tendency of his time to emphasize orthodoxy above everything else. There are many who talk of these truths, who preach up these truths, and yet at the same time never, never felt the power of these truths upon their hearts ...You may have orthodox heads, and yet you have the devil in your hearts, he said in one of his famous sermons.115

	19th Century: Spanish theologian and poet, Joseph Blanco White, whose books like Doblado’s Letters from Spain and Second Travels of an Irish Gentleman in Search of a Religion, were extensively read during the nineteenth century, wrote these words, Seeing Christians shedding each other’s blood during many centuries, and, even at this day, ready to draw the sword in favour of opposite doctrines, to which the various parties, respectively, give the name of Christian truth, I have a strong ground to believe that there is some grievous error concealed in those two words.116

	20th Century: Reverent Joseph Fort Newton of the Liberal Christian Church in Iowa, United States, was reported to have said, Two facts stand out in the story of the Church through the ages. First, whenever the Church has forgotten the (ordinary people), and become rich and proud, metaphysical in dogma and aristocratic in spirit, the result has been bad ... At such times religion has become a hollow formalism, a dead respectability, or, worse still, a barren stony orthodoxy, and life in the street has become a hideous scramble in which heart treads on heart and all the vices run rife.117

	21st Century: Because we find ourselves in the very early stages of this century, many historians have opted for a series of questions, rather than a list of statements, when they set out to evaluate the religious climate of this century. A very good example of this may be found in a book by Robert Wuthnow, American expert in the field of Sociology of Religion. His questions are to the point and inescapable. Will Christians increasingly embarrass themselves by fighting with each other in public? In their efforts to influence the public arena, will they increasingly give over authority to secular institutions because they themselves can reach no agreement? Will core teachings about love, forgiveness, fellowship, and redemption be the main casualties of the battles being waged over particular public policies?118

	Of course we do not know the answers to the questions posed by the above-mentioned writer. We cannot predict the future. We can only hope that during this current century, men and women who have not given up the conviction that the Biblical Scriptures remain their primary source for believing and living truthfully, will stand up and make their presence felt in the world. There is indeed a desperate need for a different approach – an approach that once again resembles the approach of Y’shua of Nazareth: the works that the Father gave Me to accomplish, those works I do119 and the words that I have heard from my Father, those words I speak120 – nothing more and nothing less. 

	




Chapter 3

	The Confusing Landscape of Orthodox Confessions

	One has to remember the poorness of the mental and moral quality of the churchmen of the third, fourth, and fifth centuries who saddled Christendom with its characteristic dogmas, and the extreme poverty and confusion of the circle of ideas within which they thought.121

	One of the major stumbling blocks for those who are taking Scriptures seriously in the 21st century is where to look for proper guidance in the quest for true orthodoxy – orthodox belief that enjoys the full backing of Scriptures. If one is looking to join a Church or denomination, there is no shortage of options to consider. One source122 makes mention of more than 33 000 distinct Christian denominations in 238 countries or, looking from another angle, 3 400 000 (3.4 million) worship centers, churches or congregations to choose from! If someone desires to familiarize himself with the viewpoints and policies of a certain church, say for example the Roman Catholic Church, he can get hold of the Canon Law of the Catholic Church123. In this document he will find 1752 canons or decrees elaborating on what the Church is all about, what should be done and what should not be done and under what circumstances a person may be reprimanded by the Church officials and even excommunicated from the church. Some of these canons may be useful in the quest to come to a better understanding of Scriptures and how to apply Scriptures to everyday life. But others, like this one, may be less helpful: Can. 316 §1. A person who has publicly rejected the Catholic faith, has defected from ecclesiastical communion, or has been punished by an imposed or declared excommunication cannot be received validly into public associations.124

	Those who prefer a more Protestant approach to belief, also, have a lot to choose from – if a correct confession of faith, or creed, is what they are looking for. In Wikipedia’s article on Reformed confessions of faith,125 approximately 50 of these creeds are listed. In a book by historian Philip Schaff126, close to a 100 creeds and statements of belief of various denominations are listed and discussed (including the creeds of the Early Christian Church but excluding the more specific Roman Catholic creeds). Will any, or all, of these creeds be helpful to remove the haziness and the confusion in the minds of honest seekers of the Almighty today? Do these creeds faithfully and truthfully represent the fullness of Elohim (Ephesians 3:19) and of his Son Y’shua (Ephesians 4:13)? Do they refrain from adding anything to Scriptures or taking anything away from it, as per the clear warning in Deuteronomy 4:2, Deuteronomy 12:32, Proverbs 30:6 and Revelation 22:18-19? Do they share the view of the early apostles that all scripture (referring specifically to what we know today as The Old Testament) is given by inspiration of Elohim, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction and for instruction in righteousness (2 Timothy 3:16)? Hardly. And so the confusion remains. 

	The gap between the belief and practice of the earliest followers of Messiah and the belief and practice of subsequent generations of believers, became visible very soon after the apostolic era and gradually grew bigger and bigger as time went by. Even as early as the 2nd Century after Messiah the confessions, creeds and statements of doctrine started to look significantly different than the confessions of the early followers of Y’shua who knew Him on a first-hand basis. The councils and the synods of the Church succeeded in complicating and obscuring, rather than revealing and reflecting, the simple, pure and essential truths of Scriptures. Instead of focusing on the clarity of  Biblical precepts (Psalms 19:8) and the full counsel of Elohim (Acts 20:27), the majority of Bible believers throughout the past 20 centuries were indoctrinated in their understanding of Scriptures by Church officials who viewed themselves as authoritative interpreters of Scriptures. These officials increasingly came into the bad habit of formulating creeds in a way that came across as an effort to improve on previous confessions and well articulated, orderly and systematic, but overly complicated, treatises of what is plainly stated in Scriptures.

	What is stated above may be illustrated, simply by taking a brief look at (certain parts of) some of the creeds of the Christian Church through the ages. Before proceeding to the extra-Biblical creeds, however, it may help to bring everything into perspective by first looking at some of the confessions of belief found within Scriptures. These, of course, were never meant to be creeds, neither were they officially authorized as creeds by any person or group, but they may surely help us in our quest to come to a proper evaluation of the creeds formulated afterwards by individuals and assemblies who claimed to be protectors of Scriptural truth.

	The plain confessions of Scriptures

	To see truth as truth, we don’t need a lot of study. It’s not complicated. What we need is pure observation. An open mind and fresh eyes will serve us well.127

	The earliest creed-type confession in Scriptures is Deuteronomy 6:4-5: Hear, O Israel: Yahweh is our Elohim; Yahweh is one. And you shall love Yahweh your Elohim with all your heart, and with all your soul, and with all your might. Some Bibles may translate this differently, but the translation given here is as literal and as true to the original text as possible. The straightforward meaning of this confession, and the intended meaning of the word echad as one, as opposed to more than one or a compound, cannot be disputed. It is backed up by more than 50 other verses, both in the Old Testament and the New Testament, explicitly confirming the nature of Biblical belief as monotheistic, and certainly not polytheistic128. Some people may argue that biblical belief is something of a mixture between the two – a sort of mono-poly-theistic belief, but that sounds more like something related to a well-known board game (and its scary summons, every now and then, to go directly to jail!), than anything close to what is taught in Scriptures. 

	The prayer of Hannah in 1 Samuel 2:1-10 may also be seen as a primitive confession of belief. Notice the simplicity of images and child-like belief that is so evident throughout this prayer/confession:

	There is no one set-apart like Yahweh, for there is no one besides You, and there is no rock like our Elohim ... Yahweh is an El of knowledge, and by Him deeds are weighed ... Yahweh puts to death and makes alive, He brings down to She’ol and raises up. Yahweh makes poor and makes rich, He brings low and lifts up. He raises the poor from the dust, He lifts the needy from the dunghill, to sit with princes, and make them inherit a throne of esteem. For the pillars of the earth belong to Yahweh, and He has set the world upon them. He guards the feet of the ones He favoured, but the wrong are silent in darkness ... Those who oppose Yahweh are shattered, from the heavens He thunders against them. Yahweh judges the ends of the earth, and gives strength to His sovereign, and exalts the horn of His anointed. 

	Another short and powerful creed-type confession may be found in Psalms 89:26 He calls out to Me, You are my Father, My El129, and the rock of my deliverance. The fact that the Hebrew word translated here as deliverance is yeshua, should not be seen as some hidden information about the One (named Yahushua or Yehoshua, shortened to Y’shua, and meaning the salvation of Yahweh) who later came as a fulfilment of the messianic prophesies. Within the context of Psalms 89 this verse is simply a confession about Yahweh, who revealed Himself as a Father – even before his Son, Y’shua was born into this world, many centuries later. What is this confession saying about Yahweh our Father? The same One that we may call our Father, is also our Elohim, and vice versa. He, and no one else, is the Mighty One, the Supreme One, the All-Powerful One, the Rock of our deliverance. He will stand firm even when everything around us is moving or changing. He will provide firmness and steadfastness and protection, no matter what. But He is also the great Saviour and Deliverer. He will provide the means for us to be saved from every threat that we may face and to be delivered from all our enemies. 

	In the New Testament we have several short confessions by individuals who articulated their belief – mostly in Y’shua, the Son, but on certain occasions also in Yahweh, the Father. Matthew 16:16 may be taken as our first example: And Shimon Kepha (or: Peter) answering, said, ‘You are the Messiah, the Son of the living Elohim’ (See also: Matthew 14:33; Matthew 17:5; Matthew 27:43; Matthew 27:54; Mark 1:1; Mark 15:39; Luke 4:41; Luke 9:20; John 1:49; John 11:27; John 20:31; Acts 9:20; 1 John 4:15 and 1 John 5:5). These two aspects, promised Messiah and Son of Elohim, were the two essential and mostly repeated articles of the earliest confessions about the One known as Y’shua of Nazareth. He was clearly recognized as the One spoken of by the prophets – the Maschiach or Anointed One who was going to be sent by the Almighty to perform a great work of redemption and restoration. 

	As far as the second article is concerned, this Y’shua was also introduced profoundly with the words, This is my beloved Son – on two occasions that we know of (see Luke 3:22 and Luke 9:35) – by an audible voice from heaven, clearly heard by those who were present at that time. No doubt, this is one of the main reasons why believers in Y’shua subsequently had no hesitation in confessing or referring to Y’shua as the Son of Elohim.130 Whenever they did so, there was never the slightest thought in their minds that this Son of Elohim was equal to, or the same as, the Almighty Creator of heaven and earth.131 In the understanding of the early believers there has consistently been a clear distinction between The living Elohim and the Son of the living Elohim. This may be seen in the following passages: I put You to oath, by the living Elohim that You say to us if You are the Messiah, the Son of Elohim (Matthew 26:63); He trusted in Elohim, let Him rescue Him now if He desires Him, for He said, ‘I am the Son of Elohim’ (Matthew 27:43); The power of the Most High shall overshadow you and the One born of you shall be called: Son of Elohim (Luke 1:35); The Son of Elohim is the one whom the Father set apart and sent into the world (John 10:36); We were restored to favour with Elohim through the death of His Son (Romans 5:10); He ordained them (the believers) to be conformed to the likeness of His Son, for Him to be the first-born among many brothers (Romans 8:29) and He loved us and sent His Son to be an atoning offering for our sins (1 John 4:10), to mention just a few.

	Another passage from the New Testament that has the makings of a primitive creed, is Romans 10:9, If you confess with your mouth the Master Y’shua and believe in your heart that Elohim has raised Him from the dead, you shall be saved. Two additional articles are added here that remained a central part, throughout the New Testament writings, of the most original understanding concerning Y’shua. These are (1) the fact that Y’shua was called Master (Greek: kurios or kyrios) on a regular basis and (2) the belief that Elohim had raised Him from the dead. The designation master or lord, as a translation of the Greek word kyrios, has perhaps singlehandedly given rise to more confusion about Y’shua than any other concept in Scriptures. The problem is that kyrios is the same word that almost all available ancient Greek New Testament manuscripts have used to refer to Yahweh, in accordance with the practice of that period of avoiding both the writing and the pronunciation of the Divine name. Out of this practice emerged the all too easy equation: If Yahweh is called kyrios and Y’shua is also called kyrios, then Y’shua must be equal to Yahweh. As many scholars, both from previous centuries and our own time, have pointed out frequently: To come to such a conclusion based on the so-called double reference of the word kyrios, is quite simply poor exposition of Scriptures.132 There are many factors that contributed to the designation of the concepts lord or master with reference to Y’shua. To mention just a few: Based upon Psalms 110 with its clear messianic undertones, Y’shua was not only seen as David’s Son (or descendant) but also as David’s Master (kyrios) – quite distinctly from Yahweh who is pictured in Psalms 110 as talking to this master; the use of the concept of kyrios in the New Testament may have been influenced by the use in those days of the corresponding Aramaic word Mar (meaning teacher or rabbi, but also master)133 and in the New Testament, the word kyrios was not only used with reference to Yahweh and Y’shua, but to ordinary people as well.134 

	By using the title kyrios, it was therefore never the intention of the writers of the New Testament to make Y’shua equal to Yahweh or to say anything about his nature.135 Instead, they wanted to emphasize the fact that He was viewed as someone with authority – both as a teacher, leader and rabbi of his followers and as the Son of Elohim, endowed with authority from above. The authority of Y’shua was demonstrated most clearly by the fact that He was raised from the dead and exalted to a position at the right hand of his Father. Against this background it makes good sense to add the second article in Romans 10:9, If you believe in your heart that Elohim has raised Him from the dead, you shall be saved. James Dunn, one of the foremost New Testament scholars of the modern era, has written in this regard: Even as Lord (kyrios), Jesus acknowledges his Father as his God. Here it becomes plain that kyrios is not so much a way of identifying Jesus with God, but if anything, more a way of distinguishing Jesus from God. We may note also 1 Cor. 3.23 — You are Christ’s, and Christ is God’s; and 11.3 — the head of Christ is God. And again 1 Cor. 15.24-28: the Lord of all (cf. Rom. 10.12) has been given his lordship by God. It is a lordship which fulfills God’s purpose in making humankind to be responsible in ruling over the rest of creation. And it is a lordship which will in the end be wholly subject to God.136 

	One last creed-type confession of the New Testament that is worth looking into, is 1 Peter 1:18-21: You were redeemed from your futile behaviour inherited from your fathers, not with what is corruptible, silver or gold, but with the precious blood of Messiah, as of a lamb unblemished and spotless. He was foreknown, indeed, before the foundation of the world, but manifested in these last times for your sakes - through Him you believe in Elohim who raised Him from the dead and gave Him esteem, so that your belief and expectation are in Elohim. Three articles of belief may be detected within this passage: (1) The redemptive or saving aspect of the blood (or death) of the Messiah (You were redeemed ... with the precious blood of Messiah); (2) The Messiah was foreknown before the foundation of the world but manifested in these last times and (3) Elohim raised Y’shua from the dead and gave Him esteem or honour. The first statement of belief with regards to the redemptive nature of Y’shua’s death has been taken up reasonably unchanged into most Christian creeds that were formulated throughout the ages, and there is little need for us to elaborate upon this here. The second statement, despite its relative clarity in this passage, is almost never reflected in this form, in any of the extra-biblical creeds that may be found today. Is the statement that Y’shua was foreknown before the foundation of the world, but manifested later, in accordance with the way in which He is portrayed in the rest of Scriptures? It certainly seems that way. 

	In Mica 5:2 it is foretold that a future Ruler will come forth out of Bethlehem but that his going forth (or coming forth or rising or descent or ancestry) is from ancient times. In Romans 16:25-26 it becomes clear that the apostle is sharing this understanding about the Messiah when he writes that the events surrounding Y’shua, and the consequent preaching about the Messiah, was the revelation of the secret which was kept silent since times of old, but now has been made manifest. In 1 Corinthians 2:7 Paul connects this concept with the wisdom of Elohim: But we speak the wisdom of Elohim, which was hidden in a secret, and which Elohim ordained before the ages for our esteem. Ephesians 3:8-9 states that the Good News of the unsearchable riches of Messiah among the nations is a secret that for ages past has been hidden in Elohim. In Colossians 1:25-26 Paul once again touches on this theme, saying that the word of Elohim which was given to him (Paul) and, through him, to other people, is a secret hidden from ages and from generations, but now revealed to His set-apart ones. In Hebrews 1:1-2 it is stated quite clearly that previously Elohim had spoken in many ways to the fathers by the prophets, but only in these last days did He speak to them through the Son. It is through Him, (the Greek word dia that is used here may also be translated as because of Him / for the sake of Him / by reason of Him) that He (Elohim) made the ages (or the world). In Revelation 13:8 the well-known metaphor of a lamb is (once again) used for the Messiah, stating that this lamb was slain from the foundation of the world. The obvious meaning is that what took pace before the foundation of the world, was not the slaying itself (neither any of the other events in Y’shua’s life), but the formation of the plan or the wisdom of Elohim regarding these events.  

	The third statement of belief found in the passage of 1 Peter 1:18-21 (Elohim raised Y’shua from the dead and gave Him esteem or honour) is represented in a number of extra-biblical creeds, but the simple truth found in this passage is not always reflected in the confessions of faith, formulated throughout the centuries. This truth is that the resurrection and subsequent esteem and exalted position of Y’shua was not something He achieved because He was equal to, or the same as Yahweh, but quite clearly because Yahweh gave Him that power and authority, based on the Scriptural truth that the ultimate power and authority is found only in Yahweh. That Y’shua, as the Son, received his power and authority from Yahweh, the Father, is confirmed numerously throughout the New Testament, for example Matthew 11:27 (All have been handed over to Me by My Father); Matthew 28:18 (All authority has been given to Me); John 3:35 (The Father loves the Son, and has given all into His hand); Acts 2:36 (Let them know that Elohim made Him both Master and Messiah); Acts 3:26 (Elohim raised up his servant Y’shua); 1 Corinthians 15:27 (He has put all under His feet); Ephesians 1:20 (Elohim raised Y’shua from the dead and seated Him at His right hand); 1 Thessalonians 1:9-10 (The living and true Elohim raised his Son from the dead) and Hebrews 2:8 (You have put all in subjection under his feet).

	Having established some of the well attested principles of the Biblical belief in Yahweh the Almighty and Y’shua his Son, we may now proceed to take a closer look at some of the typical formulations contained in several Christian creeds. What we need to find out is whether these creeds have remained faithful to the primary source (the Biblical Scriptures), which they all claim to honour and embody. Because this chapter focuses primarily on the published confessions of the churches over the past 20 centuries and the influence of these confessions upon the lives of the believers, we shall not try to engage in a full-blown discussion and evaluation of specific doctrines, like the doctrine of the Trinity. However, it will soon become clear that the majority of creeds are leaning towards a more in-depth treatment of The Son (or the category known in the academic world as Christology) and for this reason our discussion of the creeds will also reflect this noticeable emphasis on the Messiah. The question may well be asked, even before this discussion is undertaken in more detail, whether this disproportionate emphasis on The Son is a true reflection of how the Biblical writers expressed and explained the belief of the early followers of Y’shua. We shall try to find an answer to this question, as we go along.

	The Creed of 150 Fathers – 381 A.D.

	Life is really simple, but we insist on making it complicated (Confucius).137 

	Let us take a brief look at the Creed of Constantinople138 or the Creed of 150 fathers, dating back to 381 A.D.: 

	We believe in one God, the Father All Governing, creator of heaven and earth, of all things visible and invisible; And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son of God, begotten from the Father before all time, Light from Light, true God from true God, begotten not created, of the same essence as the Father, through Whom all things came into being, Who for us men and because of our salvation came down from heaven, and was incarnate by the Holy Spirit and the Virgin Mary and became human. He was crucified for us under Pontius Pilate, and suffered and was buried, and rose on the third day, according to the Scriptures, and ascended to heaven, and sits on the right hand of the Father, and will come again with glory to judge the living and dead. His Kingdom shall have no end. And in the Holy Spirit, the Lord and life-giver, Who proceeds from the Father, Who is worshiped and glorified together with the Father and Son, Who spoke through the prophets; And in one, holy, catholic, and apostolic Church. We confess one baptism for the remission of sins. We look forward to the resurrection of the dead and the life of the world to come. Amen. 

	That the treatment of the Son is the main component of this Creed, is quite clear, even by just looking at the English word count in this confession: Treatment of the Father – 20 words; Treatment of the Son – 124 words; Treatment of all the other articles, combined – 65 words. The same tendency that is found in almost all Creeds of the 4th and 5th centuries, may clearly be seen here: the Son is described with a series of attributes and phrases that are, quite simply, clumsy, abstract, unintelligible and inaccurate when compared with the plain language of Scriptures. To highlight just one aspect – where does the attribute Light from Light come from and what exactly does it mean? The word light is used about 70 times in the New Testament and many of these are in connection with the Son, but not once do we come across the phrase light from light. If the apostolic fathers wanted to say that Y’shua was sent by his Father as the Light of the World, why did they not simply use this clear Biblical formulation of a truth that is straightforward to understand? The light spoken of by the New Testament writers, is most effective as a metaphor, because it tells the story of what this light can do to the darkness in this world. This metaphor is never used to tell a story of what happened before the light made its appearance. It is never used to tell us something about incarnation139 or the Son’s essence or his state of creation or any other philosophical or metaphysical question related to the Son. It is quite simply, not an image of the light that came from the light but of the darkness that needed the light. We have here a classical example of a wonderful biblical metaphor distorted, deformed and weakened to fit into the scheme of the internal Christological struggles of the 4th century church.140

	The Christology of Chalcedon – 451 A.D.

	Life is deep and simple, and what our society gives us is shallow and complicated.141

	The next Creed that we may consider briefly is the Creed of Chalcedon, dated 451 A.D. This Creed, in its entirety, is about the Son and while the Creed of Constantinople uses 124 words in its treatment of the Son, this one uses close to 210 words and it is quite obvious that during the 70 year period between these two creeds, the measure of uncertainty and disagreement within the field of Christology has grown considerably. Here is one of the available English translations of this Creed: 

	We, then, following the holy fathers, all with one consent teach men to confess one and the same Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, the same perfect in Godhead and also perfect in manhood; truly God and truly man, of a rational soul and body; coessential with the Father according to the Godhead, and consubstantial with us according to the manhood; in all things like unto us, without sin; begotten before all ages of the Father according to the Godhead, and in these latter days, for us and for our salvation, born of the Virgin Mary, the mother of God, according to the manhood; one and the same Christ, Son, Lord, Only-begotten, to be acknowledged in two natures, without confusion, without change, without division, without separation; the distinction of natures being by no means taken away by the union, but rather the property of each nature being preserved, and concurring in one person and one subsistence, not parted or divided into two persons, but one and the same Son, and only begotten, God the Word, the Lord Jesus Christ; as the prophets from the beginning have declared concerning Him, and the Lord Jesus Christ Himself has taught us, and the creed of the holy fathers has handed down to us.

	Notice the following phrases that can only be described as exceedingly more than what is clearly proclaimed by Scriptures: the same perfect in Godhead and also perfect in manhood; coessential with the Father; consubstantial with us; the Virgin Mary, the mother of God and one and the same Christ, Son, Lord ... in two natures ... as the Lord Jesus Christ Himself has taught us. Not only did Y’shua never teach anything that came close to the complicated doctrine of the two natures that was formulated more than 400 years after his last teaching on earth, but He also outrightly refused to be called good in the same sense that the Father may be called good.142 He also clearly stated that his Father was greater than He was143 and simply acknowledged the Father as his Elohim, even when He addressed the seven churches in the Book of Revelation, many years after being exalted to the right hand of the Almighty144. These are only two of several more reasons why seekers of the truth and scholars of the New Testament, through the centuries, have recorded their strongest objections to this so-called orthodox doctrine of the two natures of Messiah (one human, and the other divine). Friedrich Schleiermacher, German theologian, one of the major Biblical scholars of modern times and author of many influential books during the 19th century, was one of those who strongly voiced his objections and proved in a number of ways the flawed nature of this doctrine.145 

	The Curses of Constantinople – 553 A.D.

	You know you’re a clumsy person when you cause other people to fall down.146

	The Second Council of Constantinople took place in the next century (553 A.D.). Out of this council came forth a set of formulations about the Son, known as The Anathemas147 of the Second Council of Constantinople. This time more than 1400 English words, or approximately 6 pages, were used to formulate the proper belief in the Son and to denounce and condemn anything that is against this orthodoxy. One cannot help but wondering why so many words and such extensive language was needed to provide an accurate representation of what Scriptures are saying about the Son – and this Creed did not even include the things that He taught, neither the things that He came to do. It was entirely about the question: What is the nature and the essence of the Son and how is He related to the Father? Someone called Chief Joseph once said, It does not require many words to speak the truth. Is it unfair to apply this principle in our quest to evaluate the clumsy formulations of the Church throughout the centuries, especially with regards to the Son? Let the reader decide for him- or herself. We shall continue by briefly looking at some of the highlights (or should we say: lowlights?) of the proceedings of this council. 

	One of the articles of the Creed, is the following: 

	If anyone does not confess that God the Word was twice begotten, the first before all time from the Father, non-temporal and bodiless, the other in the last days when he came down from the heavens and was incarnate by the holy, glorious, theotokos, ever-virgin Mary, and born of her, let him be anathema.

	Once again, in one single article taken from this lengthy Creed, there are at least 7 attributes or portrayals of the Son that are foreign and vastly remote from the language and concepts used in Scriptures. The first chapter of the Book of John links the only-begotten or only brought-forth Son with the logos or the word or the design of Elohim that was there from the beginning. This will be discussed in more detail, later in this book. But none of the New Testament writers, neither any of the apostles and certainly not Y’shua Himself, ever used a designation like God the Word. The early believers in Messiah never thought or wrote about the Son in trinitarian terms like these and simply viewed Y’shua as the embodiment of a divine plan or design – logos – that existed from the very beginning. The word-choice of twice begotten can only be regretted. How the Church leaders of the ancient Constantinople could arrive at this formulation, believing that it was based upon what is taught in Scriptures, is extremely difficult to understand. Quite clearly, these respected Church fathers allowed their rejection of certain heterodox ideas about the Son, to cause havoc and confusion in their own minds, eventually coming up with a doctrinal invention that is not helping anyone at all. To use the word theotokos with reference to Mary is, once again, completely unscriptural. The word theotokos is derived from two Greek words theos (meaning god) and tikto (meaning to give birth) and the implied meaning here is that Mary gave birth to God or to Yahweh. There is no need to say much more, except that the mere thought of this is shocking and unlike anything taught in Scriptures. Even the designation ever-virgin Mary is an inexcusable addition to the plain truth of Scriptures, namely that the One who subsequently became known as the Son of Elohim, was miraculously born of a virgin, named Mary.148 To replace virgin with ever-virgin is going against the clear intention of Scriptures and boils down to changing a supernatural, yet simple historical event into a mythological, fairy-tale-like episode. 

	The Controversy over wills and natures – 681 A.D.

	Simple can be harder than complex: You have to work hard to get your thinking clean to make it simple.149

	In the statement of faith of The Third Council of Constantinople (681 A.D.) yet another effort was made to formulate conclusive doctrines about the Son. This time a specific purpose was set before the Council: to settle the theological controversy of Monothelitism, that is, the doctrine that in the Person of Jesus Christ there is only one will. Here is a translation of this statement about the will of Y’shua as found in The New World Encyclopedia (online): 

	We proclaim equally two natural volitions or wills in him and two natural principles of action which undergo no division, no change, no partition, no confusion, in accordance with the teaching of the holy fathers. And the two natural wills not in opposition, as the impious heretics said, far from it, but his human will following, and not resisting or struggling, rather in fact subject to his divine and all-powerful will... And we hold there to be two natural principles of action in the same Jesus Christ our lord and true God, which undergo no division, no change, no partition, no confusion, that is, a divine principle of action and a human principle of action... Therefore, protecting on all sides the no confusion and no division, we announce the whole in these brief words: Believing our lord Jesus Christ, even after his incarnation, to be one of the holy Trinity and our true God, we say that he has two natures shining forth in his one subsistence... each nature wills and performs the things that are proper to it in a communion with the other; then in accord with this reasoning we hold that two natural wills and principles of action meet in correspondence for the salvation of the human race.

	So, basically, this council condemned as heresy the teaching that the earthly Y’shua had one will only – Monothelitism – and maintained that He not only had two natures (human and divine), but also two wills (human and divine) – the one in complete harmony with the other. This double distinction of two natures and two wills, connected artificially to the one person, Y’shua, gave rise to a spider web of complex and non-Scriptural arguments to defend this view as orthodox. One may be forgiven for measuring up these arguments and debates against the portrayal of Y’shua in Scriptures, asking the simple question: Would all this have been necessary, had the New Testament not been forcibly squeezed into a trinity mold, unbecoming of the sentiments and words of Y’shua and his early followers? 

	The Mock Synod of Hieria – 754 A.D.

	In my society, even the right things are wrong.150 

	In the next century, in the year 754 A.D., the Council of Hieria took place, but was later rejected by the Catholic Church, partly due to the absence of the majority of the patriarchs of the churches in Rome, Constantinople, Alexandria, Antioch, and Jerusalem. This Council also made the controversial ruling that the use of religious images and icons in churches was not to be allowed. It was later described as the Mock Synod and the Headless Council, because of the absence of important leaders, including the Pope. At the Lateran Council of 769 A.D. and the Second Council of Nicaea in 787 A.D. the veneration of holy images was once again endorsed and upheld as orthodox. Clearly, by this time, orthodox has become little more than a smoke screen to condone sacred cows and perceivably untouchable man-made traditions within the church.

	The Fourth Lateran Council – 1215 A.D.

	I didn’t need to understand the hypostatic unity of the Trinity; I just needed to turn my life over to whoever came up with redwood trees.151

	In AD 1215 The Fourth Lateran Council claimed that the unity of the Godhead was not just a collective unity in the way that many human beings are said to make one people, and many believers one church. Rather it is the same ‘thing’, that is divine substance, essence or nature which ‘truly is the Father, and is the Son, and is the Spirit’, That ‘thing’ is not begetting, nor begotten, nor proceeding, but is the Father who begets, and the Son who is begotten, and the Holy Spirit who proceeds, so that there may be distinction of persons but unity of nature.152 The words substance, essence and nature and even thing, within the Trinitarian formulation coming from this council, are concepts that come across as completely foreign and abstract when compared to the Scriptural portrayal of The Almighty, the Son that was sent by Him and the Spirit that proceeded from Him. The heavenly Father of Y’shua of Nazareth, whom, when speaking to his disciples, Y’shua calls my Father and your Father and my Elohim and your Elohim, is pictured as a unique, personal, righteous and loving Elohim, not an essence or a substance or a thing. And furthermore, Y’shua’s unity with his Father is never pictured as a unity in essence or nature, but rather a unity in purpose, will and activity. It is the same kind of unity that Y’shua would also like to see among his followers. In this regard, one may simply compare the references to the oneness of Yahweh and Y’shua with verses like John 17:11 – that they might be one as We are; John 17:21 – that they all might be one, as You, Father, are in Me, and I in You and John 17:22 – that they might be one as We are one. It is extremely difficult to understand an abstract statement like this one of the Fourth Lateran Council, when comparing it with the straightforward meaning of Y’shua’s words in John 17. 

	The Papal supremacy at Florence – 1439 A.D.

	To those who abuse: the sin is yours, the crime is yours, and the shame is yours.153

	At least two important clarifying definitions were formulated during the Council of Florence. Firstly, it outlined the Latin dogma of papal supremacy, that is, the absolute and universal authority of the Pope: We likewise define that the holy Apostolic See, and the Roman Pontiff, hold the primacy throughout the entire world; and that the Roman Pontiff himself is the successor of blessed Peter, the chief of the Apostles, and the true vicar of Christ, and that he is the head of the entire Church, and the father and teacher of all Christians; and that full power was given to him in blessed Peter by our Lord Jesus Christ, to feed, rule, and govern the universal Church.154 

	Throughout the centuries, many scholars have proven, beyond any doubt, the unscriptural and even corrupt nature of this doctrine of papal supremacy. Historians agree that the kind of supremacy formulated at Florence was a gradual assumption by the popes and was never allowed, or even considered, by the primitive church.155 Archibald Bower, a famous Roman Catholic of the 18th century, who had been Professor in three Italian universities, and Counsellor of the Inquisition at Macerata, wrote in his book on the history of the popes, As I was then a most zealous champion for the Pope’s supremacy, which was held as an article of faith by the body I belonged to, my chief design was to ascertain that supremacy by showing, century by century, that, from the apostles’ times to the present, it had ever been acknowledged by the Catholic Church; but I was so far from finding anything that seemed in the least to express such a doctrine, that, on the contrary, it appeared evident beyond all dispute that during the first three centuries of the Church it had been utterly unknown to the Christian world.156 The idea, expressed at the Council of Florence, that the Pope was considered to be the true vicar of Christ – vicar being a Latinism of the word vicarius, meaning substitute – is something that can only be regretted and rejected by anyone who desires to honour the uniqueness of Y’shua the Messiah. 

	The second doctrine touched upon by the Council of Florence and worth noting here, is the explanation of the nature of the Spirit of Yahweh, by making use of an additional concept, filioque – a concept that started to appear in certain creeds since the 7th century. Most of the earlier creeds contained an article about the Spirit of Yahweh saying something like, The Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father. But everyone was not happy with this formulation and in the churches of Western Christianity (as opposed to the Eastern Churches) there was a growing tendency to add an additional clause to the above-mentioned statement about the Spirit, so that it would later read, The Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father, and from the Son. The word filioque literally means and from the Son and has become just one more in a long list of concepts, completely unsupported by Scriptures and unrelated to the core foundations of true belief. What is more, the infightings within the Catholic Church for many centuries, over these doctrines, have played a definite role in the drastic 11th century breach between the Western Church157and the Eastern Church.158

	The list above of the earliest Church Councils, before the 16th century Reformation, and the statements of belief issued by them, is by no means complete. However, to use the words of Robert Hamerton-Kelly,159 it brings to the surface undeniable evidence that early Christianity mistakenly bound itself to, and found its deepest expression in Greek dualistic thought-patterns. The obsession to define the belief in Y’shua in terms of natures, substance and pre-existence, only succeeded in laying a false foundation for its religious perceptions and advancing down the cul-de-sac of philosophical speculation. Barth Ehrman160 is not mistaken when he says that what later came to be known as orthodoxy was simply one among a number of competing interpretations of Christianity in the early period. It was neither a self-evident interpretation nor an original apostolic view. 

	The Five Centuries after the Reformation

	The Reformer is always right about what’s wrong. However, he’s often wrong about what is right.161 

	As far as the post-Reformation period is concerned, instead of highlighting carefully chosen doctrines out of a few selected councils, as we have done with the pre-Reformation period, it may prove to be more enlightening to focus on one aspect only – the attitude of the early Reformers towards the Old Testament or Pre-Messianic Scriptures. When these reformers articulated their confessions and creeds, no doubt, they were significantly influenced by their view of Scriptures, including their view of the role of Old Testament in the period subsequent to the earthly life of Y’shua the Messiah. The primary aim of the Reformation was to challenge and to rectify some of the expressed doctrines of the Catholic Church, with the hope of rekindling and purifying the belief and lifestyle of both Church leaders and ordinary believers. A number of extremely positive results followed soon after the early stages of the Reformation. To mention just a few: (1) With the slogan, Sola Scriptura, meaning Only the Scriptures, the supremacy of the Biblical Scriptures was once again revered; (2) The aspect of favour and mercy within the framework of salvation was restored – Sola Gratia, meaning By favour alone; (3) The liturgy and rituals used during Church services were translated and became more accessible to ordinary people; (4) The deep corruption within the leadership of the Catholic Church was exposed; (5) A greater role was afforded to the place of women within the public activities of the churches; (6) The Reformation served as a tremendous boost for the advance in literacy throughout the world of that day; (7) The Reformation succeeded in removing many of the clumsy mediating measures of Catholicism that made it almost impossible for believers to approach the Father directly through his Son, Y’shua; (8) Through a number of new translations of the Bible, the Biblical Scriptures became very much within the reach of each Biblical believer; (9) The Reformers became a united prophetic voice against the evils of a church-state partnership and they were instrumental in the termination of this catastrophic unity and (10) the Reformation was the trigger for the Catholic Church to introduce its own measures of reformation, with some encouraging results. 

	Today, very few people would challenge the statement that despite the positive outcome of the Reformation, there were also many disappointments, failures and all kinds of factors that re-introduced more reasons for strife, disunity and distrust in the teachings of the church. One of these, I believe, is the typically negative view of the Old Testament, shared by almost all of the early reformers. Not everyone will mention or expect this aspect under the banner of disappointments and failures, but there is a clear tendency of disregarding and degrading the Old Testament Scriptures, clearly transpiring when looking at some of the comments made by famous reformers. This is a trend that is firmly rooted within the earlier stages of Christianity, especially during the 4th and 5th century, but significantly less so, during the 1st and 2nd centuries after Messiah. 

	Martin Luther’s attitude towards the Old Testament is reflected in these words, Leave Moses and his people together. They are a thing of the past and none of my business. I hear the word that concerns me ... I pay no attention to him, he does not concern me.162 Although Zwingli, another important reformer, believed that the Old Testament was still relevant for Christians, he saw the value of the Old Testament mainly in so far as it points to, or foreshadow the coming of the Messiah, not as a moral code to be taken seriously by believers in Messiah. For him, Old Testament figures like Noah, Melchizedek, Isaac, Jacob, Joseph, Moses, Joshua etc. are types of the Messiah, who in advance and imperfectly portray what in Messiah will be perfectly fulfilled.163 John Calvin believed that by preaching the Old Testament we are preaching the words of the Messiah. When he commented on the Old Testament he repeatedly used phrases such as, Here Christ comforts his Church ... here Christ convicts His people ... here Christ speaks to Israel. Calvin, therefore, had no problem in seeing the words of the Old Testament as the very words of the Messiah.164 

	David Puckett, an American Professor of Church History, is of the opinion that when Calvin interpreted the Old Testament, three somewhat differing approaches were taken: The Hebrew Scriptures prophesy Messiah and the events surrounding his life and fate. Or the Hebrew Scriptures foreshadow Messiah. It is the type, the mark of the seal ring in the wax of the past, that points to the reality of Messiah. Or, finally, the relationship of the old and new is transformed into the relationship of earthly to heavenly; and the Hebrew Scriptures become a mysterious allegory of Christian truths.165 As an extension of the views of the reformers, the Westminster Confession of Faith (1646) divided the Mosaic laws into three categories: moral, civil, and ceremonial. According to this Confession, only the moral laws of the Mosaic Law, which include the Ten Commandments and the commands repeated in the New Testament, directly apply to Christians today. Ceremonial laws, in this view, included the regulations pertaining to ceremonial cleanliness, festivals, diet, and the Levitical priesthood.166 This distinction between moral, civil and ceremonial laws has been upheld in Protestant circles, up to this day, despite the fact that such a clear categorization is nowhere to be found in Scriptures. It should also be noted here that the decision to include within the list of ceremonial laws the Biblical festivals, described in Scriptures as the appointed times of Yahweh167, and the laws against eating unclean animal types, specified in Scriptures as an abomination168, is not only illogical but also contrary to the understanding of the early believers of the apostolic era, who frequently attended the feasts169 and never touched (with their lips) anything that was known to be unclean.170 

	The embattled landscape surrounding the so-called orthodox creeds of the Church is presenting us with a miserable picture of belief that shows very little evidence of the Scriptural fact that the earth belongs to Yahweh and the fullness thereof.171 The words of Yahweh are pure words, tried as silver used to be tried in a furnace and purified seven times172, but through arrogance, self-righteousness, intolerance, anger and the misguided idea that they knew better, the pacesetters and forerunners in the early Church have left us with an unwanted legacy and an unthinkable dilemma. Up until this day, the legacy and the teachings of Y’shua the Messiah have already made an immeasurable impact on a significant proportion of the population of the world, but, as one concerned researcher has observed, it would have covered the earth as the waters cover the sea, had it not been obstructed by the theories of orthodoxy.173 

	The history of the battles over doctrine, and of the implementation of Christians Creeds, both before and after the Reformation, have shown again and again that whenever someone started raising questions about doctrine, the imposing gearwork of the Church came into motion, first finding a suitable label of heresy for the offender and then taking steps to apply ever-increasing pressure that soon ended, either in repentance or some form of persecution. The labels of heresy that were so liberally and publicly displayed in the communities where these perpetrators against orthodoxy lived and worked, usually came in the format of a word ending with –ism. There was (and still is) a sense of importance and of gravity in a sin against the Church that ends with –ism. During the time of the Reformation people were found guilty of Atheism174, Deism175, Polytheism176, Libertinism177, Legalism178, Anticlericalism179, Anabaptism180, Humanism181, Rationalism182, Arianism183, Unitarianism184, Socinianism185, Hobbism186, Arminianism187, Puritanism188, Mysticism189, Ascetism190 and Spiritualism,191 to mention just a few. In the 21st Century many of these –isms have survived and became part of an even larger repertoire, including concepts like Skepticism192, Antinomianism193, Triumphalism194, Pragmatism195, Millenarianism196, Agnosticism197, Individualism,198 Universalism,199 Futurism,200 Sabbatarianism201, Messianism202, Yahwism203 

	What is needed today, perhaps more than ever before in the history of the church, is a renewed effort to find an honest and objective answer to the question: Has the Church succeeded in bringing us closer to the knowledge about Yahweh, his character, his plans, his words, his people, his Son and his Kingdom? Or has it become so deeply entangled in formulas, vague concepts, philosophies, infightings, church-state politics, abstract ideas, refutation of heresies and a disregard for the straight-forward meaning of Scriptures – that it completely lost its footing and, thereby, also its authority in this world?

	Sarah Leigh Fogleman, American Author with the pen name, Ally Carter, said in one of her popular books, Sometimes it takes an outsider, someone with fresh eyes to see the truth.204 I am not claiming that as an outsider I can see the truth more clearly than others – not for one moment – but I can tell that being an outsider has its benefits. Are we willing to step outside, even if it is just for a moment or two, to take a long, fresh look at what exactly was handed over to us by our spiritual ancestors? Were there perhaps areas in which our own vision had been distorted and our own understanding hampered by misinformation, coming from a source that we may previously have revered as above reproach? It was John Locke205 who once said that there was no other way to gain admittance, or give defense to strange and absurd doctrines, as to guard them roundabout with legions of obscure, doubtful, and undefined words. Looking at the pretentious and pompous language our forerunners in belief applied when formulating their creeds and conclusions – many of which are still being held as orthodox up to this very day – one cannot help but thinking of these as strange and absurd doctrines, neatly guarded with legions of obscure, doubtful and undefined words and concepts. Those who would dare to take a good look or to take a stand or even to step outside, should know that they may soon find themselves branded with an unfriendly –ism or two. But I can tell that being branded and labelled, for the right reasons, is a lot better than mechanically sticking with the status quo, for all the wrong reasons. 

	




Chapter 4

	The Road back towards true Scriptural Belief

	Faith isn’t about being right, or settling down, or refusing to change. Faith is a journey, and every generation contributes its own sketches to the map.206

	It is fair to say that it is the responsibility of the generation of this century to contribute towards the map of Biblical belief, even if our contribution is little more than a few rough sketches, drawn up against the background of a society that is flooded with an overload of knowledge and technology. It is not that these kind of contributions have not yet started to come in. Be assured, they are literally streaming in – even faster and more persuasively than in centuries before. But if someone should ask me whether these contributions would show us the road back to true Scriptural belief, I am not so sure that I can answer affirmatively. Just by looking at some of the titles of 21st Century books on the topic of belief, is causing a sensation of shivering and cold sweat through my entire body. To mention just a few: The Biology of Belief: Unleashing the Power of Consciousness, Matter and Miracles; The Psychology of Paranormal Belief; Brain & Belief: An Exploration of the Human Soul; Beyond Belief: Living Outside the Belief Box; An Atheist’s History of Belief; Belief Systems and the Perception of Reality; Narrative and Belief: The Religious Affordance of Supernatural Fiction and Cognitive Mechanisms of Belief Change.

	The name of this current chapter suggests that we are looking for the road back to true Scriptural Belief. What it is not suggesting, is that we exchange one set of doctrines for another set of doctrines. The few glimpses of earlier chapters into the history of Christianity and its official statements of belief, have presented us with abundant proof that the one aspect that hurt the Church more than anything else, was its obsession with orthodoxy and the continuous rewriting and reformulating of doctrines. There is a book on the market with a title that is most descriptive of what happened in Christianity over the past 2000 years, Prisoners of Belief: Exposing & Changing Beliefs that Control Your Life.207 The wording of this title is a picture of the pattern that emerged all so clearly in the chapters up till now: Well-meaning and honest believers have suffered and become disillusioned and confused because their leaders were prisoners of belief – shackled in the chains of cold and suffocating formulas of belief, by which their own lives were utterly controlled, and on the basis of which they manipulated and trapped the believers under their care. It was Joseph Blanco White who said, No deep study or meditation is required, in order to be convinced that the necessity of orthodoxy for salvation is no part of the gospel of Messiah.208 What we need, more than anything else, is not orthodoxy, but clarity of vision and the removal of all obstacles that may blur our sight or trouble our minds. 

	It may come as a complete surprise to many honest believers in Messiah to find out that man-made doctrines and unscriptural traditions have a far more choking and suffocating effect upon our lives than walking in the ways of Yahweh.209 It has become customary in Church circles to continuously warn believers against the dangers of legalism, the burden of the Torah, the temporary nature of the Mosaic law, the oldness of the Old Testament, the threat of excessive Jewishness and the pitfalls of looking for the Hebrew Roots of one’s belief. Without elaborating on the specifics of any of these kind of warnings, it should be pointed out that the obsessive rejection of all things remotely Jewish has robbed many believers of the joy that goes hand in hand with simply walking in the ways of Yahweh. The careless labeling of certain kinds of believers as being under the law, just because they have rediscovered the centrality and the depth and enduring nature of the Torah within the entire corpus of Biblical Scriptures, is not helping anyone to get rid of the haziness surrounding the Biblical belief. 

	The missing guideline

	Isn't it strange how people are selective about the truth they want to see or hear?210

	No doubt, in order to remain walking in truth211 and to choose the way of truth,212 the Biblical believer needs a standard – a guideline and authority that is objective and trustworthy. The Reformers of the 16th century knew the perfect solution for this need – it was suggested in their famous motto, Sola Scriptura213 – but they never managed to live up to this exalted idea, because they could not shake off the orthodox yoke they had inherited from their Catholic fathers and because they never stopped controlling the lives of ordinary believers in Messiah – imposing upon them even more doctrines and orthodoxies than before. It should also be added, that despite their bold and repeated cry of Sola Scriptura, the reformers have not succeeded in restoring the unity between, and the combined authority of the Old and New Testaments and have left the impression that their outward cry of Sola Scriptura was, indeed, nothing more than a cover-up for an inward conviction of Pauca214 Scripturas – only a few Scriptures are worth taking seriously! Just imagine the disappointment of those who turned towards Protestantism with great anticipation, only to discover soon afterwards that the ghost of orthodoxy, and the hunting mentality aimed at everything and everyone revealing just the slightest hint of heterodoxy, was still very much alive and well!

	I am not campaigning for the total rejection of all that has been done and taught by the churches of the past 2000 years. That would be a ridiculous notion. The great number of men and women who pursued righteousness and charity and who made a difference in their societies, because Yahweh had made a difference in their lives, through his Son, Y’shua, were men and women who belonged to the churches of their time. And even those who were martyred and killed because they adhered to different opinions than the official position of the church, were equipped and inspired by their churches, at least up until the point when they became critical of their own religious environment. I am also well aware of the fact that, with or without churches, our world is filled with human beings who are all bound to make mistakes and misunderstand Scriptures, in one way or another, sooner or later. A measure of optimism and idealism that is not in proportion with the known fact that humans are frail and fallible, will not help anyone who wishes for a resurfacing of Scriptural principles within the troubled waters of our time. 

	I am also not saying that we are in for another (third or fourth) Reformation, that may take place in the immediate or distant future. Such a view would place me squarely within the realm of some of the modern –isms mentioned before. The reformations and revivals and awakenings of the past were all incomplete in the sense that they focused disproportionately on a limited number of wrongs that stood out in their societies, but could not succeed in restoring essential virtues like integrity, unity, compassion, loyalty, wisdom, forgiveness and gratitude within homes and societies. C.S. Lewis was not mistaken when he said, Men or nations who think they can revive the Faith in order to make a good society might just as well think they can use the stairs of heaven as a shortcut to the nearest chemist’s shop.215 

	Back to the Word

	Like all magnificent things, it's very simple.216

	So, if we are not looking for revival or reformation, what are we looking for? We are looking for something that has been neglected and brushed aside for a very long time – simply because it went against the grain of what was happening in the societies of this world – religiously, politically, ethnically, ideologically, economically, and intellectually. I would like to define this something as the willingness to regain one’s trust in the Almighty as the One who knows what is best or, alternatively, the willingness to accept that the Word of Yahweh is all that is needed as a rule of conduct and belief, without any man-made additions or reductions. This is an enormously simple, yet drastic suggestion. I can already hear the resentment and the labelling with all kinds of –isms pouring in. That has been the pattern of the ages. That is what smothered the numerous efforts, century after century, to bring about renewal and restoration from within the body, known as the Christian Church. But the truth is, the smothering and the tagging and the mistaken idea that the ancientness of Church doctrines is a guarantee for their truth, are not helping anyone. A new and fresh approach is needed and what will be presented in the next few chapters is an attempt to step outside the box and, at the same time, step back into the realm of the ancient paths, spoken of in Biblical texts like Jeremiah 6:16-17:

	Thus said Yahweh, Stand in the ways and see, and ask for the ancient paths, where the good way is, and walk in it; and find rest for yourselves. But they (the people of Israel) said, ‘We shall not walk in it.’ And I raised up watchmen over you, and said, ‘Listen to the sound of the ramshorn!’ But they said, ‘We shall not listen.’ 

	My own experience is that the route of the ancient paths is not a popular route to engage upon. When a handful of disillusioned believers approached me, just a few months before the unforgettable hype surrounding the turn of the century, with the request that they wished to become part of a group of believers who were serious about Biblical truth and restoration, none of them, including myself, had the slightest idea that this quest was going to take us back to the ancient paths, including the rediscovery of forgotten Scriptural fundamentals like the Sabbath, the Biblical Feasts, the real name of the Father and the true, Biblically revealed identity of the Son.217 As a matter of fact, when we started with fear and trembling to take the first few baby steps upon this very new, but very ancient road, quite a few of these enthusiastic believers soon reached a point where the feelings of uneasiness and unfamiliarity got the better of them and forced them to withdraw. It is never easy to leave one’s surroundings of well-established convictions, in search of new avenues of belief. The reason why many of these believers started looking for something else in the first place, was because they felt that they were being betrayed and lied to by their previous churches and leaders. They were determined not to make the same mistake again. 

	Finding myself on unfamiliar ground, just like them, but very much aware of the need to be open-minded and teachable, I tried to convey to these believers that, in the pursuit of something that is really worthwhile, making mistakes is almost inevitable. It was George Bernard Shaw who once said, Success does not consist in never making mistakes but in never making the same one a second time. Running the risk of making more mistakes, after discovering that one had been mistaken before, especially in the realm of Biblical belief, is not such a bad thing at all. Making more mistakes, and growing in the process, is much different, and endlessly better, than making the same mistake over and over again. In their book about leadership, Milton Dealy and Andrew Thomas included a chapter entitled, Never ever make the same mistake twice. Just by looking at some of the sub-headings of this chapter, one can clearly see how highly they rated the value of making mistakes: Encouraging mistakes; The value of mistakes; Learning from mistakes; Making smarter mistakes; Turning mistakes into knowledge and Wrong is often right.218

	Not a matter of picking and choosing

	An inconsistency is built into the design of our mind.219

	Being introduced to the Sabbath and other practices with an unfamiliar Jewish colour and to a different way of addressing the Almighty was not what these believers had in mind when they left the established Church in an effort to move away from the mistakes of their respective churches. There was nothing that could prepare them for such a drastic change in their understanding of Scriptures. Coming from a typical Protestant background is not the ideal training ground for looking at the Old Testament from any other perspective than the perspective of fulfilment and discontinuity. For 18 centuries very little has changed in this regard. Nine out of every ten believers who are claiming that they believe both the Old and the New Testament, value the Old Testament mainly for the moral lessons and Messianic foreshadowing contained in its stories. They relish the beauty of the poetry of the Psalms and the sayings from the mouths of men of wisdom, in books like Proverbs and Ecclesiastes. They find personal encouragement in the writings of the prophets and may even apply the prophesies contained in these books to their own lives. And very often the prophetic sayings linked to promises of prosperity are taken out of its original context to fit into the self-centered world of these modern readers. While they are adamant that they value the Old Testament, they remain inherently skeptical and suspicious about it – especially about the first five books of the Bible, also known as the Torah.  This essential skepticism towards the Torah is justified, most of the times, by using the excuse that, in some way or other, Y’shua has fulfilled the Old Testament. In the next chapter we shall look into this matter of fulfilment in more detail.

	There is a tendency among Christians to be oddly inconsistent in their classification of a concept or a principle as being Scriptural and Biblical, on the one hand, or Jewish, on the other. The fifth commandment, for instance, about honouring one’s father and mother, is generally considered to be a fundamental Biblical principle. But the fourth commandment, about honouring the day of the Sabbath, is frequently labelled and dismissed as a Jewish concept, despite the fact that we have no clear Biblical mandate to draw such a distinction. Remembering the works and the promises of the Almighty is generally considered to be a sound, Biblical practice. But remembering the seasons and appointed times of the Almighty, also called the feasts of Yahweh, is all too easily downgraded to the realm of Jewish practices – interesting and significant at most, but not compulsory for those outside of Judaism. Unclean lips, an unclean heart and an unclean spirit are against the Bible and should be avoided, but unclean food, although against the Bible, comes with a Jewish label and may therefore be dismissed as unimportant and irrelevant. Calling people by their given names, is respectful and proper and even Biblical, but calling the Father and the Son by their given names, sounds Jewish and there is no compelling reason for non-Jews to embrace this practice. Honouring and following Torah is considered to be Jewish, even though Torah properly means the life-giving teachings of the Almighty. But honouring and following Y’shua is considered to be Christian, even though Y’shua’s was a Jew in every respect and never spoke a single word against the Torah. 

	Those who claim that the Sabbath and the feasts were given to the Jews only, tend to forget that the psalms and the proverbs and the prophesies and, most importantly, the promise of the coming Messiah, were also given to the Jews only.220 No doubt, it was part of the plan of the Almighty from the very beginning that these privileges would later be extended to include the gentile nations, too. As we are reminded in Romans 3:29, Yahweh is indeed the Elohim of the gentile nations also, not only of the Jews. But it is not up to the gentiles to pick and choose which Jews only commodities they like and which they don’t. If they eagerly embrace the Messiah, there is no reason whatsoever why they should reject other Scriptural truths and practices that the Messiah never rejected.

	The error of replacement theology

	God never gave up on his people.221

	The introduction of Y’shua in the writings of the New Testament and the specific format of belief that came into being and grew exponentially subsequent to Y’shua’s coming, was not a replacement, but a replenishment222 of the previous format of belief. Replacement theology is usually defined as the view that the New Covenant through Y’shua superseded or surpassed the Old Covenant, which was made exclusively with the Jewish people, and that the dawn of this New Covenant rendered the Old Covenant obsolete and outdated. In short: The Church is the new Israel. 

	For very long now, and rightly so, a great number of heavyweights in the religious world have voiced their objections against such an understanding of Scriptures. In 1997 Pope John Paul II spoke about the Jewish people, saying that they have been called and led by their Elohim. Their existence is not a mere natural or cultural happening – it is a supernatural one. This people continues, in spite of everything, to be the people of the covenant, and, despite human infidelity, the Lord is faithful to his covenant.223 Derek Prince, well-known evangelistic Bible teacher and writer of many books, stated in one of his books, I have discovered seventy-nine instances in the New Testament where the words Israel or Israelite occur. After examining them all, I conclude that the apostles never used Israel as a synonym for the church. Nor does the phrase ‘the new Israel’ occur anywhere in the New Testament. Preachers who use that phrase should ... also state that it is not found in the Bible.224 David Allen Lewis, Bible teacher, researcher and founder of Christians United for Israel, wrote that the Church in pre-Nazi Germany was preaching the twin doctrines of Christian anti-Semitism. These doctrines are the doctrine of Replacement and the doctrine of Contempt. The theology of Replacement argues that the Church has replaced Israel and that The Almighty no longer has any purpose for Israel. The doctrine of Contempt declares that the Jews crucified the Messiah and therefore they are under a curse and deserve whatever is coming their way, including the Holocaust. Thus in a Christian nation, out of a perverted Christianity, came the Holocaust, costing the lives of six million Jews and also 50 million other casualties – lives lost as a direct result of the Second World War.225

	Rosemary Ruether has called the 2000 year old pattern of casting a cloud of suspicion on everything Jewish, the left hand of Christianity226 and the Dutch reformer, Desiderius Erasmus, is credited with the saying, If it is part of a good Christian to detest the Jews, then we are all good Christians.227 If we are serious about finding the road back to true, Scriptural belief, we need to distance ourselves from this left hand of Christianity. In order to complete the process, we may even be required to take this one step further. If part of being a good Christian is to detest the Jews and trying to purge Scriptures from its Jewish context and its Hebrew foundations, let us then stop being good Christians. There is nothing in such an approach that will aid us in our quest for the restoration of Biblical belief. Scriptural belief is all about obedience to Yahweh, faithfulness to Y’shua and putting one’s trust in the combined and undiluted message of both the Old and the New Testament. Those who are serious about a full return to this kind of belief in the 21st Century, will need honesty, a brave heart, a great measure of discernment and the constant guidance of the Spirit of Yahweh. 

	 


Chapter 5

	Reexamining the Idea of Fulfilment

	If you were to condense the phrase ‘to make it full’, or ‘to make your understanding full’ into one English word, what word would you pick? The word ‘fulfill’ is actually not a completely horrible choice.228

	The idea of the ancient paths that was touched upon in the previous chapter, will almost certainly not sit well with many people. Did the Messiah not come to fulfil the Torah, the embodiment of the ancient paths? Absolutely! He came to fulfil the Torah in the sense that the Hebrew-minded Matthew intended to bring this truth across in Matthew 5:17-19:

	Think not that I am come to destroy the law, or the prophets: I am not come to destroy, but to fulfil. For verily I say unto you, Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle shall in no wise pass from the law, till all be fulfilled. Whosoever therefore shall break one of these least commandments, and shall teach men so, he shall be called the least in the kingdom of heaven: but whosoever shall do and teach them, the same shall be called great in the kingdom of heaven. 

	The sense in which the word fulfil is normally used, here and everywhere else in the New Testament, is doing, or bringing about or causing to happen that which had been promised or prophesied or commanded before. The prophesies with regards to the promised Messiah were fulfilled, when certain things were done, or happened, completely in line with the way they were prophesied. Examples of this may be found frequently, both in the Book of Matthew and other books of the New Testament.229 Similarly, the commandments (or the Torot230) were fulfilled by Y’shua, because He fully obeyed them, or acted completely in line with the intended purpose with which they were given. The word fulfil emphasizes the aspect of making complete or doing perfectly and within this word alone, when it is used with reference to the commandments, there is not the slightest suggestion that when someone has fulfilled the commandments, there is no more need for others to continue keeping those commandments. 

	This very practical and straight-forward understanding of the verb, to fulfil, is completely in line with the Hebrew way of expression – as it surfaces both in the Old Testament and some of the writings from the early centuries of the modern era. Most of the times, when it was said that someone fulfilled a task , the meaning was simply that he or she performed (and completed) that task. When the taskmasters in Egypt told the Israelites to fulfil their daily tasks, there was only one way to understand this: They had to perform (and complete) these tasks (Exodus 5:13). When Joab thanked Kind David because the king has fulfilled what your servant has asked (2 Sam 14:22 – see, for instance, the translations of KJV, DBY, BCB and WCV), he was purely referring to what the king had done and completed. And when David said to his son, Absalom, you shall prosper if you take heed to fulfil the statutes and judgments with which Yahweh charged Moses (1 Chron 22:13), the meaning of the word fulfil is nothing less and nothing more than doing or keeping those statutes and judgments, in their fullest and most complete sense. 

	The same kind of usage of the word fulfil transpires when looking at statements taken from the Mishnah, containing the details of the oral traditions of the Pharisees from the Second Temple period.231 Two of these sayings from the Mishnah should be more than enough to prove the point. The first, If this is how you act, you have never in your whole life fulfilled the requirement of dwelling in a sukkah232, illustrates the important dimension of completing a requirement which is essential to the significance of the word fulfil. The typical Hebrew thinking is that, in itself, a requirement is incomplete. It needs to be complemented or fulfilled with a deed or an action of obedience, in order to complete the original intention when the requirement was given. The second saying from the Mishnah, illustrating the most basic usage of the word fulfil, comes from another subdivision, Whoever fulfills the Torah when poor, will in the end fulfill it in wealth. And whoever treats the Torah as nothing when he is wealthy, in the end will treat it as nothing in poverty.233 No additional clarification in this regard is needed. 

	During the period of 1980 to 1990, South Africa was blessed with an excellent Ultra-marathon runner, Bruce Fordyce, who won the grueling Comrades Marathon between Durban and Pietermaritzburg, an unparalleled nine times consecutively to set a standard that will not easily be surpassed. In those days, if a journalist would write an article about Bruce Fordyce, saying that he fulfilled or completed the Comrades Marathon, no person reading that article would think for one moment that, because Fordyce fulfilled or completed the Comrades Marathon in such a spectacular way, it is no longer necessary for anyone else to fulfil or complete this Marathon! 

	Many scholars cannot hide their astonishment that in the Sermon of the Mount Y’shua can say of the Torah that He fulfilled it, but also that He did not abolish it. There is only one reason for this astonishment and that is because these scholars, like the rest of us, have been brainwashed to understand that fulfil in Matthew 5 means more or less the same as bring to an end. They do not expect, and do not like, the addition of He did not abolish it in the text of Matthew 5. Already as early as during the 2nd Century (around the year 150 AD), the well-known Marcion of Sinope made the claim that someone from within the Church – someone with a strong leaning towards Judaism – had changed the original wording of Matthew 5:17 to the wording that subsequently became the general accepted version of this text. According to Marcion (who had absolutely no concrete evidence to support such a statement) the original text must have been the following: Do you think that I came to fulfil the Law and the Prophets? I came to abolish them, not to fulfil them.234

	When Matthew records the words of the Messiah, saying I did not come to destroy the Law and the Prophets235, but to fulfil them, the meaning is clear: Remember the things that the prophets prophesied when the people of Israel continuously failed to keep the commandments of Yahweh? My coming is a fulfilment of those prophesies and my conduct, my lifestyle, is a fulfilment of those commandments! If you look at my life and follow my example, you will also know how to fulfil the commandments of Yahweh! How can we be sure that this is in fact what Y’shua was saying in Matthew 5:17-19? By looking at the entire context, and not only the word fulfil. Especially these two sentences, following directly after the sentence containing the word fulfil: Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle236 shall in no wise pass from the law, till all be fulfilled and Whosoever therefore shall break one of these least commandments, and shall teach men so, he shall be called the least in the kingdom of heaven: but whosoever shall do and teach them, the same shall be called great in the kingdom of heaven. Looking at the way the meaning of the word fulfil has been presented over the centuries, even by known and reputed scholars of the New Testament, one can only conclude that not only some jots and tittles, but the bulk of the content of the Law or the Torah have been torn out and thrown away. And not only the least of the commandments were broken, but pretty much also the heart of the Torah. Watch out for the ones who are claiming that they completely agree that Y’shua came to fulfil the Law and the Prophets, only to follow up their statement with a huge but and four or five different meanings of the word fulfil. Chances are that they will one day be among those who will be called the least in the kingdom of heaven!

	The ones who were supposed to know

	As a consequence of my lack of understanding at that time, I was guilty of misleading others.237

	There is not the slightest suggestion in the text or the context of Matthew 5:17-19 that Y’shua came to fulfil the Torah doctrinally or in some abstract way that opens the door for followers of the Messiah to conclude that there is no need for them to fulfil the Torah. The suggestions by Christian commentators over the centuries, as to the deeper meaning of the fulfilment of Matthew 5, are absolutely staggering. 

	The Law (was fulfilled because it) spoke of the Nativity of our Lord Jesus Christ and of his Incarnation, and of his Passion, and of his Resurrection. It was decreed even before the times of the ages and the time of our age, frequently mentioned by prophetic and apostolic authority – St. Hilary of Poitiers (4th Century).238

	By his own preaching he has fulfilled the things that previously had been rough and imperfect – St Jerome (5th Century).239

	(The Messiah) fitly mentions the Greek iota, and not the Hebrew yot, because the iota stands in Greek for the number ten, and so there is an allusion to the Decalogue of which the Gospel is the point and perfection – Rabanus Maurus (9th Century).240

	For so I think must be taken these words, to fulfil the Law, by adding to it, that is, such things as either contribute to the explanation of the old glosses, or to enable to keep them – Thomas Aquinas (13th Century).241

	For the Jews with their glosses have perverted and corrupted the law: and I (said the Messiah) have come to set things right again; just as we (the reformers, like Luther himself) have had to attack the preachings of the Pope, that have corrupted for us the Scriptures with their stench and filth – Martin Luther (16th Century).242

	He fulfils the Law and the Prophets by his doctrine, by his merit and by his efficiency. By his doctrine, as our Prophet, by his merit as our Priest ... and by his efficiency, as our King. As our great Prophet He restored the Law and Prophets to their true sense, freeing them from the most corrupt glosses of the Scribes and Pharisees. As our High Priest, offering up Himself in sacrifice to God, upon the cross, for the sins of the whole world, He fulfilled all that was promised and typified in the Law and the Prophets, concerning our purification from sin and reconciliation with God. And as our King, by the efficiency of his Spirit ... He opens the eyes of our understanding, and works faith in our hearts, whereby we conceive, receive and apply to our souls and consciences, for our purification and reconciliation with God ... so that He came to fulfil the law, not so much in Himself (He had no need for it) as in us ... – John Carter (17th Century).243

	The meaning of his fulfilling the law and the Prophets, in this place (Matthew 5), is according to the sense of the Fathers and the best expositors, that he completed and perfected the moral law delivered to the Jews by Moses and the Prophets; refining ... the precepts contained in it, and extending them to such a level of obligation, as was undiscovered before ... the Jewish moral law was not designed by God to be the last and most perfect revelation of his will: But that the added improvement and perfection thereof, was reserved for the times of the Messiah – James Gardiner (18th Century).244

	The Law of Moses was essentially temporary; it was given, as St. Paul says in the passage just now referred to (Galatians 3), until the seed should come to whom the promise was made. And when that seed came, it was to be fulfilled, rather than perpetuated in the form in which it had originally been given – Henry James Coleridge (19th Century).245

	A brief look at the views of each of these learned men may bring some perspective. St Hilary said that Y’shua fulfilled the law in the sense that his incarnation, nativity, passion and resurrection were foreshadowed in the law. Although this assessment may be true in the general sense of the word, it is most certainly not what Y’shua is saying here and this idea should not be forced into the text by anyone who is serious about reading Scriptures correctly. 

	Jerome was of the opinion that the word fulfil should be understood in the sense of improve, against the background of the rough and imperfect nature of the Law and the Prophets. This view, however, is suggesting that the Law and the Prophets should be regarded as flawed and inferior, while it is clear that Y’shua is rejecting this view and saying the exact opposite.

	Rabanus, very ingeniously, has found in the tenth Greek letter, iota, a clue that Y’shua came to bring perfection to the Ten Commandments but clearly, this is not the intended meaning of Matthew 5:17-18. If this was a legitimate way of interpreting Scriptures, then one may just as well conclude that the 1st and 24th Greek letters, the Alpha and Omega, are hidden, numerical symbols for the two types of thrones portrayed in Revelation 4. The first Greek letter corresponds with the first and most important throne – the throne of Yahweh in the middle. And – you guessed it – the 24th Greek letter corresponds with the twenty-four thrones of the elders, surrounding the throne in the middle! 

	Thomas Aquinas saw in the word fulfil an aspect of adding to the Law and Prophets, for the sake of more clarity, and thereby implied that Y’shua, in the very sentence in which He highlighted the continued value of the Torah, was acting contrary to the Torah, because the Torah itself clearly affirmed that nothing was to be added or taken away from its content.246

	For Martin Luther, the Messiah needed to fulfil the Law because the Jews had corrupted it, just as Protestants had to fulfil the Scriptures, after the Catholics had corrupted them. What Luther did not see, however, was that Y’shua came to demonstrate to everyone – Jews, Catholics and Protestants – how to fulfil the Scriptures, simply by being true disciples and following the example of their Leader, who knew and practiced the fullness of the Torah.

	John Carter, with his extended theological explanation of the word fulfil and his conclusion that Y’shua fulfilled the law, not so much in Himself, as in us, clearly showed that he was more interested in giving an overview of his understanding of the entire New Testament, than finding out exactly what Y’shua was talking about in Matthew 5.

	James Gardiner’s should have paid more attention to the very words of Yahweh, than the words of the Church fathers and the best expositors – then he would not have said something that is so completely unrelated to Y’shua’s message, as this: The Jewish moral law was not designed by God to be the last and most perfect revelation of his will. Blaming the Almighty to have given his people an imperfect revelation of his will at some point in history is a notion for which one will find very little support in any of the books of Scriptures.

	Henry James Coleridge, in trying to understand Matthew 5:17-19 by transferring it into the perceived context of Galatians 3, has forgotten one of the golden rules of establishing the connection between the teachings of Y’shua and the teachings of Paul: The message of the apostle Paul247 can only be understood and interpreted in the light of the message of the Messiah, and not vice versa.

	Light in the tunnel

	A tiny ray of hope invited my slumbering soul from the unsanctified chambers of darkness.248

	Very seldom, before the 21st Century, would one find a Christian commentator on the Book of Matthew, or the Sermon on the Mount, that looks at Matthew 5:17-19, without reading into those words deep and complicated levels of interpretation and doctrines that are completely foreign and unrelated to the text or the context of this chapter, and even the context of the Sermon on the Mount, as a whole. A surprising, and most welcome exception to this rule, are the works of Clarence Bauman, and especially his book on the Sermon on the Mount,249 that may be one of the best books available on this topic. Here is a key paragraph from this book by Bauman:

	The Messiah ... is very explicit in declaring that he came not to abolish, destroy, abrogate, or annul the Law but rather to fulfill it (Matthew 5:17). He came both to clarify its intention by setting forth its right meaning and to perform and actualize what it says. The ‘fulfillment’ of the Law ... does not refer to (the Messiah’s) ‘sacrificial’ obedience but to his teaching of the full meaning of the Law and the prophets. There is no reason to introduce Pauline doctrine into this text in order to make it intelligible. The Law God intended for creation applies till heaven and earth pass away (5:18) ... (The Messiah emphasized) the abiding validity of the Law until all is accomplished ... this emphasis on the significance of the Law (particularly in the words: nothing shall pass from the Law until ‘all’ is fulfilled) is underscored in Matthew’s epilogue (Matthew 28:20) where the risen Christ commissions his disciples to teach the people to observe everything (‘all’) which he had commanded. Accordingly, the Messiah’s insistence on the untouchable nature of the Law ‘until all is accomplished’ (5:18) refers to the works of the disciples who are to continue the work of their Master. He demands that his followers have to fulfill the Torah better if they wish to enter the Kingdom and to teach men to do the new righteousness without evasion or concession, without modification or relaxation (5:19,20). This complete establishing of God’s will through the Law is the intent of the entire Sermon.

	In conclusion, we can indeed say with Dietrich Bonhoeffer, that Y’shua had nothing to add to the commandments of Yahweh, except this, that he keeps them. He fulfils the law, and he tells us so himself, therefore it must be true.250 And, according to the Sermon on the Mount, what was true for Y’shua, was also true for his followers. Already in Y’shua’s time, and even more so, later on, when the temple was destroyed and afterwards, there were certain commandments, instructions and statutes contained in the Torah, that were no longer possible to be observed accurately. This fact should not sidetrack any serious believer into a dogmatic or spiritualized understanding of the fulfilment that the Messiah spoke about. It is not a Scriptural principle of interpretation, and certainly not a law of nature, that when certain parts of an entity are problematic, or time-bound, or location-bound, and thus cannot be fulfilled or accomplished, the entity as a whole has to be rejected or re-interpreted. Y’shua did not come to introduce a different belief or a different understanding of Yahweh and his Word (the Law and the Prophets), than the one that was revealed up until the time of his coming. He did not tamper with the Torah. He did not eliminate or cancel out any single commandment of the Torah. He did not change the conditions or the promises or the detail of the Torah. He did not bring an end to any part of the Torah – not even in the case of stipulations that foreshadowed aspects of his life and ministry. He always subjected Himself in the most complete manner to his Father and the words that his Father had spoken. And while it was true that He received from his Father an authority unlike the authority given to any other person on earth, He never abused this authority to contradict any of the teachings and instructions that was revealed to the people of Israel.

	In the words of Pinchas Lapide, How can a pious Jew, who was called Rabbi fourteen times throughout the Gospels, who attracted hundreds of Jewish followers to his flock and who preached countless times in the synagogues of his Galilean Homeland, become the alleged destroyer of Torah – the very entity that was the only Bible upon which He wholeheartedly relied, the words of which had never departed from his mouth, and the sacredness of which He used to accentuate so emphatically?251 (my translation). There is no other credible interpretation of the concept of Y’shua’s fulfilment of the Law and Prophets in the Sermon on the Mount: Yes, His coming was the fulfilment and the realization of a great number of Old Testament prophesies, as highlighted frequently throughout the book of Matthew and the rest of the New Testament. But, of equal importance was the fact that by following perfectly the Old Testament commandments and by teaching the true meaning of its principles and practices, He fulfilled the Torah and the Prophets in the way that Yahweh had intended, right from the very beginning. What was different about his character, was how much it reflected the character of Yahweh and how intensely He desired to do the will of his heavenly Father. What was different about his ministry, was that He was not only a talker, but also a doer – that He was not only a champion of righteousness and integrity but also a champion of love and compassion. And what was different about his death, was that it was followed by resurrection, an event that opened the door for millions of people to come to belief in Him as the promised Messiah. The uniqueness of his death, in addition, is highlighted by the aspect of true forgiveness of sins and the possibility of becoming part of Yahweh’s people. The ones who embrace Y’shua’s sacrificial death, recognize within themselves a new motivation to obey the words of Yahweh – not selectively, but as completely as possible, as they have learned from their Master, Y’shua the Messiah. 

	 


Chapter 6

	Revisiting the Scene of the First Century

	The history of the Gospel contains two great transitions, both of which fall within the first century; from the Messiah to the first generation of believers, including Paul, and from this first, Jewish Christian generation to the Gentile Christians, or the emerging Catholic Church. No later transitions in the Church can be compared with these in importance.252

	It is no easy task to come to a clear picture of the 1st Century scene within which Y’shua lived and worked and the exact nature of the earliest form of belief in Y’shua that later became known as the Christian or Messianic belief. Over the past two centuries, in particular, the one question that has occupied the mind of virtually every single expert in the fields of Biblical history and Biblical interpretation, is just how much of the typical Christian Belief of our day is based upon the historical, earliest form of belief, as introduced, demonstrated and proclaimed by Y’shua Himself. In order to come close to an answer, it is critical to come to an understanding of the man, Y’shua of Nazareth, as well as his mission and his message within the context of his time. Scholars, the majority of whom are extremely skillful and respected professionals, are greatly diverse in their findings and conclusions in this regard and, in order to get an idea of the scope of this field of study, a look at some of these approaches may prove to be quite interesting.

	So many men, so many minds

	Various ideas about Christ ... expressed themselves in different, but not unrelated ways.253

	Hermann Reimarus, one of the first theologians (18th Century) to point out the difference between the teachings of Y’shua and the doctrines of Christianity, was of the opinion that Y’shua’s own intention had been to awaken the Jews to the hope of a worldly Messiah and a speedy deliverance; and that Y’shua’s death marked the failure of that hope.254

	Rudolf Bultmann, German theologian and former professor of New Testament at the University of Marburg, was convinced that the gospels were products of the preaching of early Christians and cannot be used as reliable sources to draw up a biography of Y’shua. All we can or need to know about the historical Y’shua is his understanding of existence and belief.255 

	Rudolf Otto, German theologian regarded as one of the most influential scholars of religion in the early 20th Century, reckoned that there was an aura of spiritual awe that surrounded the holy man, Y’shua, that evoked the amazement of the crowds. He radiated a kind of wonder that made people feel that He belonged to a higher order of things.256

	Günther Bornkamm, former professor of New Testament at the University of Heidelberg, focused on the known facts about Y’shua: He was a Jew from semi-pagan despised Galilee, He spoke Aramaic, as a Jewish rabbi He probably understood Hebrew, we do not know if He spoke any Greek and He displayed no trace of the influence of Greek philosophy.257 

	Joseph Klausner, Jewish historian, former chief redactor of the Encyclopedia Hebraica and candidate for president in the first Israeli presidential election in 1949, claimed that Paul re-organized and re-applied the Jewish, Prophetic, and Pharisaic elements in the teachings of Y’shua and turned it into a new religion.258

	David Flusser, Israeli professor of Early Christianity and Judaism of the Second Temple Period at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, echoed the view held by the majority of modern-day studies of the scene of the 1st Century, namely that Y’shua was a Jew who wanted to remain within the Jewish faith, and therefore his teaching was based on contemporary Jewish perspectives.259

	Joachim Jeremias, German theologian and world-renowned scholar of Near Eastern Studies, elaborated on the idea that the restoration of Israel would take place through a saving remnant of the people of Israel. Y’shua saw Himself as the head of the remnant, the true Israel, and his main thrust was to assemble the end-time people of Elohim.260

	Gésa Vermes, British Bible scholar, historian and Dead Sea Scrolls expert, made the point that Y’shua was perfectly recognizable within the framework of Judaism as a zaddik or a righteous person, but also as a healer, leader, and teacher whose background is first-century Galilean charismatic religion.261

	Haim Ben-Sasson, former professor of Jewish medieval history at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, observed that most of Y’shua’s Jewish followers in Palestine remained within the Jewish faith and that they continued to observe the Jewish commandments, even though they differed from other Jews by believing in Y’shua as the Messiah.262

	Adolf von Harnack, German Lutheran theologian and Church historian, stated emphatically that Christianity needed to be rescued from its dependence on dogma and Greek philosophy. What was needed was a rediscovery of the simplicity and freedom of the gospel which Y’shua himself had preached, evolving around the fatherhood of God and the brotherhood of man.263

	Stephen Westerholm, professor of Early Christianity at McMaster University, Canada, concludes that Y’shua was not a Pharisee, and that he did not have a legal understanding of the law, nor did he adopt a formal approach to the law. The fact that He kept the law and taught about the law, was simply because it was the desire of his heart to be obedient to the law.264

	Morton Smith, former American professor of ancient history at Columbia University, claims that Y’shua as miracle-worker best fits within the category of magician. His activities as a magician include the vision of the dove at his baptism, being driven into the wilderness by the spirit, his ministry of healings and exorcisms and the magical rite of the eucharist.265 

	John Riches, former Professor of Divinity and Biblical Criticism at the University of Glasgow, believed that Y’shua in his preaching and call to discipleship, attacked the basis of current Jewish strategies by challenging the beliefs about God on which they rested, notably the belief that God’s justice required that He should destroy the wicked.266

	Ed Sanders, renowned American New Testament scholar and former Professor of Religion at Duke University, North Carolina, came to the conclusion that Y’shua never intended to overthrow Judaism, and that the split between Christianity and Judaism did not occur during Y’shua’s lifetime, but only afterward.267

	Roy Rosenberg, American Rabbi and Doctor of Divinity (honorary) of the Hebrew Union College, set out to prove that Y’shua did not himself claim to be the Messiah and that his teaching that a heavenly being would be the ruler during the new age or the coming kingdom was an idea that he derived from sectarian Judaism.268

	Richard Horsley, former distinguished professor of Liberal Arts and the Study of Religion at the University of Massachusetts Boston, sees in Y’shua a political revolutionary figure, who claimed equal rights for all and who held to a strong economic agenda. He was not a non-violent, apolitical figure and his teachings lead into a spiral of violence.269 

	Marcus Borg, American theologian and former distinguished professor of Religion at Oregon State University, portrays Y’shua as a charismatic man of the spirit, someone who proclaimed truths and performed works that were beyond the human intellect and reason. He did not intend to start a new religion, but his message set Him at odds with the Jewish powers of his time.270 

	Andries van Aarde, a professor in New Testament studies at the University of Pretoria, showed that Joseph played a minimal role in Y’shua’s life and that Y’shua practically grew up without a father. In the 1st Century such children were marginalized and excluded from being considered children of God. Yet the Messiah’s followers viewed Him as a Child/Son of Elohim.271

	Hyam Maccoby, British scholar and specialist in the study of the Jewish and Christian religious tradition, was of the opinion that Y’shua not only supported the Pharisees but was a member of their movement. He believed that one must pay attention to every jot and tittle of the law, because that was the best way to implement the love of neighbour.272

	Sean Freyne, former professor of Theology at Trinity College, Dublin, presented Y’shua as a visionary who wanted to bring about non-militaristic restoration. He called his hearers to a total trust in Yahweh as expressed in the Jubilee and Sabbath Year legislation. This message was not acceptable to the temple establishment and the Romans, and resulted in Y’shua’s death.273

	Tom Wright, English theologian and specialist on the topics of Paul and Early Christianity argues for a very Jewish Y’shua who was nonetheless opposed to certain aspects of first-century Judaism. He blames the average believer for confessing only the main events of the Messiah’s life, thinking that He never did anything else in between.274

	Paul and the Messiah

	The twenty-year interval between Jesus and Paul ... was one of ferment and fervor among the believers in Jesus.275

	No one will be blamed for feelings of confusion and frustration, after reading the preceding paragraphs. The picture of the 1st Century and the historical facts about Y’shua of Nazareth, as it is painted by people who are all supposed to be the most knowledgeable in this field of study, is interesting at most, but distorted and dissimilar, to say the least. There are just too many loose ends, just too many contradictions. Some say Y’shua was a full-blooded Jew, others say his teachings came from sectarian Judaism. Some can clearly see in Y’shua’s words and actions that He was the promised Messiah, others don’t think that He ever claimed to be the Messiah. Some put all the emphasis on the areas in which Y’shua departed from Judaism, others maintain that the breach between Christianity and Judaism only took place after Y’shua’s lifetime. Some claim that there are no traces of Pharisaic ideas in Y’shua’s message, others believe that there are clear Pharisaic elements in his teachings and even that He was a Pharisee Himself. Some see in Y’shua a typical representation of a 1st Century Jewish tsaddik, others are convinced that He started a new religion. Some affirm that his sayings and actions were non-violent and non-militaristic, others feel his teachings lead into a spiral of violence. The list is far from complete, yet it demonstrates beyond any doubt that our efforts to re-visit the scene of the 1st Century, in an effort to come to a better understanding of the original form of Messianic belief, may prove to be far more complicated than what most people would have anticipated. 

	If the quest to come to a clear and true portrayal of Y’shua of Nazareth, is found to be complicated, then the quest to comprehend the true nature of the relationship between Y’shua and the apostle Paul, has to be described, at the very least, as most perplexing and puzzling. For a number of centuries now there has been a perception among Biblical scholars that the New Testament is presenting us with an inconsistency between the teachings of Y’shua of Nazareth and those of Paul the apostle. When one compares the letters of Paul with the four gospels, and even with other New Testament books like Acts and James, these scholars are saying, there are many statements and perspectives presented by Paul that seem to be incompatible and contradictory to the basic teachings of Y’shua. Some scholars view this perceived discrepancy between Paul and Y’shua in such a serious light that they refer to Paul as the self-appointed second founder of Christianity.276 After Paul’s letters, they say, Y’shua’s message needed to be saved and restored to the original portrayal of the four gospels.277 

	F.C. Baur was of the opinion that Paul had developed a doctrine in complete opposition to that of the primitive Messianic community278 – a community that came into being as a direct result of the teachings of Y’shua of Nazareth. Martin Brückner maintained that Paul mainly despised the earthly life of Jesus, considering it not a revelation but an elimination of the messianic nature of Christ, an emptying and a reduction, an appearance in weakness, which leaded to death.279 Arnold Meyer asked the question, Who Founded Christianity? Jesus or Paul? and refers to the vastness of the gulf separating Jesus and the strange speculations of St. Paul280 and Karl von Weizsacker claimed that Paul’s theology was guided neither by the primitive Messianic community, nor by the teachings of Y’shua, but by Paul’s own thought and spiritual life.281 Hans Wendt was one of the theologians who undertook an in-depth comparison between the teachings of Y’shua and those of Paul and came to the conclusion that the Christian belief would have been much stronger and more credible today, if only it had focused on the teachings of Y’shua, grasping and preaching it in its original strength, rather than focusing so heavily on the teachings of Paul, and his interpretation of Y’shua.282

	Victor Furnish made the valid observation that the letters of Paul contain only small fragments related to the life and teaching of Y’shua. In the letters attributed to Paul, Furnish pointed out, one finds no details about Y’shua’s birth, no direct mention of his teaching or healing ministry, no reference to Peter’s all-important confession at Caesarea-Philippi, that Y’shua was the Messiah, the Son of the living Elohim (followed by Y’shua’s proclamation, On this rock I will build my ekklesia), no transfiguration (with the appearance of Moses and Elijah), no cleansing of the temple, no conflict with the authorities, no reference to Gethsemane, no soldiers, no weeping women, no word about the place of execution, no mention of Joseph, Mary, John the Baptist, Judas or Pontius Pilate.283 Acclaimed New Testament scholar, James Dunn, made the point that Paul seemed to show very little interest in the ministry of Y’shua and very little knowledge of the tradition surrounding the life of Y’shua.284 In all his letters Paul cited Y’shua only on three occasions, all of which are in the Book of 1 Corinthians.285 Paul often claimed to have been called and instructed by Y’shua Himself,286 frequently called himself a servant of the Messiah287 and must have learned quite a lot about Y’shua from those apostles who had spent significant portions of their lives with Y’shua. Nevertheless, he never explicitly refers back to the authority of Y’shua to give more weight to his own teachings.

	On the opposite side of the spectrum, scholars like W. Sturm defended the essential agreement between Paul’s message and the teachings of Y’shua. Sturm made the important observation that simply comparing verses from the Synoptic Gospels288 with verses from the Pauline letters, is not going to make anyone any wiser. It is like comparing apples with pears. One should take the leading ideas, he said, the salvation words from both texts, and compare those with one another. By using this method, one may find many points of similarity between Y’shua and Paul. Thus, for example, he compares Mark 10.45 (For the Son of man also came not to be served but to serve, and to give his life as a ransom for many) with Romans 5.19 (For as by one man’s disobedience many were made sinners, so by one man’s obedience many will be made righteous); and again Matthew 11.29 (Take my yoke upon you, and learn from me; for I am gentle and lowly in heart, and you will find rest for your souls) with 2 Corinthians 10.1 (I, Paul, myself entreat you, by the meekness and gentleness of Messiah...).289

	Nils Dahl, when he wrote an article on justification, pointed out that Y’shua rarely, if ever, spoke of justification, yet we have the record of his beatitudes of the poor, his miraculous help to the disturbed and his solidarity with outcasts. In Dahl’s view all of these were practical lessons on the issue of the justification of the ungodly and as such, not particularly different from the message of Paul.290 In agreement with this view, Alexander Wedderburn stated that both Y’shua and Paul were in their lives and ministries characterized by what might be called an openness to the outsider – not an openness to promote their own agendas, but an openness to promote the cause of their Elohim. On the one hand, Y’shua was primarily confronted with outsiders from within the nation of Israel, and on the other hand Paul came into contact with outsiders of another sort, those nations whom he had hitherto believed to be outside the saving plan of God.291

	William Morgan pointed out that Paul did not pervert Y’shua’s gospel, although he brought into the foreground elements that were foreign to it, because his message had to be presented in the thought-forms of his time. The apostle may only be blamed if he so valued his (own) theological machinery as to neglect the heritage that he had received from Y’shua. But this he certainly did not do, says Morgan. He did not put his own theology in the place of the message of Y’shua, but only as a hedge round about it. When comparing Y’shua with Paul, Morgan reminds us, the cry should not be, Away from Paul and back to Messiah, but rather, Through Paul, back to Messiah and back to Elohim.292 

	Adolf von Harnack is one among many competent scholars of the New Testament, over the years, who have seen Paul as a true disciple and follower of the message of Messiah. Von Harnack said, 

	Those who blame Paul for corrupting the Christian religion have never felt a single breath of his spirit, and judge him only by mere externals, such as clothes and book-learning; those who extol or criticize him as a founder of (another) religion are forced to make him bear witness against himself on the main point, and acknowledge that the consciousness which bore him up and steeled him for his work was illusory and self-deceptive ... As we cannot want to be wiser than history, which knows him only as Christ’s missionary, and as his own words clearly attest what his aims were and what he was, we regard him as Christ’s disciple ... and as the one who understood the Master and continued his work.293

	Gerhard Kittel remarked that Y’shua was much more in the foreground of Paul’s thought than is often supposed and that the reason why Paul’s letters were somewhat silent about the historical Y’shua, was because the first readers were already acquainted with the facts of his life and teaching.294 Henry Turlington maintained that Paul accurately reflected Y’shua’s moral character and his ethical teachings and was overwhelmingly devoted to Y’shua as his Master295 and Francis Beare was convinced that Paul was essentially one with Y’shua, as his epigone296 and his interpreter – someone whose contribution needed to be evaluated within the understanding that Y’shua did not come to preach the Gospel; he came in order that there might be a gospel to preach.297 

	Ross Wagner’s understanding of the relationship between Y’shua and Paul is summarized in his statement, Paul’s understanding of his own mission has shaped the way he tells the story of Jesus, just as his knowledge of Jesus’ ministry has influenced his conception of his own calling.298 David Wenham believed that Paul saw himself as the slave of Y’shua Messiah, not the founder of Christianity, and that he was right to see himself in that way. Wenham highlighted many clear examples of Paul’s dependence on Y’shua, e.g. the story of the last supper (1 Corinthians 11:23 – I received from the Master that which I also delivered to you ...); the resurrection narratives (1 Corinthians 15:3 – I delivered to you at the first that which I also received ...), the teachings on divorce (1 Corinthians 7:10 – To the married I command, not I, but the Master ...), the teachings about preachers being paid for their work (1 Corinthians 9:14 – So also the Master instituted that those announcing the Good News should live from the Good News) and the teachings on the second coming (1 Thessalonians 4:15 – For this we say to you by the word of the Master ...).299

	Self-acclaimed servant of Y’shua

	The validity of Paul's message rests upon continuity with ... the teaching of Jesus.300

	In an effort to come closer to an overall picture of where Paul found himself in relation to Y’shua, we may once again turn to Tom Wright, who, as we have seen earlier, fully recognized the Jewishness of Y’shua. When Paul announced the gospel to the Gentile world, Tom Wright said in one of his books, Paul was deliberately and consciously implementing the achievement of Y’shua. He was, in the words of 1 Corinthians 3:11, building on the foundation of Y’shua, not laying another one. Y’shua was not announcing a new religion; nor was Paul. Y’shua was not inventing a new ethical system, nor was Paul. As a follower of his Master, he was not trying to come up with a new mystery-religion divorced from the real, human Y’shua of Nazareth. He was calling the world to allegiance to its rightful Master, the Jewish Messiah, now exalted.301 

	 

	In trying to establish the true characteristics of the earliest belief in Y’shua, too many people have found their clues mainly from the 2nd Century, onwards, when Y’shua was no longer around and the gradual but significant movement away from the original pattern, has already started to materialize. The restoration that is needed today is a revisiting and resuscitation of the 1st Century belief and, in particular, the principles modelled and proclaimed by Y’shua of Nazareth and fully endorsed by his immediate followers. If we dare to say that Y’shua is paramount in our understanding of Biblical belief, we need to listen carefully to his teachings, place them within the context of the 1st Century and then be prepared, in all honesty and humility, to re-orientate our own beliefs accordingly. Part of the honesty and humility that is required, may be the acknowledgement that we have followed the wrong teachers, or blindly accepted the wrong teachings – not approaching the Scriptures like the ancient and noble Bereans did – receiving the word with great eagerness and searching the Scriptures daily to test if the words received, were indeed true.302 Furthermore, we also need the honesty to admit that, previously, we may have allowed a distorted picture of Paul to overrule a straightforward acceptance of the clear teachings of Y’shua, and the core message of Scriptures, as a whole. In this regard, keeping in mind the background of the previous chapter on Y’shua’s fulfilment of the Torah and the former part of this chapter on the respective roles of Y’shua and Paul within the 1st Century, a number of important principles and conclusions may be highlighted.

	First of all, it was never Paul’s intention to write or compile a biography of Y’shua, or a summary of the teachings of Y’shua. The task of writing biographies (containing selected incidents and sayings from the life of Y’shua) was undertaken by evangelists like Matthew, Mark, Luke and John, not by Paul. The fact that these so-called Gospels are generally believed to have originated after the earliest letters of Paul, does not mean that the knowledge and the eye-witness reports about Y’shua and the historical records about his life, were unknown or unavailable, by the time Paul wrote his letters. In this regard we can absolutely go along with the above-mentioned statement of Gerhard Kittel that the first readers of Paul were already acquainted with the facts of Y’shua’s life and teaching. Paul, who almost certainly had never met Y’shua during his earthly life, simply had no intention of presenting a different portrayal of Y’shua than the portrayal of Y’shua’s earliest and most immediate companions. 

	Secondly, Paul had no intention of starting a new movement or religion, formulating new doctrines or doing away with ancient truths. Understanding his own role as essentially a minister of Y’shua to the gentiles,303 he simply wrote letters to groups or assemblies or ekklesiai,304 many of which included a significant number of believers coming out of the gentile nations. The majority of his letters had to be written instantly, because of developments and events and real problems at certain locations that simply needed his urgent attention. Many of these problems had to do with the introduction of gentile believers into the existing Jewish and Hebrew environment of belief. In his own words, Paul was a zealous follower of Torah,305 but he found himself on unfamiliar ground and came across knotty areas of decision-making for which even the Torah did not always offer a clear-cut answer. In Paul’s mind, he was not writing documents that would later become the official statements of belief or creeds of Christianity. As Harris Rall so fittingly explained it, He is not writing with the thought that posterity is looking over his shoulder.306 

	Thirdly, simply by looking at numerous statements made by Paul, throughout his ministry, one has to conclude that Paul never allowed himself the arrogance of correcting or overriding Y’shua. Paul fully understood his own position as ‘n servant, and even a prisoner307 of Y’shua. He called upon the believers in Corinthians to be his imitators or followers, as he was an imitator or follower of Y’shua.308 Going along with the general understanding that Paul’s first letter to the Thessalonians was written before his first letter to the Corinthians,309 it turns out that what Paul wrote to the Corinthians in this regard, was almost an exact replica of what he had earlier written to the Thessalonians, when he said, among other things, you became imitators of us and of the Master, having received the word in much pressure.310 Unless Paul had a schizophrenic personality, saying one thing and practicing the exact opposite (which is clearly not the case!), it is completely illogical and nonsensical to suggest that, unlike his Master and role model, he proclaimed a message that essentially watered down the importance of Torah. 

	In the previous paragraph we have suggested that numerous statements by Paul proved that he saw himself as part of the same tradition as Y’shua. A few of these statements were pointed out. To these we may add declarations like I praise you ... for keeping the doctrines as I delivered them to you;311 I received from the Master what I also delivered to you;312 I delivered unto you first of all that which also I received;313 I neither received it from man, nor was I taught it, but it came to me through a revelation of Y’shua Messiah314 and You know what commands we gave you through the Master Y’shua.315 In addition, the expression in the Messiah is used more than 80 times in those letters traditionally ascribed to Paul. Among these we may highlight verses like Romans 9:1 (I speak the truth in Messiah, I do not lie); Romans 15:17 (I have cause for boasting in Messiah); 1 Corinthians 4:10 (We are fools for the sake of Messiah, but you are wise in Messiah); 1 Corinthians 4:17 (Timothy ... will remind you of my ways in Messiah, as I teach everywhere in every assembly) and Philippians 2:5 (Let this mind be in you which was also in Messiah). 

	Y’shua’s coming into this world was the fulfilment of a great number of prophesies by the ancient Hebrew prophets, all of which pointed towards the coming of an anointed one or maschiach, around whom Yahweh would establish the framework and details of an everlasting kingdom.316 Not one of these prophesies found their fulfilment in Paul, or any of the other apostles. They were unmistakably fulfilled by the coming of Y’shua of Nazareth – by his message and by his mission. When Yahweh promised Abraham that all peoples on earth would be blessed through him317, the key to the fulfilment of this prophesy was Y’shua, not Paul – as explained by the apostles themselves in Acts 3:25-26. When we hear Jacob’s prophesy over Judah, saying the scepter will not depart from Judah, nor the ruler’s staff from between his feet, until he to whom it belongs shall come and the obedience of the nations shall be his,318 we should not ignore the last part about the obedience of the nations belonging to the promised Messiah himself, not to one of his apostles. When the apostle Peter applies to the Messiah the prophesy of Psalms 118:22, The stone which the builders refused is become the head stone of the corner, he adds that the refusal and the rejection of this cornerstone comes in the form of disobedience to the word.319 So, what if the word spoken by Paul seems to contradict the word spoken by Y’shua? Then, in the light of the overwhelming evidence that Paul simply viewed himself as ‘n servant of Y’shua, we respond and act according to the principle that Paul should be understood in the light of the Messiah, and not the other way around. 

	Quite simply, we should have nothing to do with the popular notion that Paul’s theology represents a more mature development or a further transformation320 of the message and the teachings of the Messiah. Paul was no liar. He had no reason to try to deceive the early followers of Messiah and, even if he had tried, he would have had little success as there were many others, besides himself, who bore witness about what they have seen and heard and known about Y’shua of Nazareth. Y’shua always focused very prominently on the proper understanding of the Torah and the prophets. It is virtually impossible that this straightforward approach of Y’shua could have been changed within two or three decades after the earthly life of Y’shua, into an altogether different message, contradicting some of the most basic values of the Torah and the Prophets. We should therefore have no hesitation, whatsoever, in rejecting statements like the one of James Tabor that the message of Paul, which created Christianity as we know it, and the message of the historical Jesus and his earliest followers, were not the same but in fact sharply opposed to one another with little in common beyond the name Jesus itself.321 Our rejection of these efforts to deny the continuity between Y’shua and Paul, should be combined with a renewed thrust to once again embrace the essential unity, not only between Y’shua and Paul and between evangelists and apostles, but also between the Messianic and Pre-Messianic Scriptures. It is forgotten too easily that the only Scriptures that Y’shua and his early followers knew, were the Scriptures (Greek: graphe) contained in what we know today as the Old Testament or Pre-Messianic Scriptures. It is precisely this Scripture that Paul has in mind when he writes to Timothy that All Scripture (pasa graphe) is breathed out by Elohim and profitable for teaching, for reproof, for setting straight, for instruction in righteousness, that the man of Elohim might be fitted, equipped for every good work.322 

	 


Chapter 7




Reinstating the Set-apart Day of Rest

	We used to sing the hymn Take Time to Be Holy. But perhaps we should be singing, Take time to be human. Or finally, Take time. Sabbath is taking time … time to be holy … time to be human.323

	Any effort to restore the vital elements of the 1st Century Messianic belief will be inadequate if it ignores the fact that the New Testament’s portrayal of Y’shua of Nazareth, including his disciples and the early assemblies of Messianic believers, is filled with frequent references to the practice and observance of the seventh day Sabbath.324 It is not within the scope of this book to engage in a complete and full scale examination of the origins, history and significance of the Sabbath. The aim here is much rather to focus on the question how Y’shua and the earliest Messianic believers understood and honoured the Sabbath, and whether the subsequent generations of believers have remained faithful to this original pattern. 

	The very fact that, within our treatment of this subject, we need to use a phrase of clarification like the seventh day Sabbath, is already indicative of a substantial change that has taken place with regards to this day. In the eyes of Y’shua and his early followers, the Sabbath (Hebrew: haShabbat) quite simply meant the seventh day, the day that we know today as Saturday. Their understanding was firmly rooted in the Torah and the Prophets and the Writings, or what we know today collectively as The Old Testament or the Tanak.325 In terms of the days of the week, for them there was no other Sabbath than the seventh day, as may clearly be seen in the way this word is used, first in the Old Testament and then, without any additional explanation or expansion of the concept, also in the New Testament. As far as the Old Testament is concerned, we may single out texts like Genesis 2:2 Elohim completed His work on the seventh day and He rested326; Exodus 16:26 Gather it for six days, but on the seventh day is the Sabbath; Leviticus 23:3 Six days work is done, but the seventh day is a Sabbath of rest; Numbers 15:32 They found a man gathering sticks on the day of the Sabbath and Deuteronomy 5:14 The seventh day is the Sabbath of Yahweh your Elohim. The New Testament simply assumes that its readers already know this well-established understanding of the Sabbath. 

	Soberness and honesty

	Sabbath practice provides the corrective lenses through which life in all its radiance and beauty becomes increasingly clear.327

	Lyman Coleman, a renowned expert in the field of early Church history, whose authentic book, The Apostolical and Primitive Church has been described by fellow scholars as a faithful exhibition of testimonies within the early Christian Church, a standard work in its particular department and a storehouse of argument and authority on the subject,328 took it upon himself to bring a good measure of soberness and honesty into the debate with regards to the change from Sabbath to Sunday329, when he said, No law or precept appears to have been given by Christ or the apostles, either for the abrogation of the Jewish sabbath or the institution of the Lord’s day, or the substitution of the first for the seventh day of the week.330 Carlyle Haynes is in complete agreement with Coleman when he writes, We conclude, therefore, after careful examination of the New Testament, that it contains no evidence of a change of the Sabbath, no divine authority for such a change, and no support in even the smallest degree for Sunday observance.331 James Gibbons, Archbishop of Baltimore for 44 years and elevated to the rank of Cardinal of the Catholic Church in 1886, conceded that you may read the Bible from Genesis to Revelation, and you will not find a single line authorizing the sanctification of Sunday.332 That the Catholic Church viewed herself as an added and legitimate authority in matters of belief and practice, over and above the authority of the written Scriptures, is confirmed by numerous Catholic writings, of which the following citation may serve as an example: It was the Catholic Church which, by the authority of Jesus Christ, has transferred this rest to the Sunday in remembrance of the resurrection of our Lord. Thus the observance of Sunday by the Protestants is an homage they pay, in spite of themselves, to the authority of the (Catholic) Church.333

	The conclusions of Lyman Coleman, and its confirmation by writers like Steve Wohlberg334, Robert Scott335, Murphy Pace336, Marva Dawn337, Carlyle Haynes338 and Samuele Bacchiocchi339, have not been taken into account by the vast majority of supporters of the idea that the replacement of the Sabbath with the Sunday was authorized and overseen by the early apostles of the 1st Century. The bold, but unsubstantiated, statements by these supporters of Sabbath replacement are typically represented in formulations like these: the literal meaning of the Sabbath is no longer binding340; the seventh-day Sabbath is no longer the day of rest341; observance of the Sabbath is no longer incumbent on believers342; Sabbath is no longer a requirement343; the transient shadow of the sabbath has passed away344 and the Old Covenant Sabbath is ... no longer a special day or an outward observance; it is a condition of heart345.

	The following assessment by the respected historian, Philip Schaff, is representative of the apparent ease with which the Christian Church, over many centuries, has embraced statements like the ones mentioned in the previous paragraph, as authoritative and unquestionable: 

	The celebration of the Lord’s Day in memory of the resurrection of Christ dates undoubtedly from the apostolic age. Nothing short of apostolic precedent can account for the universal religious observance in the churches of the second century ... The fathers did not regard the Christian Sunday as a continuation of, but as a substitute for, the Jewish Sabbath, and based it not so much on the fourth commandment, and the primitive rest of God in creation, to which the commandment expressly refers, as upon the resurrection of Christ and the apostolic tradition.346 

	To put the first part of this assessment in plain words, the practice of celebrating the day on which the Messiah was resurrected, as The Lord’s Day, already started during the time of the apostles. If this was not the case, it would be impossible to explain why (almost) all of the churches of the 2nd Century acknowledged and kept the Sunday as a special day. What is clearly implied by this view, is that the process of substituting the Sabbath with the Sunday, was not a later development but an immediate result of the resurrection of the Messiah on the first day of the week. What surfaced in the 2nd Century as a universal religious observance, according to this view, was already launched some 70 years earlier, when Y’shua was resurrected from the dead. 

	The day of the Master

	The weekly Sabbath is based upon divine example.347

	Now, a few questions come to mind, immediately: Why do we find among the supporters of the Sabbath replacement idea, so many conflicting explanations for this major turnaround? Some saying that it was the early apostles who introduced this change, directly after the resurrection, others saying that it was a natural development that took place over a period of time and a third group claiming that it was simply the Catholic Church who used her (misunderstood?) authority to override Scriptures and replace Sabbath with Sunday. Is there sufficient evidence, within the available writings from the 1st Century, that the Sabbath was indeed replaced by the Sunday, at such an early stage? If Lyman Coleman, and others, were correct in concluding that neither Y’shua, nor his apostles, had been responsible for the abolishment or replacement of the Sabbath, who or what was responsible for such a drastic departure from one of the cornerstones of Biblical belief – a belief introduced and confirmed over and over again, by none less than the Almighty Himself? Is it perhaps conceivable that the change from Sabbath to Sunday was instigated, not by a Scriptural command or Scriptural practice, but by external factors within the complicated situation of the 1st and 2nd Centuries? Then we should be honest enough to admit that the early Church has made a mistake and proceed to do what is needed to rectify this mistake and return back to the Scriptural pattern. 

	It is quite possible that some of the so-called forerunners in the early Church have incorrectly engaged upon an anti-Sabbath path and, in the process, have paved the way for Biblical believers to follow in their faulty footsteps for the better part of 20 centuries. It is also possible that later commentators with an anti-Sabbath predisposition have incorrectly interpreted some of the statements of these early Church fathers. They may have done this out of pure desperation, due to the lack of Scriptural support for the idea that the Sabbath had been replaced with Sunday, or the idea that the Sabbath had been terminated altogether. Let us take a look at the views of some of the historians and eyewitnesses from the most early centuries, as well as a few later commentators, a handful of whom seem to have been brave enough to look beyond the official story and dared to dig deeper and be downright honest about how it happened that the Sabbath was gradually replaced with The Lord’s Day. 

	In the 1st Century, Flavius Josephus, a Jewish priest and historian who lived in Jerusalem, wrote, The masses have long since shown a keen desire to adopt our religious observances; and there is not one city, Greek or barbarian, nor a single nation, to which our custom of abstaining from work on the seventh day, has not spread.348 Such positive words concerning the Sabbath, coming from a 1st Century Jewish Priest, is of course to be expected. This very interesting bit of background information on the almost universal nature of Sabbath observance in Y’shua’s lifetime, however, needs to be looked into. How likely is it that a new, vibrant religious grouping, initially consisting mainly of Jews who recognized Y’shua as the promised Messiah, would go along with an arrangement whereby a day other than the seventh day Sabbath, be adopted as the Day of Rest? 

	When it comes to the 2nd Century, there is very little, if any, information available that may help us to understand the official view of the Church on the matter of the Sabbath. Three individuals may be singled out here – a certain Barnabas, who wrote form Alexandria around the year 130 A.D., Justin Martyr who wrote from Rome around 160 A.D. and Clement who also wrote from Alexandria around 195 A.D. Incidentally, Alexandria and Rome are the two Christian centres that are believed to be the first that have made a definite switch from Sabbath to Sunday, while the other main centres only followed suite significantly later.349 These other centres included Jerusalem, Antioch, Damascus, Caesarea, Cyprus, Greece, Asia Minor, Libya, Malta, Armenia and others. 

	Barnabas wrote that the earth was destined to last for 6000 years, followed by a thousand-year period of rest, which he links with a Sabbath day – a kind of seventh millennial day. This will be followed by an eighth day – the beginning of another world. This for him is the reason why we keep the eighth day for rejoicing, in which also Jesus rose from the dead.350 To what degree the Sunday had replaced the Sabbath by this time (at least in Alexandria) cannot be established with certainty, but it seems clear that the first day of the week, as the day of Y’shua’s resurrection, had already taken its place alongside the Sabbath as a day of special significance during the early part of the 2nd Century.

	Justin Martyr made a number of negative statements about the Sabbath in his Dialogue with Trypho (the Jew) around the middle of the 2nd Century. He treated the Sabbath with contempt and denied that it originated at creation, claiming it was only instituted in the days of Moses. Unrelated to anything found in Scriptures, he declared that the Sabbaths were given to the Jews only, because of their wickedness and he implies that the Sabbaths were not given to the gentiles, because of their righteousness. For him, the first day of the week was neither a day of rest, nor a day that came in the place of the Sabbath. It was a day that he chose to call the day of the sun, similar to the way it was known among those who revered it as a heathen festival.351 

	The background to this dialogue is that Justin, coming from a philosophical upbringing, had shortly before converted to Christianity and was trying to convince Trypho to do the same. Trypho criticized Christians on a number of grounds, and Justin provided answers to each criticism. One may easily provide Scripturally based arguments to demonstrate the flawed nature of Justin’s views as expressed in the above statements. It will suffice to say, however, that nobody should allow his or her understanding of the Biblical Sabbath to be shaped by a 2nd Century Apologist, who not only happened to be a proud Platonist, but also a campaigner for Supersessionism352 and a despiser of anything Jewish. Abel Bibliowicz describes Justin as adversarial, derogatory and rudimentary in Jewish matters. The shocking fact is that, according to Bibliowicz, Justin is generally seen as one of the more moderate proponents of anti-Jewishness of the first 400 years after the lifetime of Y’shua. His rejection and belittling of the beliefs and traditions of his opponents is persistent and sustained, but compared with his more extreme anti-Jewish peers ... he is in the moderate range of the spectrum.353

	Clement of Alexandria (around 195 A.D.) is credited to have been the first Church father to connect the concept of The Lord’s Day with Sunday, the first day of the week, following the same pattern as in the majority of the modern-day translations of Revelation 1:10.354 The context in which he made these references, however, is not straightforward at all and is mixed with an array of philosophical, Gnostic, Platonic, allegorical and non-Scriptural elements. Many writers, like James Hessey,355 William Love,356 Dudley Canright,357 and contributors to The Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible358 are convinced that Clement undoubtedly identified The Lord’s Day with Sunday. Quite a few analysts of the ancient texts, like John Andrews,359 Aecio Cairus360 and Andrew Itter,361 do not agree with this view. John Andrews states that Clement’s Lord’s day was not a literal, but a mystical day, embracing ... the entire regenerated life of the Christian; and embracing also the future life in heaven. 

	Whether Clement knew and endorsed the practice of calling the first day of the week The Lord’s Day, or not, it is quite certain that he rejected the Sabbath. Walter Straw’s comment that Clement nullified the Sabbath by a process of Pythagorean reasoning, saying that the important day was the eighth362 is a confirmation of this fact. What is important for us, is that it is most unlikely that the Greek phrase, en te kuriake hemera, in Revelation 1:10, usually translated as on The Lord’s Day or on The Master’s Day, was meant to be a reference to the Sunday or first day of the week. By the time that the book of Revelation was written (around 95 A.D., approximately 100 years before the writings of Clement), the first day of the week was almost certainly not yet known as The Lord’s Day. The Greek phrase in question should much rather be understood to convey the same meaning as the Greek phrase, en te hemera kouriou, (on the Day of Yahweh)363 in Acts 2:20, 1 Thessalonians 5:2 and 2 Peter 3:10. The Hebrew phrase, yom Yahweh (the Day of Yahweh), that appears close to 20 times throughout the Tanak, is a technical term for that end-time Day upon which Yahweh will visit the earth with his righteous punishment and introduce the final kingdom, portrayed so vividly by the ancient prophets. It should be noticed here that Revelation 1:10 is part of John’s introduction to the revelation or vision he received on the island of Patmos concerning the events of the end time, consisting mainly of Yahweh’s righteous punishment and the dawn of the coming kingdom.364

	The statements of two separate historians are worth mentioning here – both originating from the 5th Century but covering the first 400 years following the time of the New Testament period. The first quotation is from Socrates of Constantinople, also known as Socrates Scholasticus, a 5th Century Christian Church historian and successor of Eusebius of Caesarea, the most well-known of the early Church historians. In his monumental work, Historia Ecclesiastica, Socrates made the following remark with regards to the Sabbath and the first day of the week: Almost all churches throughout the world celebrate the sacred mysteries on the Sabbath of every week, yet the Christians of Alexandria and at Rome, on account of some ancient tradition, have ceased to do this.365 Salminius Hermias Sozomenus, also known as Sozomen, was another 5th Century historian of the Christian Church and he stated the following: The people of Constantinople, and almost everywhere, assemble together on the Sabbath, as well as on the first day of the week, which custom is never observed at Rome or at Alexandria.366 Once again, the two cities Rome and Alexandria are singled out as centres where the Sabbath had been completely replaced by the Sunday, at a relatively early stage. What transpires in the two remarks from these two reliable sources of the 5th Century, however, is (1) that the seventh day Sabbath was observed as a day of assembly, combined with other sacred activities, at least until the early part of the 5th Century, (2) that this continued observance of the Sabbath took place in the majority of the main centres of Christianity, including Jerusalem, from where the Good News about Y’shua was witnessed and taught and spread for the first time, and (3) that a certain bracket of this stretch of 400 years may be seen as a transition period during which the Sabbath and the first day of the week have been observed and/or celebrated simultaneously – that is, the Sabbath on the seventh day of the week and the Sunday on the first day of the week. It also seems clear that in those centres where the first day of the week was observed as a special day, together with the Sabbath (on the day before), this two-fold observance was initially not motivated by the conviction that the first day of the week was somehow a second Sabbath, but purely by the conviction that the resurrection was of such paramount importance that it justified a special celebration each week. This is the reason why a number of researchers have pointed out that those early Sunday meetings were more celebratory in nature, while the Sabbath meetings tended to be more somber and quiet.367 

	Traditional arguments for Sunday observance

	The observance of Sunday by the Protestants is a homage they pay, in spite of themselves, to the authority of the (Catholic) Church.368

	We have already taken a brief look at Revelation 1:10, one of a handful of so-called proof Texts in the New Testament supporting the view that the apostles and Y’shua’s earliest, direct followers initiated the process of substituting the Sabbath with Sunday. There is almost unanimous consensus among scholars that Revelation was written some 60 years after the lifetime of Y’shua. Let us ignore, for one moment, the evidence pointing towards the unlikeliness that the first day of the week was known as the Lord’s Day as early as the end of the 1st Century. Let us allow for the possibility that the Greek phrase, en te kuriake hemera, in Revelation 1:10, is an indication that 60 years after the lifetime of Y’shua some believers may have referred to the first day of the week as The Lord’s Day or The Master’s Day. Would that provide us with sufficient proof that the earliest followers of Y’shua initiated the process of substituting the Sabbath with Sunday? Not at all! Sixty years is a very long time and it will take a very courageous interpreter to come to the conclusion that a certain pattern of belief that surfaced towards the end of the 1st Century, had already been set into motion 60 years before! 

	But, let us continue with the unlikely scenario that John, the apostle, may have referred to the first day of the week as The Master’s Day. No doubt, John knew Y’shua as his Master. He would have remembered those events, 60 years before, on a certain first day of the week, when he and his fellow disciples discovered that their Master had risen from the dead. He would also have remembered the mixed emotions of fear and overwhelming joy that filled their lives, especially during the early weeks following their Master’s resurrection. Against this background, no one can blame these early apostles and the rest of the early believers, should they at some stage afterwards, have started referring to the first day of the week as The Master’s Day – quite simply because it was the day of the week upon which their Master was resurrected from the dead. But it should be pointed out that this scenario is something entirely different from the one suggesting that the early apostles were going against their Master’s teachings and example, making an unheard of and inexplicable about-turn with regards to the fourth commandment and the observance of the Sabbath. These apostles were Jews in heart, mind and practice. They did not share the anti-Jewish sentiment of later generations. They loved and respected the Torah. Like their Master, they honoured Yahweh and the (Old Testament) Scriptures as the supreme authority of their entire existence and they taught their followers and fellow believers likewise. Unless Yahweh Himself, or a divine messenger, would appear to them and announce clearly and unambiguously that the fourth commandment had been abandoned or changed, the mere thought of such an initiative would never have crossed their minds. We can therefore rule out the possibility that the writer of the Book of Revelation – most probably the same John who was introduced earlier in the New Testament as the disciple whom Y’shua loved – was responsible for, or sympathetic towards the process whereby the first day of the week was installed and proclaimed as a replacement for the Sabbath.

	What about John’s fellow apostles, writers of New Testament books like Paul and other prominent leaders of the 1st Century? Is the assessment of theologians and historians like Philip Schaff correct that there was an apostolic precedent for the later substitution of the Sabbath with the Sunday? We have already noted our serious concern over such an assessment, but apart from Revelation 1:10, we have not yet looked into some of the typical so-called proof texts for a view such as this. In the previous chapter we have made the point that Paul did not reject or play down the Torah but that he warned the assemblies against an unhealthy reliance on the outward, superficial and lifeless observance of Torah, whereby the pureness and newness of the Good News of Messiah may be perverted.369 It should be added that, in his letters, Paul revealed a clear understanding of the Acts 15 Jerusalem Council ruling, on the position of believers from a non-Jewish background or, as they were called in Acts 15:19, those from among the nations who are turning to Elohim. They were not to be burdened with the outward complexities and technicalities of Torah, they were not to be required to undergo physical circumcision,370 but from the very moment they joined the assemblies, they were to be warned against any kind of idolatry and whoring, the strangling of animals and the eating of blood. 

	What about the rest of Torah? Why did this important Jerusalem council make no mention of the remainder of the Ten Commandments (at least), and more specifically, the Sabbath? Quite simply, because there were no other issues about the rest of Torah, that warranted more items on the agenda of this urgent meeting in Jerusalem. In the mind of the early apostles there was no question about the ongoing validity and essential nature of the Torah. And, what was clearly emphasized by the leaders at this council and confirmed by Acts 15:21,371 is that the weekly reading and exploration of the Torah in all the major cities, was going to be continued as had been the case for many generations before that time. By joining the Sabbath meetings in the synagogues, these new believers in Y’shua who must have had very little exposure to the Torah before, would gradually grow into a lifestyle based upon Torah, without the unnecessary pressure of insensitive Jews with very little understanding of what it takes to make a complete life-style change from paganism to Biblical belief. 

	Those who are eager to find pieces of evidence within the pages of the New Testament that believers in Messiah are no longer required to keep the Sabbath, would often refer to the Jerusalem council of Acts 15 to strengthen their case. Acts 15:10 is a well-known favourite in this regard: Now then, why do you tempt Elohim by putting a yoke on the neck of the disciples which neither our fathers nor we were able to bear? But clearly the yoke in this context was not the straightforward observance of Torah (nowhere in Scriptures do we find any precedent for the idea that the Torah, in its pure and unblemished form, is to be disregarded because the fathers and the disciples were not able to bear and observe it!) – it was the short-sighted approach of the so-called Judaizers372 among the early believers who were obsessed with outward appearance and the observance of endless additions, qualifications and elaborations. 

	Even though the Sabbath is only mentioned in a positive context373 in this chapter, the yoke that was placed on the necks of these believers, would almost certainly have included matters concerning the Sabbath, too. In the Zondervan Illustrated Bible Dictionary there is an insightful description of how the Jews of Y’shua’s time managed to make a burden out of the Sabbath. Y’shua Himself must have had at least some of these in mind in Luke 11:46, when He blamed the learned ones in the Torah for loading men with burdens hard to bear, and you yourselves do not touch the burdens with one of your fingers: 

	During the period between Ezra and the Christian era the scribes formulated innumerable legal restrictions for the conduct of life under the law. Two whole tractates of the Mishnah are devoted to the details of Sabbath observance. One of these enumerates the following thirty-nine principal classes of prohibited actions: sowing, plowing, reaping, gathering into sheaves, threshing, winnowing, cleansing, grinding, sifting, kneading, baking; shearing wool, washing it, beating it, dyeing it, spinning it, making a warp of it; making two cords, weaving two threads, separating two threads, making a knot, untying a knot, sewing two stitches, tearing to sew two stitches; catching a deer, killing, skinning, salting it, preparing its hide, scraping off its hair, cutting it up; writing two letters, blotting out for the purpose of writing two letters, building, pulling down, extinguishing, lighting a fire, beating with a hammer, and carrying from one property to another (Shabbat 7:2). Each of these chief enactments was further discussed and elaborated, so that actually there were several hundred things a conscientious, law-abiding Jew could not do on the Sabbath. For example, the prohibition regarding writing on the Sabbath was further defined as follows: He who writes two letters with his right or his left hand, whether of one kind or of two kinds, as also if they are written with different ink or are of different languages, is guilty. He even who should from forgetfulness write two letters is guilty, whether he has written them with ink or with paint, red chalk, India rubber, vitriol, or anything which makes permanent marks. Also he who writes on two walls which form an angle, or on the two tablets of his account book, so that they can be read together, is guilty. He who writes upon his body is guilty. If any one writes with dark fluid, with fruit juice, or in the dust on the road, in sand, or in anything in which writing does not remain, he is free. If any one writes with the wrong hand, with the foot, with the mouth, with the elbow; also if any one writes upon a letter of another piece of writing, or covers other writing ... he is free (Shabbat 12:3-5).374

	We should remind ourselves that this is not the Biblical picture of the Sabbath. This is exactly what Y’shua opposed and condemned, especially in his interaction with the Pharisees. His own example and teachings with regards to the Sabbath had the effect of a surgical knife cutting into a rotten ulcer with the aim of bringing healing and restoration. In the words of Carlyle Haynes, It is most unfair, to put it mildly, for Christian teachers today, in order to carry out their purpose of turning the minds of men against the Sabbath of the Bible, to represent these man-made restrictions and Pharisaic rigors as really belonging to the Sabbath of God, and thus construe Christ's long-continued and powerful effort to rid the Sabbath of these perversions as a proof of His violation of God's Sabbath commandment and as an effort to discredit the Sabbath itself. Those who do this, in reality take their stand against the Lord of the Sabbath, and join the ancient Pharisees in saying, ‘This man is not of God, because he keeps not the Sabbath day.’375

	Let us conclude, therefore, before moving on from Acts 15 to other passages that are often incorporated into the Sabbath-Sunday debate. The trigger for the Acts 15 council, and for the guidelines that were set forth by this council, was not the Sabbath, nor one of the other commandments forming part of the so-called Ten Words or Ten Commandments, nor any of the annual feast days that are sometimes included under the umbrella term of Sabbaths.376 The trigger was quite simply the new and entirely unique situation of non-Jews with very little knowledge and experience in the Torah, joining the assemblies of believers of whom we know two things for certain: (1) They all believed the Good News that Y’shua of Nazareth was the promised Messiah and (2) In the words of Acts 21:20, the thousands who came to belief in Y’shua were all zealous for the Torah.377 The outcome of the Acts 15 meeting was an effort by the leaders and wise men among the 1st Century followers of Messiah to cushion non-Jewish believers against the unfamiliarity of a Jewish environment. They needed to be protected against Judaizing radicals with an all-or-nothing approach and a Pharisaic-like tendency to elevate and enforce the visible and outward elements of Judaism, including endless lists of do’s and don’ts that were not part of Scriptures. Even the slightest suggestion that Acts 15 represents a formal statement whereby the Torah is removed from its position as the believer’s rule for life and practice, should be rejected without a hint of hesitation. 

	The arguments that have appeared in books and articles, over many centuries, to support the idea that Y’shua himself or the apostles of the 1st Century, at the very least, were the primary authorities for changing the first day of the week into the new Sabbath, are plentiful but unconvincing. William Killen has found enough confidence in the words of Matthew 12:8, For the Son of man is Master even of the sabbath day, to make the following bold statement about what this Master of the Sabbath had done: 

	He accordingly abolished its ceremonial worship, gave it a new name, and changed the day of its celebration. He signalised the first day of the week by then appearing once and again to His disciples after His resurrection, and by that Pentecostal outpouring of the Spirit which marks the commencement of a new era in the history of redemption.378

	This is hardly what Y’shua had in mind when He announced Himself as Master even of the Sabbath day. By using the word even (Greek: kai) Y’shua implied that He was appointed as Master of other areas of the Torah as well. So, what kind of Master was He? Let us hear from the Master Himself and those who knew Him best: He whom Elohim has sent, speaks the Words of Elohim ... My food is to do the will of Him who sent Me and to finish His work ... I can do nothing of My own self. As I hear, I judge, and My judgment is just, because I do not seek My own will, but the will of the Father who has sent Me ... I came not to do My own will but the will of Him who sent Me ... My teaching is not Mine, but His who sent Me ... I honour My Father and I do not seek My own esteem.379 In six consecutive chapters of the Good News according to John, the message is echoed again and again: Y’shua was not a Corrector but rather a Respector of Yahweh’s words and works. He did not come to abolish anything that Yahweh had previously established. The principle of honouring the seventh day had nothing to do with ceremonial worship. There is, in fact, no reason for us to keep on bringing the distinction between ceremonial and celebrational into the Sabbath conversation,380 as this distinction is completely absent from the New Testament writings. 

	When Y’shua’s disciples came together on the evening of the first day of the week upon which He had risen from the dead, this was only a natural and completely understandable response to the mind-blowing events of that day. Not at this meeting, nor at any other meeting where Y’shua had been present, did He mention anything about the first day of the week now taking preference above the Sabbat, because of the importance of his resurrection. According to the Biblical reckoning of days, that meeting was, for all intents and purposes, not even perceived as a meeting taking place on the first day of the week.381 Killen states that Y’shua signalised the first day of the week by once and again appearing in the midst of the disciples exactly one week later. This understanding is based upon John 20:26 where it is stated, after eight days again his disciples were within, and Y’shua came and stood in their midst. It is a long shot to understand this to mean the next Sunday. When the Greek word, meta, is used for after in a sentence like, A happened on Day X (or Year X) and after Y days (or Y years), B happened, the normal way of determining when B happened, is to exclude Day X (or Year X) in the counting, and especially so, when A happened towards the very end of Day X (or Year X). This way of understanding the word, meta, when it is combined with a certain period of time, is demonstrated in verses like Acts 20:6, And we sailed away from Philippi after (meta) the days of unleavened bread382, Hebrews 11:30, By faith the walls of Jericho fell down, after (meta) they were surrounded for seven days383 and Galatians 1:18, Then after (meta) three years I went up to Jerusalem to see Peter.384 This makes it extremely doubtful whether this second meeting was a first day of the week meeting at all and one cannot help but thinking that it is only because of lack of enough evidence, that John 20:26 is included in the Sabbath replacement debate. 

	The evidence of the New Testament

	The Sabbath was founded on a specific, divine Command. We can plead no such command for the obligation to observe Sunday.385

	The discussions in favour of the view that we have a Biblical mandate for the replacement of the Sabbath day by the First day of the week, are often accompanied by references to verses in the New Testament that, when studied objectively, seem to say very little about the subject of the regular, weekly time of assembly. A brief look at some of these, without going into too much detail, may serve to demonstrate this fact. The meeting for Pentecost386 described in Acts 2 is one of the classical support texts for the Sabbath replacement idea. Based on the wording of verse 1, And when the Day of the Festival of Shavuot had come, they were all with one mind in one place, James Hessey, declared with a fair amount of excitement, thus, the day already associated with one of our Lord’s promises, the resurrection, received a most signal mark in addition by the fulfilment of a second promise, the descent of the Holy Spirit.387 For Hessey the fact that they were all in one mind in one place on that particular day, is first of all an indication that this was a Sunday. But there is absolutely no reference to the Sunday or the First day of the week in the text of Acts 2. The only reason why we may be fairly sure that this meeting indeed took place on the First day of the week, is because Leviticus 23:16 reveals that the Feast of Shavuot is a Biblical feasts that is always to be held on a specific day of the week (the morrow after the Sabbath). Acts 2 is not telling us that the believers came together with one mind in one place because it was Sunday, but because it was the great annual Feast of Shavuot. 

	Acts 20 is another chapter that is often referred to in this regard and verse 7, in particular, needs to be looked into: And upon the first day of the week, when the disciples came together to break bread, Paul preached unto them, ready to depart on the morrow; and continued his speech until midnight. F.F. Bruce is one of several scholars who labelled Acts 20:7 as the earliest unambiguous evidence we have for the Christian practice of gathering together for worship388 on the first day of the week. Upon closer inspection, however, the evidence does not seem to be unambiguous, at all. Samuele Bacchiocchi has studied this chapter in great depth and noted that the assumption is being made too easily that the two phrases, upon the first day of the week and to break bread were part of a fixed formula for regular worship on the first day of the week.389 The meeting of Acts 20 apparently started late on the first day of the week and lasted until some hours beyond midnight. The reason for the meeting does not seem to have anything to do with the normal gathering for worship and was necessitated by Paul’s departure on the next day. Both the phrases to break bread (Greek: klasai arton) and to eat (Greek: geuomai) that are used in verse 11, are widely used throughout the New Testament to refer to the ordinary act of eating together or tasting food and only in 4 of the 26 combined occurrences of these two terms, does any of them refer specifically to the breaking of bread in remembrance of Y’shua’s death. The breaking of the bread in Acts 20, apparently, took place towards the end or even after Paul’s message, and also after the miraculous reviving of Eutychus, and the most probable explanation is that this was simply a meal that was shared together very late (in the early morning hours!) because Paul had a lot to share with the assembled believers, before his departure the next day. To borrow a comment from the authoritative Lutheran scholar, Richard Lenski, If this had been a Sunday morning service, (which it was not) it would be of more help to us in establishing Sunday as the regular day of worship in the apostolic congregation.390 

	1 Corinthians 16:1-2 is another favourite among those who are looking for support texts for the Sabbath replacement doctrine, Now concerning the collection for the set-apart ones, as I gave order to the churches of Galatia, so I also do to you. Upon the first day of the week let each one of you lay by himself in store, as he may prosper, that no collections be made when I come. Daniel Wilson is one of many commentators who tend to read far too much into these two verses. It hence appears that the constant day of the church's assembling was fixed and well known—it was the first day, he says with reference to this remark at the beginning of 1 Corinthians 16.391 The perceptive reader will notice, however, that the apostle is here not speaking about an assembly of the Church or a meeting of believers. Instead, he says that each one should put something away by himself (Greek: par’ heauto). Why should the individual believers put something away (at their homes) on the first day of the week? We know from Acts 18 that the two places spoken of in 1 Corinthians 16, Corinth and Galatia, were part of an extended range of places where Paul won people over to the Messiah and where he encouraged and strengthened the believers, specifically by meeting up with them in the synagogues every Sabbath. In Acts 18 alone, there are no less than seven references to meetings on the Sabbath or in the synagogue and not a single word about meetings on the first day of the week. There is no reason to believe that the believers had started following a different pattern by the time Paul wrote his first letter to the Corinthians, less than two years later.392 So, we may assume that, for these early believers, the Sabbath was not a day to become engaged in monetary and material matters. Sabbath was the day of assembly in the synagogue or some other place agreed upon,393 and the following day, the first day of the week, would therefore have been the ideal day for each believer to put something away by himself – an offering to be given to Paul when he would arrive for his special collection. 

	John MacArthur begins his discussion of Colossians 2:16-17 by saying, today ... the efficiency of Jesus Christ is either openly or implicitly denied ... (particularly by) legalists, equating holiness with observing a list of cultural taboos. He continues, Contrary to the claims of some today, Christians are not required to worship on the Sabbath day. It is not binding under the New Covenant. There is convincing evidence for that in Scripture.394 Part of this convincing evidence is his understanding of Colossians 2:16-17, So let no one judge you in food or in drink, or regarding a festival or a new moon or sabbaths, which are a shadow of things to come, but the substance is of Christ.395 Whenever the question of the observance of the sabbath is discussed in some detail, these two verses in Colossians are often included in the discussion. They are sometimes presented as a clear-cut proof that the sabbath is of very little importance in the eyes of New Testament writers like Paul. In Paul's days, many people would say, the decision on whether to observe certain days or whether to eat certain foods, was a matter of free choice - individual believers had the freedom and autonomy to decide for themselves. 

	There are clear indications that, in the past, both the interpretation and the translation of Colossians 2:16-17 have been heavily influenced by doctrinal views on matters like the observance of the Sabbath. The proper understanding of Colossians 2:16-17 needs to stand on the four pillars of correct grammar, the proper context of this chapter, doctrinal neutrality and sound scholarship. I have elsewhere undertaken a more detailed study in this regard,396 taking into account these four pillars, and what follows, is just a brief summary of those conclusions. 

	Firstly, there are grammatical indications within the Greek text of these two verses (together they form one, complete sentence) that the first part of the sentence (usually translated as, Let no one judge you) should be read together, and linked directly, with the last part of the sentence (usually translated as, but the substance or the reality is of Christ).

	Secondly, the first part of the sentence should be translated as, Do not let anyone judge you, rather than, Let no one judge you. This is not a big difference but will eventually help us to understand the sentence better.

	Thirdly, the traditional translation of the last part of the sentence as, but the substance or the reality is of Christ, is an unnatural and forced translation and almost certainly doctrinally motivated. The normal way to translate the Greek words, to soma tou christou, is the body of Messiah and this is the way most translations have translated the very same phrase in at least five other places in the New Testament.397 Just two verses after this verse in Colossians, the word soma is used again and there it clearly refers to the body of Messiah, not something like substance or reality. The immediate context of Colossians 2:17, therefore dictates that soma be translated as body, as is the case in more than 100 places in the New Testament where this word is used – either on its own or in combination with Messiah, as we have shown above. 

	Fourthly, when the first part of the sentence is translated as, Do not let anyone judge you and the last part as, but the body of Messiah, and these two parts are added together, as they should, in order to honour the grammatical indicators in this sentence,398 then we shall come closer to a proper understanding of what Paul is trying to say. The idea is: Do not let anyone (meaning: those who are not part of the body of Messiah) judge (or prescribe to) you, but (only) the body of Messiah. Now we may continue with the rest of the sentence ...

	The matters in which the body of believers in Messiah should not allow the outsiders to judge them are mentioned. How many of these matters are mentioned? The answer is, two, not five as the above wording of the New King James Version suggests. The two aspects in which the outsiders are not to judge the body of believers in Messiah are (only) in food and in drink. These two words are joined with the Greek equivalent of the word and. This is then followed by a word meaning something like, in respect of, or with regards to, and then the remaining three items are mentioned, the feasts and the new moons and the sabbath, joined with an or, not an and like the first two items, the food and the drink. The meaning is clear, Do not let any person from the outside judge you in matters of food and drink, that relates to your regular meetings on the feasts, the new moons and the Sabbath. The fact that these three types of meetings took place on a regular basis during the time of the writing of this letter, was beyond question. No one has discarded them. No one ever told the early believers to disregard them. They had always been part of the pattern of worship, as portrayed throughout the Old Testament and as exemplified by the Messiah. The problem in Colossae, and possibly in other locations too, was that some Judaizing opportunists from the outside tried to infiltrate the assemblies and then judge them in matters of food and drink, according to their own limited and twisted understanding.

	The only remaining part of the sentence, which are a shadow of things to come, provides us with a good and proper reason why no person from outside of the body of believers is qualified to judge, or to prescribe, or to dictate in matters of food and drink or, for that matter, in any other matter that relates to the weekly (Sabbath), the monthly (New Moons) and the annual (Feasts) assemblies of the body of Messiah. The Sabbath and the New Moons and the Feasts are a shadow of the things to come. They are the regular reminders of the future kingdom that all believers in Messiah are looking forward to. Those who come from the outside are simply not fit to judge on these matters and should not be allowed to do that. The body of Messiah, and only those who are truly part of this body, they are the ones who may be trusted to give positive judgements and directions and opinions on these matters, not only because they respect and love one another and would therefore not judge improperly, but also because they have a far better understanding of the things to come and how best to prepare for that time. 

	The Messiah has made it very clear that we are not to judge or condemn others (Matthew 7:1-2) and that the Father has committed all judgment to the Son alone (John 5:22). There is, however, a certain kind of judgment that is allowed and even encouraged within the body of believers. This is when the believing community assumes the responsibility of helping its members to distinguish between right and wrong, providing guidelines in determining and establishing the proper life style and making decisions when it comes to certain controversial issues. This advisory and supervisory responsibility of the body of the Messiah is confirmed in Acts 16:15; 21:25; Romans 14:13; 1 Corinthians 5:12; 6:2; 10:15 and 1 Corinthians 11:13. In each of these verses we shall find the same Greek word, krinoo, that is also used in Colossians 2:16. Against this background it would therefore be quite appropriate for Paul to admonish the believers in Colossae not to allow anyone (meaning: people coming from outside the body of believers) to decree or decide what they (the believers) should eat and what they should drink. The only ones suited (and authorized) for this responsibility, is the body of the Messiah, the community of believers. The proper way to read and understand Colossians 2:16-17 would thus be: Do not let anyone judge you in what you should eat and drink on your feasts and new moons and the Sabbath, which are (all part of) the shadow of the things to come, but the body of Messiah. Once again, the idea is: Let this body and its members be your advisors and let they alone krinoo in these matters concerning which the outsiders have no knowledge and jurisdiction.

	The current chapter on some of the facts and principles concerning the Day of Rest is by no means the first or the only modern-day summons for a re-instalment of the Biblical Sabbath. There is no doubt in my mind that most readers will have come into contact with similar pleas numerous times before. I did not come to the decision of including this section out of some kind of prophetic consciousness or a conviction of superior insight into Scriptures. In my own mind it is just such a very sad thing that our ancient fathers have left us with a legacy that robbed us of one of the finest and most blessed of all Scriptural truths – the truth that the One whom we serve and follow is a set-apart One and that those who belong to Him, were called to be set-apart, too. And the one, clearly specified area, in which we were called to be set-apart, is in the Biblical instruction of honouring and setting aside the seventh-day Sabbath. This is so much more than a commandment, and it is an absolute misrepresentation to associate the keeping of the Sabbath with the ever popular, and totally overused, concept of legalism. The Biblical writers and the prophets and Y’shua the Messiah had a completely different idea. To them the Sabbath was a day of refreshment. This idea of the Sabbath as a day of refreshment is quite interesting. It comes from Exodus 31:17 – In six days Yahweh made the heavens and the earth, and on the seventh day He rested and was refreshed. The Hebrew word that is translated in this verse as refreshed comes from the same root as the word for soul. To keep the Sabbath the way the Creator had intended it from the very beginning, is to make room for the soul. It is the same as taking time to breathe, withdrawing from work for the sake of renewal and taking a break from the materialistic pattern of the world, in order to remain in touch with the eternal pattern of our Creator. 

	Six days a week we wrestle with the world, wringing profit from the earth; on the Sabbath we especially care for the seed of eternity planted in the soul ... What would be a world without Sabbath? It would be a world without the vision of a window in eternity that opens into time.399

	 


Chapter 8

	Restoring the name of our Father

	Blot out his name, then, record one lost soul more, one task more declined, one more footpath untrod, one more devils’-triumph and sorrow for angels, one wrong more to man, one more insult to God!400

	The quotation above is from a poem by the renowned poet, Robert Browning and the content of the poem is about another well-known English poet, William Wordsworth, whom Browning had always admired greatly. Wordsworth is one of the greatest names in the English literature that the world has ever known. It was Robert Harrison who wrote that if there is any reason to believe that a name can sometimes inspire a vocation, then perhaps it is worth pondering the name of William Wordsworth in this context.401 

	We all know the names of the legends of literature like Robert Browning and William Wordsworth and Charles Dickens. We know the names of great men and women of the past who have inspired and motivated countless people to do things that they would otherwise not have done. For us, as people, to go through life without a name, or to be robbed of the privileged possession of a personal name, would be both devastating and degrading. Mavis Himes demonstrated this truth in a touching description of an episode from World War II: 

	In 1938, at the time of Kristallnacht, Jews were stripped of their actual names when Hitler instituted law #174 whereby Jews were forced to assume a name considered Jewish from a published list of names. As part of this decree, all Jewish men were to assume the middle name Israel and all women the middle name Sarah. Thus Hitler first robbed the Jewish people of their individual identities by eliminating their actual names and limiting their unique trait of identification to a generic status. Then he stripped his victims even more by branding them with numbers, further robbing them of any semblance of humanity. The obliteration of names was an intentional weapon to reduce a segment of humankind to the nonhuman.402
 

	If the obliteration of human names is a tragic thing, it is even more so when the name of the Almighty is obliterated. What Robert Browning has written in his poem, The Lost Leader, is a most fitting characterization of what misinformed leaders of both Judaism and Christianity have done to the set-apart name of the Almighty. Over many centuries this name has been blotted out of our Scriptures, our prayers, our songs, our sermons, our testimonies, our confessions, our meditations and our memories. Not only our ears and our eyes and our tongues, but also our minds and our hearts have been declined the pleasure of freely engaging with the revealed name of our Creator. This unthinkable rudeness may indeed be labelled as one more task declined, one more footpath untrod, one more devil’s triumph and one more insult to the Almighty. In one of his books Max Lucado asked the question why it was necessary to use the name Yahweh, and answered, Because Yahweh is God's name. You can call me preacher or writer or half-baked golfer—these are accurate descriptions, but these aren't my names. I might call you dad, mom, doctor, or student, and those terms may describe you, but they aren't your name. If you want to call me by my name, say Max. If I call you by your name, I say it. And if you want to call God by his name, say Yahweh. God has told us his name. How he must long to be close to us.403 

	What the third commandment is all about 

	Yahweh's name ... must be honored, blessed, praised, celebrated, invoked, pronounced, and so shared.404

	When Moses approached the burning bush405 and heard that he was called to deliver the people of Israel from Egypt, he wanted to know the name of the One who had called him. In that encounter with the Almighty, he learned about the essence of this great name – in Hebrew, ehyeh asher ehyeh, usually translated as, I am who I am.406 The words, I am who I am, is a duplication of the Hebrew word, ehyeh, which means I am or I will be. The root form of this word is hayah, which simply means to be or to exist. Now, this word, hayah, is also the root form of Yahweh which basically means the one who is (alive) and will always be (alive). This meaning of the name Yahweh is demonstrated in the Biblical texts portraying the Almighty as the One who is from everlasting to everlasting,407 the One who is the First and the Last408 and as the One who was and is and is to come.409 Phil Moore, significantly, explained that by using his own name towards his people, Yahweh revealed Himself as the One who was, and would always be, an essential part of their past, present and future. By giving them his name, He empowered them to make sense of their troubled past, to muster faith for the present and to have confidence for the future. Four centuries of knock-backs, disappointment and oppression suddenly began to make sense in the light of the eternal and unchangeable nature of Yahweh, their Elohim.410 

	The main difference between the Hebrew words, ehyeh and Yahweh is that ehyeh is in the form of the First Person Singular and can therefore only be used by some-one speaking about himself. Yahweh is in the form of the Third Person Singular and is therefore the form to be used by people speaking to Him or about Him. When the Almighty was making his own name known to Moses He could use the words I am. But when He was telling Moses by which name He was to be known among his people, He used the word Yahweh – this is my name for ever, and this is the name by which I am to be remembered throughout all generations.411 

	The idea that the name of the Almighty is too holy or too precious to pronounce, is a human invention and not part of the message of Scriptures. The third commandment, usually translated as You shall not take the name of the Lord your God in vain, is not a ban on the use or the pronunciation of the Creator’s name. The false suggestion that the words of Exodus 3:15, ze shemi l’olam (meaning: This is my name forever!), are to be understood in the sense of, ze shemi l’allem (meaning: This is my name to be kept secret!),412 should be rejected by all serious readers of the Scriptures. If this was indeed the intended meaning of these words, there is no way that anyone can explain why this name had been used more than 6800 times in the Old Testament. What would we do with the fact that patriarchs like Abraham and Jacob, priests like Aaron and Eleazar, psalmists like David and Moses, singers like Miriam and Asaph, kings like Solomon and Hezekiah, prophets like Elijah and Isaiah, foreigners like Balaam and Nebuchadnezzar and Y’shua the Messiah413 freely and frequently articulated and called on the name of Yahweh? 

	A closer look at the third commandment may prove to be useful. Quite literally, this verse414 is saying, You shall not make the name of Yahweh your Elohim to suffer destruction or uselessness. The word that we have translated here with destruction or uselessness, is sometimes also used in the sense of falsehood or falsification415 – so that this verse could also be translated as You shall not allow the name of Yahweh your Elohim to be falsified. By avoiding the name altogether, and by substituting it with meaningless titles, like Adonai and Lord, in an effort to honour the third commandment, both Jews and Christians have effectively done what the third commandment is saying we should not do. This very practice has caused the name to be destroyed and to become useless and to be obscured by falsehood.  The practice of stubbornly addressing the Almighty with designations of man’s own choosing, as if these titles were equal to the name that He had chosen for Himself, is one that needs our serious attention. 

	The fact that there are different opinions as to the correct pronunciation of this name, should not be made into a reason to avoid saying the name of the Almighty, altogether. Even when not entirely sure if one pronounces the name correctly, calling on the name of Yahweh reverently is still in line with the pattern of Scriptures and endlessly more rewarding than not allowing the name to proceed from one’s lips, at all. We should never put too much trust in any viewpoint that presents itself as the only correct position with regards to the proper pronunciation of the name. The internet is a notorious breeding platform for all kinds of exclusive doctrines and revelations with regards to the name of the Almighty. This is a sad state of affairs and one of the main reasons why many honest seekers of the truth have entirely halted their efforts to embrace the name of the Almighty. Every now and then a new insight on this matter of the correct name of the Almighty or the proper vocalization of the Tetragrammaton, sees the light.416 I have elsewhere417 commented extensively on one of the more recent viewpoints, pushing strongly for the name to be pronounced as Yehováh, in line with the vocalization used by the Masoretes.418

	Despite the fact that complete certainty with regards to the correct pronunciation of the Father’s name is not possible, the form, Yahweh, is firmly established as the preferred rendering of this name and perhaps the most probable of all the variations out there. This form of the name is used by many standard works in which some of the foremost scholars in the field of the Old Testament and the ancient Hebrew text have contributed.419 We know today that the form, Jehóvah,420 that appeared in earlier translations of the Bible like the King James Version, The American Standard Version, The Darby Bible Translation and Young’s Literal Translation, could not have been correct, because there is no J sound in Hebrew and also because the perceived vowel combination of e-o-a is based upon a misunderstanding among the earlier Bible translators.421 It is my conviction that the form, Yahweh, is as close as one could possibly get to the earliest pronunciation of the name of our Creator. This name was made known, not by accident, and not for academic reasons, but for the purpose that those who wish to know and love and follow Him, may focus and call upon his name. The simple pattern known and followed in this world, from the very beginning, is that knowing and loving and following someone – anyone – begins by embracing his or her name. Anything outside of this pattern is not only unnatural and superficial, but also an obstacle in relationships and, particularly so, in the practice of belief. 

	Yahweh in the rest of Scriptures

	The name — Yahweh — uniquely sets Israel's God apart from all the no-gods of the culture.422

	It is sometimes said that when phrases like, the name of Yahweh, or his name, or my name, are used in Scriptures, the intention is not really to highlight the literal name of the Almighty. The word, name, these skeptics would say, may simply refer to the person of Yahweh or his authority or his character or his fullness. Adam Clarke’s understanding of the words, every place where I cause My name to be remembered in Exodus 20:24 is rather vaguely articulated in the expression, wherever I am worshipped.423 In Joseph Benson's Commentary of the Old and New Testaments the words thus they shall put My name on the children of Israel in Numbers 6:27 are similarly made into a rather general statement and understood in the sense of they shall recommend them to me as my own people.424 And the words, to build a house for My name in 1 Kings 8:16 are interpreted by Matthew Poole as indicating something to the effect of, that my presence, and grace, and worship, and glory might be there.425

	It is a grave error in Biblical understanding to downplay the importance of the literal name of the Almighty by falling into the habit of constantly treating his name as some kind of abstraction or metaphor. Certainly, the name of the Creator is telling us what He is like and what He can do and what He stands for. But primarily his name is his mark of identification. He desires to be known by that name. He wants his people to call upon that name. In ancient times He was honoured when Joshua made a stance and declared in the presence of the entire nation, choose for yourselves this day whom you are going to serve ... but I and my house, we serve Yahweh;426 He was honoured when David approached Goliath boldly by declaring audibly, I come to you in the name of Yahweh;427 He was honoured by the outcry of Elijah, let this people know that You are Yahweh;428 He was honoured when Jeremiah declared, turn me and I shall be turned, for You are Yahweh my Elohim429 and He was honoured when his own Son, Y’shua of Nazareth, resisted the repeated onslaught of Satan by quoting one of the most fundamental confessions in all of Scriptures, You shall worship Yahweh your Elohim, and Him alone you shall serve.430 If someone would come along and take away the literal name of Yahweh from any of these formidable statements, that person has become guilty of watering down the intent and the powerful impact of Scriptures. 

	From the earliest times Yahweh was the name people have used to bless others – 2 Samuel 6:18 reveals that when Dawid had finished bringing burnt offerings and peace offerings, he blessed the people in the name of Yahweh of hosts. This is a name that was loved by believers – it is declared in Isaiah 56:6 that the foreigners who would join themselves to Yahweh, would serve Him and love his name. The name of Yahweh is singled out as a reason for joy and praise – the testimony of Psalms 89:15-16 is that in Yahweh’s name the people would rejoice all day long. In similar fashion, the psalmist of Psalms 61:8 believed that praising the name of Yahweh was part of his vows from day to day. Throughout Scriptures we are reminded of the fact that in the name of Yahweh strength is found by those who are surrounded by difficulties. Proverbs 18:10 demonstrates this powerfully: The name of Yahweh is a strong tower; the righteous run into it and are safe. Psalms 118:10-12, with its threefold repetition of the phrase, in the name of Yahweh, is another striking example in this regard. All the gentiles surrounded me, In the name of Yahweh I shall cut them off. They surrounded me, Yea, they surrounded me; In the name of Yahweh shall I cut them off. They surrounded me like bees; They were extinguished like burning thorns; In the name of Yahweh I shall cut them off.

	Thomas Merton, American monk, writer, theologian, poet, social activist, and scholar of comparative religion, tried to convey the immense importance of the Father’s name for anyone who desires a more intimate knowledge of the Almighty. He wrote, The name Yahweh expresses the simplest, most direct and most powerful manifestation of God as Person in the Old Testament. The experience of knowing and invoking the name of Yahweh was nothing esoteric, since it was given to all the members of the holy People. Indeed, that was one of the things that made it a people, and holy. Knowing the name, they were His people. His name dwelt among them, and was invoked upon them, and was known in their midst (Exodus 23:21; Deuteronomy 12:5; I Kings 8:16-30; Numbers 6:22-27.) Yet at the same time, the knowledge of the name ... definitely and clearly separated everyone who received it, from the multifarious nature cults and kingship cults of the nations. He who knew the name of Yahweh, by that fact knew the nothingness of all other gods, and was bound to hallow or sanctify the name of Yahweh.431

	Peter Leithart, president of Theopolis Institute for Biblical, Liturgical and Cultural Studies in Birmingham, Alabama, made the following very significant remark about the name of Yahweh, in one of his regular presidential essays: 

	These human concepts (including the revealed name of the Almighty – insert mine) are not just that, are not just descriptions and representations of the reality of Yahweh; they are themselves the reality of Yahweh ... the name concentrates everything He is in His relation to His people, to the righteous, and from His name proceeds in some way everything that the people or the righteous can expect from Him as they stand in this relation ... for ancients, a name was not merely a label but a being, belonging of course to another being; identical with it in a way one cannot explain, yet still a separate being, so that statements about the name and him who bears it can be differentiated from and yet can also replace one another ... Yahweh is hidden; no one has seen God. Yet, this hidden God is manifested in the name ... and all the predicates of the name are those of the hidden Yahweh Himself.432

	The Book of Psalms, in particular, is one of the clearest examples available that in ancient times, the name of Yahweh has always been an essential part of the walk and talk of every person who worshiped the Elohim of Israel. This was the name, above all, that was used when the people of Israel stood in awe when discovering some form of encouragement in the knowledge that they were not alone in their times of distress. This was the name that they embraced in their times of prayer and praise and reflection. This was the name that connected them to the Almighty – the only name in which they firmly put their trust and their hope when there was no one else to turn to. The expression, the name of Yahweh appears no less than 20 times in the Book of Psalms alone. In addition, the combination, your name – specifically with reference to the name of Yahweh – appears 48 times in this book and his name – also with reference to the name of Yahweh – appears another 20 times. In addition, there are at least 15 verses with references to the honour or the esteem of the name of Yahweh and, furthermore, numerous statements reflecting the choice to remember and to hold onto the name of Yahweh. Among these we find the choice to praise the name of Yahweh,433 to set up banners in the name of Yahweh,434 to remember the name of Yahweh and to cause the name of Yahweh to be remembered,435 to declare the name before others,436 to give Yahweh the esteem due to his name,437 to trust in the name of Yahweh,438 to exalt the name of Yahweh together,439 to trample down opponents in his name,440 to wait upon the name of Yahweh,441 to lift up hands in the name of Yahweh,442 to call upon his name,443 to seek the name of Yahweh,444 to fear his name,445 to rejoice in his name,446 to bless his set-apart name,447 to give thanks to the name of Yahweh,448 to cut off the enemies in the name of Yahweh449 and to praise his name with dances and musical instruments.450

	What leading scholars thought of the name

	Yahweh is the head water source from whom all of the ‘I will’ promises in Scripture flow.451

	Some of the foremost scholars of the modern era have spoken out emphatically in favour of taking seriously the literal name of Yahweh. In his assessment of the Psalms, Hans-Joachim Kraus, a renowned commentator on the Book of Psalms, noted that it was impossible to conceive of worship without knowledge of the name of God, or for there to be communication between God and humans that did not involve a name that could be called on. When Yahweh revealed himself, he communicated his name to his people ... this name is a spring of salvation, deliverance, help, and protection. Indeed the name Yahweh is assurance for Israel and every person in the nation of God's people. It expresses the accessibility of Yahweh, his presence, and his faithfulness to his promises.452 

	Karl Barth, a Swiss Reformed theologian, labelled by some as the greatest theologian since (the 13th Century prince of theologians) Thomas Aquinas,453 wrote passionately on the name of Yahweh. There is a reason, he said, why the name of God is used to stand for God himself. Because we cannot comprehend the essence of God, insofar as his grace and power are made manifest to us, it is appropriate for us to place our hope in him. Thus by calling on his name, faith is born. We can know indeed that it really is his name, the name of God, and not the name of a creature, which is here made known to us: the eternal, the holy, the glorious name; the name which is above every name. We can know indeed that in this name we are dealing with God Himself. But we must not be surprised if the name is such that we cannot either hear or express it without remembering that it is a question of Him whom we can only name in consequence of the fact that He has named Himself and as we see and hear this His self-naming. We must not be surprised if this name of His—which we accept, which we praise and laud Him and call upon Him, in which we can know Him, in which He unveils Himself to us—does at the same time accomplish His veiling, so that, looking forward, we are continually referred to Himself, to His own self-unveiling. If it were otherwise, it would not be the name of God.454 

	In an earlier work, Barth expanded on the impossibility of distinguishing between Yahweh and his name and the absurdity of trying to approach Yahweh while bypassing his name. In His name is concentrated everything He is in His relation to His people and from His name proceeds in some way everything that the people can expect from Him as they stand in this relation ... a man's name is not something that comes to him from without, something accidental and non-essential ... where the name is, there is the bearer of the name; where the name works, the bearer of it works ... God's name is an expression for His personal essence as present in the sanctuary and the people ... The hidden Yahweh Himself is present in His name and all the predicates of the name are those of the hidden Yahweh Himself ... To have knowledge of the name of Yahweh, and to that degree knowledge of Yahweh Himself, and to participate in this revelation, is to be a partner in the covenant made by Him.455

	In one of the standard works on the theology of the Old Testament, Walter Eichrodt included a sub-section on The Nature of the Covenant God in which he identified one of the most central and unique characteristics of Biblical belief. The uniqueness of Biblical belief and of the One who initiated this belief, he argues, is the very act of Yahweh of bestowing a name upon himself. By doing so, He chose to be known as someone who is definable, distinctive, individual and personal. In this very important aspect, Yahweh clearly distinguishes Himself from those deities of the nations who merely existed as an abstract concept in the minds of their adherents:

	That the proclamation of the divine name was treasured as an act whereby God himself came forth from his secret place and offered himself in fellowship, is shown by the eagerness with which the divine name was used, whenever men wished to be assured of his nearness and the reality of his support. Prayers and oaths, blessing and cursing, battles and victories, were all ‘in the name of Yahweh’, that is, they were accompanied by the utterance of his name and by the assurance that in this way his presence could be summoned to one’s aid. After all, did not Yahweh himself declare his presence by the utterance of his name and consecrate a spot to his worship by indicating it as the place where his name was named? ... By revealing his name God has, as it were, made himself over to them; he has opened to them a part of his very being and given them a means of access to himself ... The name is not merely a means of denoting a person, but is bound up in the closest possible way with that person’s very existence ... Hence knowledge of the name is more than an external means of distinguishing one person from another; it is a relation with that person’s being.456 

	Why the name is neglected

	The name was suppressed so that it would not be misused. But that also meant that it could not be used positively in prayer and praise.457

	There is no lack of understanding and agreement among Bible scholars, theologians and Church leaders that the Almighty has a name and that there is a good measure of significance attached to this name. As we have seen in the paragraphs above, the Scriptural evidence for such an understanding is overwhelming. Against this background, it remains one of the most bizarre mysteries of modern-day Biblical belief that this name is almost entirely absent from the Biblically related writings and testimonies of our time. We have seen that the Almighty bestowed a name upon Himself, as per the understanding of Walther Eichrodt and others, in accordance with Exodus 3:15 where Yahweh told Moses that He wanted to be remembered by this name from generation to generation. How then, does one explain the almost universal modern-day sidestepping of this name and the absolute ease with which the name above all names is replaced with titles like The Lord, The Almighty, The Father, The Name,458 Adonai and God? Of course there is nothing wrong with the use of titles for the Almighty. Many of our forerunners from Biblical times used titles like Father and Master and Elohim when talking to, or about, the One who revealed Himself as Yahweh. But while they did so freely and frequently, they never avoided the personal name of Yahweh, they never forgot the name, they never stopped loving, uttering and lifting up the name and they never substituted his name deliberately or superstitiously459 with more neutral terms and designations.

	Instead of trying to rationalize and condone the practice of not uttering the name above all names, there is an alternative approach that will do justice to the clarity and simplicity surrounding the name of Yahweh in Scriptures – an approach with the potential of making a world of difference in the lives of Biblical believers. This approach is about rediscovering and utilizing the beauty of our Father’s name. There is absolutely no point in persisting with the crucial error of trying to acknowledge, approach, address and adore Yahweh, without calling on his name. A very good place to start getting into the habit of embracing the name of Yahweh, is to be on the lookout for his name with each session of Scripture reading. 

	The tragic fact is that very few Bible translations available, will reflect the name of the Almighty. One will frequently find some kind of explanation in the prefaces of various English Bibles, of why the translators had decided not to include the name. In the preface to the English Standard Version it is stated, As is common among English translations today, the ESV usually renders the personal name of God (YHWH) with the word Lord (printed in small capitals).460 In the preface to the New International Version a similar explanation is found. In regard to the divine name YHWH, commonly referred to as the Tetragrammaton, the translators adopted the device used in most English versions of rendering that name as “Lord” in capital letters to distinguish it from Adonai, another Hebrew word rendered “Lord,” for which small letters are used.461 There is no more need for 21st century readers of the Word of Yahweh to accept the device used in most English versions (as stated in the NIV) of replacing the name YHWH with a word like Lord. What we need today, is not a device, but a deliberate effort to restore the name ... the very name that has the potential to restore our lives. 

	So, to get back to what was suggested earlier, even if the Bible translation that one is using, is neglecting the name, there is no reason to become stuck in this negligence. The name is there, in no less than 6800 places in the Old Testament alone.462 With a little bit of research, or even by switching to another translation, it is possible to see the name within the text of the Bible. Some translations retain the original Hebrew format, יהוה while others make use of the English equivalent of the Tetragrammaton, YHWH. A third group of Bibles transliterate the name with a form like Yahweh that is ready to be used in the articulation of one’s belief. Simply by seeing and hearing the name, meditating upon it and speaking it out audibly and reverently, modern-day seekers of truth will be introduced into a dimension of belief and worship that will make a very significant impact upon their lives.

	Well known texts of the Bible are adorned with surprising beauty and clarity when the name of Yahweh is restored to its proper status. A few examples of this may suffice. The phrase so that all peoples of the earth may know Your name (e.g. 1 Kings 8:43) is now, among other things, also a reminder of the privilege of knowing Yahweh personally. To turn back and to confess the name of Yahweh (2 Chronicles 6:26) is now giving content and meaning to the believer’s confessions and pleas for forgiveness. How can it be delightful to fear the name, (Nehemiah 1:11) if by the name the followers of the Almighty allow themselves nothing more than The Lord, the man-made device whereby the name is concealed, rather than revealed? If, on the other hand, they know that they fear Yahweh, and that this fear is filling them with reverence and appreciation for who He is, and was, and always will be, then they can truly say: To fear Yahweh is a delight! The prophet says in Isaiah 26:8: The longing of our being is for Your name and for the remembrance of You. Those who have this longing may know that they have a handle, something tangible – a name with meaning and great memories – that they can hold onto, something that will help them to remember Him by. A verse like Jeremiah 15:16, can hardly be appreciated to its full extent when it is presented in the traditional format, Your name is called on me, O Lord, God of hosts. Lord is not a name and was therefore never called upon anyone in Scriptures. But the fact that Yahweh called his name upon his people, is attested by many verses, including Deuteronomy 28:10; 2 Chronicles 7:14; Isaiah 63:19; Jeremiah 14:9; Daniel 9:19 and Acts 15:17. 

	A final thought, and some clarification, in connection with the name of Yahweh, may be in order here. In the previous paragraph the traditional translation of the last part of Jeremiah 15:16 was given as Your name is called on me, O Lord, God of hosts. The point was made that Lord is not part of the original text and, furthermore, is not the name of the Almighty – a fact that brings a nonsensical element to the verse that is trying to convey the idea that a certain name was called upon the people. The question is, what about God? The above-mentioned verse is just one of hundreds of verses throughout the Bible in which the word God or Elohim appears, many times in tandem with Yahweh, and translated in some Bibles as Yahweh my Elohim, Yahweh your Elohim, Yahweh our Elohim, etcetera. Is God part of the text or is that also a man-made invention, or a device, as the translators of the NIV have labelled the practice of representing the name with the word Lord? 

	Many people would argue that God is simply a translation of the Hebrew word Elohim. We need to be clear about the fact, however, that even the Hebrew form, Elohim, is not the name of the Almighty and was never presented to the people of Israel as a proper name. The word Elohim is an ordinary Hebrew word meaning mighty ones. The word is mostly used in the plural form and may refer to more than one mighty one463 or to Yahweh as the only mighty One464 of Israel. God is a word with uncertain origins and etymology, together with various dubious connotations.465 It is to be regretted that translators, from the earliest times, have opted to translate the Hebrew word Elohim with a word like God, when they could have followed the safer route by preserving the original Hebrew form, in a similar manner as with Hebrew loanwords like sabbath, cherub, kosher, messiah and shekel. There is no need to be dogmatic about the way the name and the most important title of the Almighty should be articulated, but there is much to be said in favour of restoring the pattern that is clearly portrayed in Scriptures, by calling upon and talking about our Creator like it was done from the very beginning. He is Yahweh, our Elohim, and there is no pressing Scriptural, grammatical or historical reason to be ashamed of this straightforward confession of belief!

	 


Chapter 9

	Reclaiming the Identity of the Messiah

	The Church changed so much over the centuries that Yeshua was no longer even recognizable as the Jewish Messiah of Israel. And it was not just His name that was changed, but His very nature.466

	Earlier in this book we have already touched upon the issue of the identity of the Messiah and the way earlier generations have understood the relationship between Y’shua and Yahweh. The Arian controversy of the 4th Century, discussed in Chapter 2, hinged upon the question whether Y’shua was equal to Yahweh, as formulated in the church’s classical confessions of belief, or whether, as the Son, He was subordinate to Yahweh, his Father. This controversy gave rise to the formulation of the doctrine of the Trinity in the 4th Century and elevated this doctrine to a strong and almost untouchable position in both Catholic and Protestant churches, for the entire period of 17 centuries, up until the present day. The episode surrounding Michael Servetus in the 16th Century, as shown earlier, was triggered by his book, De Trinitatis Erroribus or translated, On the Errors of the Trinity. This confirmed that there had always been some measure of unease and discomfort surrounding what could be described as the flagship belief of the Church over the past 17 centuries. 

	The view presented in this chapter is not an endorsement of the ideas of Arius, nor those of Servetus. Although there is a great number of groups and people throughout the history of the church, who have spoken out against the Trinity, borrowing the views of certain people or groups was not the driving force or the modus operandi behind the writing of this chapter. What is presented in this chapter was inspired quite simply by an objective evaluation of the portrayal of the Messiah in both the Old and the New Testament, combined with some research into the history of the church, and particularly the historical development of the Trinity idea. It is no easy matter to undertake a study such as this, for the reason that was mentioned in an earlier chapter of this book: In the vast majority of scholarly sources in this regard, the researcher is subtly manipulated to take sides with the orthodox position and reject those views that were not officially supported by the church. Striving for maximum objectivity throughout the process, I have come to a twofold conclusion: Firstly, the Trinity doctrine is not compatible with the Scriptural portrayal of the unique, incomparable One who is both the Creator of heaven and earth and the Initiator of an eternal covenant with his people. And secondly, the Trinity doctrine is obstructing, rather than improving a proper understanding of the identity of Y’shua the Messiah. If we want to come to a clean, Scriptural view of the identity of the Messiah, we have no choice: we need to remove all preconceived Trinity ideas from the table and allow the text and context of Scriptures to be our only guide. 

	This cleaning process upfront includes all those typical trinity concepts that we have come across in the earlier chapter on The Confusing Landscape of Orthodox Confessions – concepts like pre-existence, incarnation, two natures, one essence, three persons, co-equality with the Almighty, etcetera. We should not allow concepts like these to confuse our quest to come to an accurate and Biblically sound understanding of the Person of Y’shua. In this regard one may learn from the great Dutch philosopher, Christian scholar and Bible translator of the 15th Century, Desiderius Erasmus. As a staunch Catholic, Erasmus was wise enough to realize that the long history of the church’s engagement in all kinds of philosophical speculations with regards to the Trinity, had become an obsession with things that are outside the scope of salvation. In Erasmus’ view the Church would have done much better, had it admitted at a much earlier stage that these things would always remain unknown or doubtful and rather focused on more important matters: The ancients philosophized very little about divine things ... what excuse is there for us, who raise so many curious, not to say impious, questions about matters far removed from our nature? We define so many things which may be left in ignorance or in doubt without loss of salvation. Is it not possible to have fellowship with the Father, Son and Holy Spirit without being able to explain philosophically the distinction between them and between the nativity of the Son and the procession of the Holy Spirit?467

	Twenty centuries of non-conformity

	Subsequent generations usually learn only a distorted history. Sheer weight of numbers can drown out the story of the minority.468

	Before proceeding to a more in-depth look into Scriptures, in an effort to come to a better understanding of the true identity of the Messiah, it may be worth mentioning some of the non-Trinitarian groups and movements that have surfaced over the past 20 centuries, as a reminder that there has never been a period in modern history when the Trinity doctrine was not being questioned at all. It should be stated categorically that none of these groups presenting a non-trinitarian view were faultless in their interpretation of Scriptures and that quite a few of them were way off the mark. Similar to what happened within the ranks of the supporters of the Trinity concept, there have always been differences and variations within the non-trinitarian view, as well. Nevertheless, it is still an eye-opener to discover the continuous sentiment of frustration that had gone hand in hand with the doctrine of the Trinity, over the centuries. The list presented here is far from complete and is simply an effort to provide some perspective and context to the issue at hand: 

	The Nazarenes of the 1st Century. Ray Pritz identified the Nazarenes as Jewish believers who believed in one God and his child Jesus Christ and who observed the very earliest traditions of their forebears.469

	The Ebionites of the 2nd Century. Dennis Beard stated that the Ebionites believed in One God, the Creator, taught that Y’shua was a true prophet and denied the real or ontological Deity of Jesus.470

	The Samosateans of the 3rd Century. In Wikipedia it is stated that Paul of Samosata, an influential 3rd Century theologian, taught that Y’shua was born a mere man, but that he was infused with the divine Logos or word of God. In this sense, Y’shua was seen not as God-become-man but as man-become-God.471

	The Arians of the 4th Century. Although Arius acknowledged that the Son was divine, he was convinced that there was a time when the Son did not exist and he refused to accept words like co-essential, co-eternal and co-equal, neither as part of his own understanding of the Messiah, nor as part of the official statements of the church.472

	The Ostrogoths of the 5th Century. Patrick Amory concluded that in matters of belief, the Ostrogoths of Italy were to be identified with the Arian viewpoint.473

	The Tritheists of the 6th Century. In the Cyclopaedia of Biblical, Theological, and Ecclesiastical Literature, Volume 10,474 a brief section is included on the Tritheism of the 6th Century, which was regarded as a clear deviation from the orthodox position. The Tritheists taught that the Father, Son and Spirit were three co-equal, distinct Beings, united by one common will and purpose. When they baptized, they did so in the name of three unoriginated Principles, three Sons and three Paracletes, which constituted a kind of Trinity of trinities.

	The Muslims of the 7th Century. The Shahada, or two-part confession of faith of the Muslims, is usually presented as, There is no God but Allah, and Muhammad is his Messenger. The Qur’an represents a radical deviation from the general trends of belief established over the preceding 6 centuries, but it was nevertheless a serious effort to restore the radical monotheism of the Old Testament. It contains several statements demonstrating its stark opposition against the Trinity doctrine, like God is He outside of whom there is no deity and They who say ‘Behold, God is the third of a trinity’, deny the truth.475

	The Visigoths of the 8th Century. Norman Roth is one of a number of scholars who have confirmed that the Visigoths were adherents of the Arian school of thought.476 

	The Paulicians of the 9th Century. In his book about the Paulician Church of Armenia, Frederick Conybeare stated that the Paulicians may be called Unitarians, in so far as they believed that Y’shua was not creator but created.477

	The Bogomils of the 10th Century. In his book on the history of the development of doctrine, Jaroslav Pelikan wrote that the Bogomils were out of step with the Church because they did not teach the unity of God in the form maintained by orthodoxy.478

	The Cathars of the 11th Century. Kevin Madigan, historian of Christianity who taught at Harvard University, is one of those who have pointed out that the Cathars denied the incarnation, and thereby, the orthodox view of the Trinity.479

	The Abélards of the 12th Century. In the year 1121, one of the most brilliant theologians of Medieval times, Peter Abélard, was found guilty of heresy concerning the Trinity and was ordered to burn his treatise on the subject of Trinity and Unity.480 

	The Albigenses of the 13th Century. Henry James Warner made the point that for the Albigenses there was no Trinity in the Catholic sense of the word – in their view the Father was greater than the Son and the Set-apart Spirit.481

	The Beghards of the 14th Century. Gordon Leff is one of the scholars who indicated that the Beghards believed in the non-existence of the Trinity before the Messiah’s birth. Before then, the expectation with regards to the coming Messiah, was that he would merely be the earthly son of an ordinary father.482

	The Humanists of the 15th Century. Albert Henry Newman, American theologian and Church historian, stated that the Italian Humanist Movement, which began its influence during the 15th Century, called in question the errors and corruptions of the medieval church, the fundamental doctrines of the Christian religion and, in particular, the doctrine of the Trinity.483

	The Socinians of the 16th Century. Sarah Mortimer, an English scholar in modern history, stated that Faustus Socinus, the founder of the Socinian Movement, believed that because religion was alien to human nature, men and women had to make sense of it using human ideas and human principles. On these grounds Socinus rejected several orthodox doctrines, including the Trinity.484

	The Anti-trinitarians of the 17th Century. In the early part of the 17th Century Michael Servetus’ tractate, On The Errors of the Trinity, was translated and published in Dutch. This was the trigger, not only in Holland, but elsewhere too, for many individuals to voice their anti-trinitarian understanding of Scriptures.485

	The Unitarians of the 18th Century. A Unitarian is usually defined as a person who believe that the Almighty is one person, as opposed to the Trinity view of One God in three persons. Joseph Priestley is perhaps the most well-known of all Unitarians and, surprisingly so, also the person credited for the discovery of oxygen. He wrote that  We find upon all occasions, the early Christian writers speak of the Father as superior to the Son, and in general they give him the title of God, as distinguished from the Son; and sometimes they expressly call him, exclusively of the Son, the only true God.486

	The Universalists of the 19th Century. Universalism is the theological doctrine that all human beings will eventually be saved. Thomas Baldwin Thayer, one of the leading Universalist theologians of the 19th Century, included under the heading, Scriptural proof against the Deity of Christ, statements like, (1) Jesus always acknowledged the supremacy of the Father; (2) The conduct and testimony of his disciples show that they did not believe him to be God; (3) He expressly and positively denied that He was God; (4) The whole tenor and drift of the New Testament is to the point that Christ is inferior to God, who is alone Eternal, Infinite, and Supreme.487

	The Modernists of the 20th Century. In his book on the Catholic Modernist crisis, Marvin R. O'Connell paints a picture of the 20th Century religious Modernist movement and highlights some its typical characteristics and statements: (1) All representations of the divine reality are only symbolical; (2) Christ is nothing more than a man whose religious consciousness has been, like that of all men, formed only by degrees; (3) The idea that Christ had a consciousness of being personally God from the moment of his conception is for the historian pure fiction.488

	A handful of opinions

	The scholars were asking ... at what point were Trinity-like beliefs first held and first articulated by Christians?489

	The belief that Y’shua is equal to Yahweh is not only related to, but a direct product of the trinity concept which, as we know by now, originated in the early centuries after Messiah in the writings, synods, formulas and creeds of those who saw themselves as part of the early church. For many believers the Trinity idea is the holy ground of Biblical belief. There are many who won’t mind if you have a different view from theirs about baptism, regeneration, miracles, prophesy, antichrist, rapture, millennium or the like. They will still respect you and consider you to be their brother or their sister. But there is a good possibility that it may be a different matter altogether if you tell them that you don’t believe the Trinity to be a Biblical concept. The understanding that within the so-called Godhead there exist three equal persons, Father, Son and Holy Spirit, is thoroughly imprinted in the minds and hearts of the majority of Bible believers in the world, even in 21st Century. And yet, there are so many voices, many of which are from scholarly and highly respected sources, that confirm the viewpoint that both the Trinity concept and those efforts to elevate Y’shua to the very position of Yahweh Himself, go far beyond the intent of Scriptures. 

	Isaac Newton, the famous English mathematician and physicist, especially known for his laws of motion and universal gravitation, was also a theologian and an excellent student of Biblical texts. A close friend and relative (by marriage) of Newton’s, John Conduitt, judge-advocate of the British forces and later Master of the Mint, was entrusted with a great number of Newton’s unpublished writings upon Newton’s death. Conduitt had a very high esteem of Newton’s insight into Scriptures and described some of these unpublished papers as nothing less than a lifetime's worth of deeply impassioned investigations of Christianity. With regards to Newton’s view on the Trinity, Sarah Dry made a summary of the findings of John Conduitt in a very interesting book that looks into a part of Newton’s legacy that is relatively unknown to the world at large: Newton believed that in the fourth century A.D. early Church fathers had inserted the malicious fiction into Church doctrine that Christ was an equal partner in the Holy Trinity. Newton argued that a full and true history of the Church would reveal what most had forgotten or never knew: that Christ was subservient to God the Father. This belief was called anti-Trinitarianism because it denied the Holy Trinity of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost – a denial that was heretical to mainstream Anglicans of the day.490

	Immanuel Kant, well-known German scholar, regarded by many as the greatest philosopher of modern times, was extremely skeptical about the classical formulation of the Trinity because he thought that this understanding held very little advantage for basic, practical beliefs and morals. According to Samuel Powell, Kant was deeply suspicious of the traditional doctrine of the Trinity, for it seemed to him to be an attempt at describing the being of God in itself, quite apart from any moral relation to us. Kant expressly denied that the Trinitarian terminology describes God in some direct way. In fact, he asserted, God is a single being, not a Trinity of truly distinct persons.491 In one the classical Kantian publications, The Conflict of the Faculties, Immanuel Kant emphasized the absolute absurdity of believing things that one cannot conceptualize: 

	The doctrine of the Trinity, taken literally, has no practical relevance at all, even if we think we understand it; and it is even more clearly irrelevant if we realize that it transcends all our concepts ... As to the doctrine that one person of the Godhead became man: If we think of this God-man, not as the Idea of humanity in its full moral perfection, present in God from eternity and beloved by Him but as the Divinity "dwelling incarnate" in a real man and working as a second nature in him, then we can draw nothing practical from this mystery: since we cannot require ourselves to rival a God, we cannot take him as an example.492 

	James Dunn, British New Testament scholar and former President of the Studiorum Novi Testamenti Societas, an international body for New Testament study, came out strongly in favour of a new way of thinking about Y’shua of Nazareth. He frequently challenged the theological community of the world to re-evaluate its traditional views about the identity of the Messiah. With regards to the so-called pre-existence493 of Y’shua, the Son of Elohim, Dunn stated that there is no indication that Jesus thought or spoke of himself as having pre-existed with God prior to his birth or appearance on earth. Such self-assertions appear only in the latest form of the canonical Gospel tradition and presuppose substantial developments in Christological thinking which cannot be traced back to Jesus himself.494 This, in a nutshell, is a timely reminder that even a widely accepted concept within Christian communities like pre-existence, may be nothing more than a notion borrowed from the Roman-pagan environment of the 1st Century. This concept was cleverly adapted to bring more credibility to the Trinity viewpoint, which is otherwise very poorly supported by solid, Scriptural evidence.

	Alvan Lamson, a 19th Century minister, doctor of Divinity and first president of the Dedham Historical Society in Massachusetts, stated that the doctrine of the Trinity was of gradual and comparatively late formation; it had its origin in a source entirely foreign from that of the Jewish and Christian Scriptures; it grew up, and was ingrafted on Christianity, through the hands of the Platonizing Fathers.495

	Raymond E. Brown, was an American Catholic priest, holder of doctorates in Sacred Theology and Semitic Languages and one of the most prominent theologians of the 20th Century. He is one of a growing number of theologians who agree that that the trinity based portrayal of the identity of Y’shua is part of a vocabulary and philosophy of later times and will not help anyone to arrive at a sound and proper understanding of the Messiah. According to Brown, when we ask whether during his ministry Jesus, a Palestinian Jew, knew that he was God, we are asking whether he identified himself and the Father, and, of course, he did not. Undoubtedly some would ... expect him to speak in trinitarian terminology, but can serious scholars simply presume that Jesus could speak and think in the vocabulary and philosophy of later times? And does one ignore a text like Mk 10,18? (And Y’shua said to him, Why do you call Me good? No one is good except One – Elohim.)496

	These were the views of some high profiled individuals speaking over a number of centuries. To these witnesses a few brief, official statements, coming from standard works of knowledge and theology may be added: In the Old Testament we shall not find a lesson on the trinity – there is none;497 Neither the word Trinity nor the explicit doctrine appears in the New Testament;498 No apostle would have dreamed of thinking that there are three divine Persons;499 As far as the New Testament is concerned one does not find in it an actual doctrine of the Trinity;500 The fanciful idea that (the plural word) Elohim referred to a Trinity of persons in the Godhead hardly finds now a supporter among scholars;501 At first the Christian faith was not Trinitarian…It was not so in the apostolic and sub-apostolic ages, as reflected in the New Testament and other early Christian writings.502 

	It will not be difficult to add many more sources and quotations to this list. No doubt, more sources will not necessarily be more convincing and will inevitably attract more criticism. The firmly established pattern of adding an unfavorable label to any viewpoint that deviates from the orthodox view, will almost certainly transpire here, in a manner similar to what had happened in the past. The easiest way to discourage any kind of serious enquiry into Scriptures, is to label an opinion with Arian, Socinian, Anti-trinitarian, Unitarian, Liberal, or the like. In the highly sensitive environment of denominations and doctrines, tags like these are certain to raise a very high level of suspicion and aversion – similar to tags like caution! or poisonous! or ingozi!,503 found on certain household products to send out a warning that these items should be handled with extreme care. The challenge before us is to advance beyond both unpopular and popular labels – beyond the demonization of heterodox ideas, as well as the deification of orthodox ideas – until we come to that point where we are willing to allow Scriptures to be our only criterium. 

	The Biblical portrayal of the Messiah 

	Who was Jesus really and what did he actually say and do?504

	In the remaining part of this chapter we shall focus on a number of key elements of the Biblical message in an effort to come to a proper assessment of the identity of the Messiah. If we believe Y’shua of Nazareth to be the promised Messiah, the one foretold by the Old Testament prophets, a good starting point would be to ask the question, What kind of Messiah did the prophets envisage? Did they expect a Messiah that was not only going to be different from previous servants of Yahweh, in the sense of more effective, but also different in the sense of being Elohim-like in nature? Quite clearly, this is not the case. When coming across those parts of the Old Testament that are looking forward to, and prophesying about the coming of a Messiah, there is very high degree of consistency and agreement with regards to the picture that is painted of this Messiah. Without any doubt He was going to be a flesh and blood human being, from the seed of Abraham,505 from the tribe of Judah;506 a prophet like Moses;507 a king like David;508 a high priest like Melchizedek509 and a servant of Yahweh.510 These and other Messianic prophesies of the Old Testament are unanimous in their depiction of the coming Messiah as one that would be clearly distinguishable from Yahweh. In fact, Yahweh Himself would be the One who would send, equip, anoint, empower, strengthen and exalt this Messiah. Yahweh would even be the One who would crush Him and put Him to grief (for a while), after which Yahweh, once again, would prolong his days511 and lift Him up to a position of greatness.512

	A question of equal importance when it comes to the quest for the true identity of the Messiah, is How did Y’shua view himself in relation to the One He used to call ‘my Father’? There are a few Scriptural texts that appear to suggest otherwise, some of which we shall look into later, but there is substantial common ground of agreement among the writers of the first four books of the New Testament that Y’shua thought of himself as an ordinary man with an extraordinary calling, as a person very closely related to his heavenly Father, but different from, and subordinate to the Father. This Father is the One who is identified in the Old Testament as Yahweh, the Creator of heaven and earth and the Elohim of Israel. The portrayal of Y’shua by Matthew, Mark, Luke and John is supported by all of the remaining writers of the New Testament and is used as a basic building block in the compilation of their writings. It is true that these later writings, too, contain a few texts that seem to be in disagreement with the bulk of evidence found in the New Testament. The majority of these texts, however, are ambiguous and subject to more than one possible interpretation. What we should be looking for primarily, is not how a few ambiguous texts may possibly be interpreted, but how the Messiah is consistently pictured in the undisputed parts of Scriptures. 

	That John’s rendering of the Good News about Y’shua, is strikingly different from those of Matthew, Mark and Luke, is a well-known fact.513 This book is popularly known as the Gospel of John but the Greek word that is usually translated with the English word gospel514 does not once appear in this book and we may simply refer to it as the testimony of John. This testimony of John is the one book of the New Testament that is perhaps more frequently used to defend the Trinity doctrine, than any other book of the New Testament. It also happens to be the book in which Y’shua made it more clear than in any of the other books of the New Testament, that He was sent by his Father, obedient to his Father, less than his Father and dependent upon his Father. In this book Y’shua declared that the works that He came to do, was not his own works, but the works his Father gave Him to do.515 The teachings that He taught, was also not his own but that of his Father.516 Even the authority with which He spoke, was the authority given to Him by his heavenly Father517 and the fact that He lived was only because of the Father.518 In addition to this, according to the testimony of John, Y’shua regarded it as his food to do the will of the One who had sent Him;519 In this book, also, Y’shua called Yahweh my Elohim, without any reference to typical trinity complications like essence, nature, or substance;520 He admitted that He was completely dependent upon his Father and could do nothing out of himself.521 He acknowledged that his authority of exercising judgment was bestowed upon Him by the Father.522 Y’shua said that no one had ever seen Yahweh and that He, Y’shua, came to declare Yahweh, not to embody Yahweh or to claim equality with Him;523 Y’shua referred to himself in this book as a servant of Elohim, adding that a servant could never be greater than his master, clearly implying that the master should be seen as greater than the servant.524 To confirm this truth, He declared straightforwardly at two other occasions that his Father was greater than himself and also that his Father was greater than all.525 He declared that his Father, having sent Him into this world, never left Him alone – a statement that can only mean that in his mind He and his Father were two distinct beings, for in principle it was possible for his Father to leave Him alone526 and when He prays for his disciples in John 17, within the very first sentence or two, He declared that his Father, the One to whom his prayer was directed, was the only true Elohim and that it was only the knowledge about this Elohim and about the Messiah sent forth by this Elohim, that would enable people to find eternal life.527 

	In the other books of the New Testament one may find many more clues as to how Y’shua thought of his relationship with the Father and this is in complete harmony with what had surfaced in the testimony of John, as discussed in the previous paragraph. Y’shua frequently prayed to Yahweh, sometimes even pleading before Him, acknowledging that the will of Yahweh was more important than his own desires.528 He had no hesitation in declaring that certain things were not in his power or knowledge and that Yahweh alone was all-powerful and all-knowing.529 When Luke, writer of the third book of the New Testament, declared that Y’shua gradually increased in strength and wisdom and favour, it is only fair to assume that this was also the experience of Y’shua himself – not exempt from this vital aspect of human development because of the assumption of later generations that He was Yahweh in human form.530 Y’shua objected to someone else calling Him good, clarifying that only Yahweh was good531 (Luke 18:19) and when He was approached and asked about the most important commandment, He gave the same answer that any Jewish rabbi would give, up till this very day, quoting from the well-known Shema532 confession of Deuteronomy 6:4, Hear o Israel, Yahweh is our Elohim, Yahweh is One. In saying this, we know that Y’shua was not including himself in the Elohim or the One of the Shema, because in Mark 12:32 He agreed with the understanding of the enquirer that this confession signified that there is one Elohim, and there is no other besides Him. In Y’shua’s eyes it is a less serious offence to speak against Him (Y’shua) than speaking against the Spirit of Yahweh.533 Y’shua was aware of the fact that after his resurrection He would be in possession of unprecedented authority but this is clearly qualified as being an authority given to Him by his heavenly Father.534

	The fact that Y’shua’s sayings and teachings revealed that He knew, without any doubt, that Yahweh was the only true Elohim, is clearly reflected in the way his early followers and acquaintances perceived of Him, and wrote about Him. In their eyes Y’shua was someone who found his strength in Yahweh and lived his life to honour Yahweh.535 Y’shua’s apostles and early followers knew that He was a unique representative of Yahweh; that his introduction into this world marked the single most significant event in history; that He lived a life that was blameless and exemplary, that He was the designated mediator and high priest between mankind and the Creator; that his death was an offering that brought forgiveness and new life to those who believed in Him; that He was the firstborn from the dead and that subsequent to his resurrection He was exalted to an unheard of position at the right hand of Yahweh. But they never thought of Him as Yahweh or the second person in a trinity or someone with two natures who shares the same essence with Yahweh. To them He was Y’shua of Nazareth, a man of flesh and blood, a true prophet, a most extraordinary teacher and rabbi – the one whom they believed to be the promised Messiah, the anointed one of the Almighty. 

	That this extraordinary man, often called the Son of man, or more literally, the Son of Adam, was understood to be subordinate to Yahweh, and dependent upon Yahweh, was not only implied, but stated plainly and numerously throughout the writings of the New Testament. Paul reminded the assembly in Corinth that the Messiah was the head of every man, the man was the head of the woman and Elohim was the head of the Messiah.536 Elsewhere he stated that the Messiah belonged to Elohim;537 that Elohim was the One who put all under his – Y’shua’s – feet and gave Him to be head over all;538 that Elohim exalted Him and gave Him a name that is above every name;539 that there was only one Elohim and one mediator between man and Elohim, namely the man Y’shua540 and that the unity among the set-apart ones was expressed by the fact that there was one Master (Y’shua), one belief (the belief in Y’shua), one baptism (baptism in the name of Y’shua) and one Elohim and Father of all, who is above all.541 The apostle Paul wrote to Timothy that he should wait patiently for the coming of the Messiah. The One who wil make this appearance of the Messiah possible, in his own time, is called by Paul the blessed and only Ruler ... who alone has immortality, dwelling in unapproachable light, whom no one has seen or is able to see, to whom belongs all respect and everlasting might.542 The mentioning of qualities like only Ruler, immortal and invisible clearly proves that Paul had no difficulty distinguishing between Y’shua the Messiah and Yahweh the Father. On the one hand, Y’shua was seen by many eyes, put to death on a stake, and appointed to a position of great authority after his resurrection. On the other hand, Yahweh, the only supreme Ruler, the only One possessing immortality and the only One nobody is able to see in his fullness and esteem. This complete clarity in understanding the difference between Yahweh and Y’shua is also seen when Paul wrote to the Corinthians about the eating of foods that may have been offered to idols. Even if there are so-called mighty ones, whether in heaven or on earth, as there are many mighty ones and many masters, he said, for us there is one Elohim, the Father, from whom all came and for whom we live, and one Master, Y’shua Messiah, through whom all came and through whom we live.543

	The pattern of prayer that is followed by the New Testament believers is additional evidence that the early believers had a very high regard of the risen Y’shua, but never worshiped him as their Elohim. The name of Y’shua appeared frequently in the prayers recorded during the period after Y’shua’s resurrection. Expressions like in the name of Y’shua, in the name of the Master (Y’shua) and in the name of the Son, are very common, both in the general writings and the prayers contained in the New Testament.544 In this pattern one can clearly see the impact of Y’shua’s own teachings in which He said repeatedly, Whatever you ask the Father in My name He shall give you.545 For those early believers, the Good News of Y’shua and the life-changing experience of coming to belief in Y’shua, introduced them to a dimension of prayer that they had not known previously. They now had the freedom of approaching Yahweh, in the name of his Son, Y’shua. They now had the knowledge that Y’shua was their mediator and high priest. Knowing that Y’shua, at the right hand of Yahweh the Almighty, was interceding for them,546 was an added source of inspiration in their prayers. They were not confused about the One to whom their prayers were directed. They prayed to Yahweh, like their forefathers did and like their Master, Y’shua, did. But they continuously thanked and praised Yahweh for his Son, Y’shua and, sticking with the teaching of their Master, they came into the habit of asking everything in the precious name of Y’shua the Messiah. 

	In the book of Hebrews this clear pattern is continued. Y’shua was able to save completely those who draw near to Elohim through Him, because He is living forever to make intercession for them.547 Words like intercessor, mediator, high priest, all of which are used to describe the intermediary role of Y’shua between Yahweh and ourselves, exclude the possibility of Y’shua being Yahweh, as such a view would contradict and water down the very idea behind these words and would nullify the plain meaning of what happens when someone is instrumental in bringing two parties together. Indeed, we do not have a high priest unable to sympathize with our weaknesses, but one who was tried in all respects as we are, apart from sin.548 

	Even the Church fathers’ artificial invention of the idea that Y’shua supposedly had two natures – a divine and a human nature – is tragically insufficient when it comes to this truth that our high priest was tried in all respects as we are, apart from sin. How can Y’shua be an inspiration and an example for us, if He had the luxury of digging into his divine nature, in those times when He was tried and tested? If, on the other hand, we knew that He was in all respects the same as we are, that He had to fight temptation, that his suffering was real, that for him sinning was not impossible – then this knowledge would be the greatest imaginable encouragement and the strongest motivation to live purposefully, knowing that it is indeed possible to overcome. Having such an understanding of Y’shua, brings out the fullest meaning of a verse like this one, He offered up both prayers and supplications with loud crying and tears to the One able to save him from death, and He was heard because of his reverent fear.549 Y’shua was not ashamed to call his followers his brothers, because they were all from one Father, like He was.550 Y’shua is not only seen as a high priest, but also as an apostle. This word, apostle, literally refers to someone appointed and sent out with a specific mission and the writer of Hebrews calls on the believers to consider the Apostle and High Priest of our confession, even Y’shua, who was faithful to Him that appointed him.551 Furthermore, this writer also reminds us that Elohim, having previously spoken many times and in many ways to the fathers by the prophets, has in these last days spoken to us by the Son, whom He has also appointed heir of all.552 

	The last reference from the book of Hebrews mentioned in the previous paragraph, needs to be clarified. Did Yahweh speak to the fathers and to his people through his Son, before Y’shua actually came into this world? Not according to Hebrews 1:1-2. The writer of Hebrews is saying that Yahweh spoke through his Son, only in these last days. This is a straightforward observation that is not supposed to be difficult to understand. But somehow many honest followers of the Messiah believe that there is a trinity message concealed in verses like these and this hidden message needs to be decoded in order to come to a full understanding of Scriptures. This is simply not true. And what is more, ignoring the literal sense of texts, and looking behind the obvious for something deeper that is not there, will prevent us from hearing and fulfilling the Word properly. In Y’shua’s parable of the tenants,553 one may find the perfect background of what Hebrews 1:1-2 is saying. The farmer of this parable established a vineyard, appointed some local farmworkers to look after it, went to another country and consequently sent his servants, one by one, to go back to the vineyard and collect some of its fruit from the farmworkers. Each one of the servants was assaulted, injured or killed and no one came back with any fruit from the vineyard. At last the farmer sent his own son, thinking that at least the farmworkers would spare his son. But the farmworkers killed the son, too. The parable clearly demonstrates the same truth of Hebrews 1:1-2, namely that it was only towards the end or the last days that Yahweh sent his Son to the world. This is also confirmed by Galatians 4:4, When the completion of the time came, Elohim sent forth his Son, born of a woman, born under Torah, to redeem those who were under Torah, in order for them to receive the adoption as sons. 

	The followers of Y’shua acknowledged him as the promised Messiah. Literally, a Messiah is an anointed one. Part of their confession was that Elohim anointed Y’shua of Nazareth with the Set-apart Spirit and with power, and that He went about doing good and healing all who were oppressed by the devil, for Elohim was with Him.554 Per definition, the one who is anointed cannot be the same being as the one who anoints. In the same way, the one who is endowed with authority cannot be same being as the one granted that authority and whose authority is above all, the one about whom it is written, there is no authority except from Elohim, and the authorities that exist are appointed by Elohim.555 The one who is appointed for a certain task in this world cannot be the appointer himself, for the same reason that the one who is sent to this world cannot be a sender of himself. In Y’shua’s own words, He did not come by himself, He was sent by his Father.556 

	When the writers of the New Testament wrote about the one who came in the flesh, they consistently spoke about Y’shua who came in the flesh, never about Yahweh who came in the flesh. The false idea that the Bible teaches that Yahweh came in the flesh – in the person of Y’shua – is an invention of the creators of the Trinity idea and not a teaching handed over to us by the Biblical writers. Some of the ancient scribes tried to alter the text of 1 Timothy 3:16 in such a way that it supported the Trinity idea that Yahweh came in the flesh. By adding only two Greek letters to the text of 1 Timothy 3:16 it is possible to change it from saying He (Y’shua) was manifest in the flesh to Elohim was manifest in the flesh. This alteration is still reflected in some of the translations that may be found today, like that of the King James Version: And without controversy great is the mystery of godliness: God (Elohim) was manifest in the flesh, justified in the Spirit, seen of angels, preached unto the Gentiles, believed on in the world, received up into glory. The great majority of translations over the past 200 years, however, have translated this verse correctly as He was manifested (or revealed) in the flesh, with the word He being a reference to Y’shua, as may clearly be seen in the wider context of this verse.557

	This verse in 1 Timothy 3:16 is, of course, not the only New Testament verse stating that Y’shua was manifested in the flesh or came in the flesh. There are at least eight other verses using the same kind of language to refer to Y’shua’s life on earth: 1 John 4:2 – Every spirit that confesses that Y’shua Messiah has come in the flesh is of Elohim, 1 John 4:3 – Every spirit that does not confess that Y’shua Messiah has come in the flesh is not of Elohim, 2 John 1:7 – Those who do not confess Y’shua Messiah as coming in the flesh, are leading others astray, Romans 1:3 – Y’shua, his Son, … who came according to the flesh, Romans 8:3 – Elohim sent his own Son in the likeness of flesh, Romans 9:5 – The Messiah according to the flesh, is from the children of Israel, 2 Corinthians 5:16 – We have known Messiah according to the flesh and Hebrews 5:7 – In the days of his flesh He offered up prayers.

	The question is, why do we find throughout the Messianic writings, through the pens of a number of authors, such an obvious preference to refer to Y’shua’s ministry as a coming in the flesh? This is done to such an extent that the confession that Y’shua had come in the flesh is made into a confirmation, even a proof, that someone is a true follower of the Messiah. There may be more than one answer to this question, but the most likely answer, in my view, has to do with the typical Hebrew way of thinking about some of the key concepts of Biblical belief. It is fair to say that the expectation of the coming of a Messiah had always been a fundamental part of the religious mindset of the people of Israel. This expectation had been pivotal in the writings and the thoughts and the conversations of the people of Israel for a very long time before the birth of Y’shua. 

	The Jewish Encyclopedia mentions the fact that from a Jewish perspective seven persons or things were created or established before the world came into existence: (1) the Torah, which is called the firstling of His way in Proverbs 8:22; (2) the Throne of glory, which, according to Psalms 93:2, is established of old; (3) the Sanctuary, about which Jeremiah 17:12 declares, from the beginning is the place of our sanctuary; (4) the Patriarchs, because in Hosea 9:10 it is said, I saw your fathers as the first ripe in the fig-tree at her first time; (5) Israel, based upon Psalms 74:2, Thy congregation, which Thou hast created from the beginning; (6) the Messiah, of whom Micah 5:2 proclaims, His issue is from the beginning and (7) Repentance, based upon Psalms 90:2-3, Before the mountains were brought forth, or even thou hadst formed the earth and the world, Thou saidst, Return [to Elohim] ye children of men.558

	This is not the only evidence for the typical Hebrew understanding that not only the Messiah, but other people and entities, too, were established or created from the very beginning, even before the foundation of the world – not in a literal, but a principle sense. In the Testament of Moses (also called Assumption of Moses), a 1st Century document with a distinct Hebrew character, it is written, among other things, that Moses had been ordained from before the foundation of the world to be the mediator of the (old) covenant.559 The obvious meaning is, not that Moses (Mosheh) existed before the foundation of the world, but that he was included in Yahweh’s plan and design from the foundation of the world. In the Prayer of Joseph, possibly originating from the same period and also a writing reflecting a Jewish perspective on life, it is said that Abraham and Isaac have been created before any other work (literally: pre-created) and, moreover, that Jacob was the first begotten of every living thing.560 Once again, this does not mean that any of these patriarchs enjoyed some kind of pre-existence before their actual birth, but only that Yahweh had a clear, pre-established plan with regards to their being born into this world and their role in the history of mankind. 

	In Second Enoch, another 1st Century writing reflecting Jewish thinking, the following is stated: Every soul was created eternally, before the formation of the world.561 Here again we find the idea that Yahweh’s wisdom and plan – even with regards to ordinary souls destined for eternity – existed from the very beginning. According to II Esdras, believed to be written in the 1st Century, the Messiah had been preserved and hidden by the Almighty for a great season (or: for a long time).562 Later Rabbinical writings, like Pesikta Rabba, reflect the same kind of thinking about the Messiah as indicated above, for example in the following words: God beheld the Messiah and his deeds before the Creation, but He hid him and his generation under His throne of glory.563

	The evidence from these sources originating from more or less the same time as the writing of the New Testament books, is presenting us with a very credible explanation as to why the New Testament emphasized the aspect of Y’shua coming in the flesh. First of all, none of the New Testament writers were trying to say that Yahweh or Elohim came in the flesh. What they wanted their readers to know, is that the Messiah came in the flesh. As a matter of fact, their purpose was not at all to say something about the nature of Y’shua’s existence of the essence of his being. These kind of concepts only surfaced 200 years later when the doctrine of the Trinity was formulated. The writers of the New Testament were children of their time and their understanding was that the concept or the plan or the motive or the principle (Greek: ho logos) of the Messiah had been in existence from before the foundation of the world. To say that the Messiah existed before, was one thing – and for a 1st Century Jewish orientated audience it was nothing new, because their understanding was that He existed in the great plan of the Almighty. But to say that the Messiah came in the flesh or in the likeness of flesh, was quite something else. It was a confession of monumental proportions. It was nothing less than an acknowledgment that, from a Biblical perspective, one of the most important events in the history of mankind, had taken place. The Messiah, one of the items that had been part of the Creator’s design since the very beginning, had come into the world, born of a woman, clothed with humanity and destined for greatness! 

	The introduction of the Logos

	This doctrine of Reason, or Word, or Wisdom ... or Logos had an important effect in the corruptions of Christianity.564

	The point made in the previous paragraph immediately brings to the surface one of the most important texts connected with the identity of the Messiah – John 1:1, usually translated as, In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God.565 The phrase that appears three times in this verse and that is usually translated as the Word (with a capital letter), is the same Greek phrase that we have referred to in the previous paragraph, ho logos. We have already hinted at the fact that the Greek word logos not only means word but, according to all authoritative dictionaries, also refers to aspects like concept, idea, plan, design, principle, wisdom and motive. What existed in the beginning and was with Elohim from the very beginning, is the plan and the reality of the Messiah – the logos. The Messiah was created from the foundation of the world in the same sense in which the Lamb was slain from the foundation of the world, to implement the language of Revelation 13:8. What makes the actual 1st Century offering of Y’shua, the Lamb, so significant, is the fact that this was the fulfilment of a word or a plan that had been in existence from the foundation of the world. And what makes the actual earthly life of the Messiah so significant, is the fact that it was the fulfilment of the design and the plan of Yahweh – a plan that had been in existence from the foundation of the world. That is why it was so vitally important for the early believers to not only believe that Y’shua was someone special, but to believe that He was, in fact, the logos, the word, the everlasting wisdom of Yahweh, that had come in the flesh. Indeed, the word became flesh and dwelt among us, and we beheld his esteem, the esteem as of the only begotten of the Father, full of favour and truth.566 

	When John 1 is read as a complete unit, it is telling its readers that the wisdom of Elohim with regards to the sending of the Messiah, was established in the beginning. This is the sense in which Messiah existed from the beginning. All created things came into being through the logos, or through the very same wisdom of Elohim that existed from the very beginning and by which, or through which, Yahweh created the heaven and the earth.567 When John declares in verse 3 that all things were made or came into being dia autou (through it) he is still referring to the logos. The proper way to translate this verse, without mixing it up with Trinity concepts, is: All things came into being through it – the logos – and without it – the logos – nothing came into being.568 Such a translation will put this verse on par with other similar statements throughout Scriptures, like Psalms 33:6 – By the word of Yahweh and by the breath of his mouth the heavens were made; Psalms 148:5 – Yahweh commanded, and (all) were created; Jeremiah 10:12 – He has established the world by His wisdom and Hebrews 11:3 – The worlds were prepared by the word of Elohim. 

	All of this may be seen as an introduction, a preparing of the way, for the fullness of time when the Messiah would come in the flesh. In this respect, John’s understanding is no different from those eight Scriptural confirmations that we have referred to earlier, of the fact that Messiah had come in the flesh. In fact, his declaration in John 1:14 becomes the ninth confirmation of this truth, The logos became flesh and dwelt among us. 

	The first chapter of John is not sending out a different message with regards to the supremacy of Yahweh and the identity of the Messiah, compared to the rest of the Bible. It comes with the same message, in a slightly different presentation. John is not for one moment contradicting the well established Biblical truths that Yahweh is one in the classical, Shema sense of the word; that He alone, whom Y’shua called his Father and his Elohim, is the Creator of heaven and earth; that this Creator’s plan and design from the very beginning included the sending of a Messiah at the appropriate time and that the life and ministry of Y’shua of Nazareth was understood to be the fulfilment, not only of that part of the Creator’s design that pointed towards the coming of a Messiah, but a fulfilment of the entire design and, in fact, of the entire creation.569

	It needs to be emphasized that the traditional idea that Y’shua pre-existed before his actual birth and that He was personally involved  in the events described in the Old Testament, is based upon a number of assumptions that cannot be supported by Scriptures. We have already referred to the clear indications throughout the New Testament that Yahweh chose to reveal his Son to this world only after the Old Testament period. The only kind of pre-existence that was known in the Hebrew mind, is the type that we have referred to in the previous paragraphs, according to which certain persons or ideas existed, in principle, in the plan of Yahweh, since the very beginning. There is no detail at all in the Old Testament to suggest that the messengers that appeared to people in Pre-Messianic times had something to do with the One who was later known as Y’shua of Nazareth. There is nothing in the Scriptural message regarding the redemptive work of the Messiah and the way He was exalted and esteemed by his Father, subsequent to his resurrection, that necessitates the belief that Y’shua pre-existed in some form or other before He was born as a human being. We do not have to prove, at all costs, that Y’shua was more, and greater, than a human being, since the day He was born. If He weren’t, it does not change anything with regards to the validity of his ministry or the importance of his coming. 

	What about the fact that the same John reported Y’shua to have said, more than once, that He and his Father were one?570 Against the background that in the same book Y’shua also declared that his Father was greater than himself, this statement of oneness cannot be seen as referring to one being or one essence, in the Trinity sense of the word. We have already made the point earlier that when the question, Who is Y’shua? was raised in the New Testament, it was never a question about Y’shua’s nature but rather about his function. His unity with his Father is never pictured as a unity in essence or nature, but rather a unity in purpose, will and activity. It should also be added that John stated that Y’shua wanted his followers to be one among themselves, in the same way as He (Y’shua) and his Father were one. The unity between Y’shua and his Father is the single most important motivation for believers of all ages to aspire for the same kind of unity, based upon the truth of Yahweh’s word and not upon the conventions and the traditions of men.

	Thomas put his finger in the wounds caused by Y’shua’s impalement, after his initial refusal to believe that Y’shua had been risen from the dead. His subsequent confession, consisting of the words my Master and my Elohim,571 is often used as a proof text that in the eyes of the disciples both Y’shua and Yahweh were seen as Elohim and that Y’shua was therefore equal to Yahweh. A closer examination of this verse, within its context, reveals that Thomas was probably not thinking of Y’shua only when he said the words my Master and my Elohim, but that he was announcing, in the presence of his Master and his brothers, his belief both in Y’shua (my Master) and in Yahweh (my Elohim). This was his own, personal response to the reprimand of Y’shua in the previous verse, Don't be faithless any longer but believe! (according to the version of the NLT). So, this is exactly what Thomas did, simply and clearly expressing his belief in Y’shua, his Master, and in Yahweh, his Elohim. In the so-called synoptic gospels, or the first three books of the New Testament, there is not a single precedent of Y’shua being addressed as Elohim. Even in the testimony of John, in which the word theos or elohim is used no less than 70 times, there is not a single instance where Y’shua Himself, or any one of his disciples, used this title to refer to anyone other than Yahweh, the Father. 

	The title Elohim appears frequently in the New Testament in the Greek form theos and this title is used, almost exclusively, to refer to Yahweh the Father. The word almost is used here with some measure of reluctance. Although there is a known tendency, both in Bible translations and Bible commentaries, to ascribe this title to Y’shua when it was meant as a title for Yahweh,572 we need to concede that, in a few instances in the New Testament, the title Elohim may indeed have been used to refer to Y’shua, the Messiah.573 In the previous paragraphs it became more than clear that the writers of the New Testament wholeheartedly shared the Hebrew belief that there was only one Elohim, that they did not think in Trinitarian terms and that they had no difficulty in distinguishing between Yahweh the Father and Y’shua the Son. The fact that at some stage, late in the 1st Century, one or two of these writers may have referred to Y’shua as Elohim, should therefore be attributed to one or more of the following factors: (1) Similar to the pattern established in the Old Testament, where a messenger of Yahweh was seen as the fully empowered representative of Yahweh, and referred to and honoured as if this messenger was Yahweh Himself, the writers of the New Testament may be expected to have viewed Y’shua in the same light, especially since Hebrews 1:4 reveals that Y’shua was much more excellent than the messengers of old. (2) Elohim was not a title reserved for Yahweh only. The word Elohim literally means mighty one or mighty ones and was sometimes used for the angels,574 for human beings like Moses575 and for those entrusted with power, like the judges.576 In this sense, Y’shua may also have been regarded as a mighty one or an el or elohim, but certainly not the Elohim, Creator of heaven and earth. 

	By way of conclusion, something needs to be said about the frequently used title for the Messiah, the Son of God or Son of Elohim. In the context of Judaism, the breeding-ground of Christianity, it was customary to speak of someone significant as a son of Elohim. Angels or heavenly beings were regarded as sons of Elohim, as may be seen in a verse like Genesis 6:2, The sons of Elohim saw the daughters of men, that they were good. Craig Evans noted that they were not simply created by the one Elohim, but also as members of the heavenly council under Yahweh.577 As was the case with the surrounding nations, a king in Israel could also be called a son of Elohim, as in 2 Samuel 7:14, I will be his (Solomon’s) Father and he will be my son. We also find that Israel is from time to time referred to as the (firstborn) son of Elohim. A well-known example is Exodus 4:22, Thus said Yahweh, Israel is my son, my first-born. The 1st Century Hellenistic Jewish philosopher, Philo, has no hesitation in calling the Elohim of the Jews the supreme Father of gods and men578 and even in the Roman context of the 1st Century, it was not uncommon for an ordinary man to be called a son of God.579 In Luke 3:38 the first man, Adam, is called the son of Elohim and in John 1:12 we find an introduction of the concept that believers who have not rejected, but accepted Y’shua, may now be called children (sons and daughters) of Elohim. All of this may serve as very brief background to the fact that Y’shua of Nazareth is referred to as the Son of Elohim numerous times throughout the New Testament. 

	There are many who insist that the term Son of God (Son of Elohim) necessarily implies some form of pre-existence or equality with Yahweh. The Scriptural evidence referred to in the previous paragraph already demonstrates that this is not the case. Charles Dennison was of the opinion that the sonship of Y’shua was replete with humanity and that He was the Son of God as we are and as we shall be in conformity to him.580 Martin Hengel concluded that the title Son of God was not related to what Y’shua was before his birth but that it was primarily an explicit expression of his exaltation.581 James Dunn provides us with a timely reminder that when the New Testament writers refer to the fact that Yahweh had sent his Son, this word sent is to be taken as a divine commission and not as a sending from heaven.582 John Collins wrote that the designation Son of God reflects the status rather than the nature of the messiah. He is the son of God in the same sense that the king of Israel was begotten by God according to Ps 2.583

	A study of the early books of the New Testament will reveal that Y’shua was never too eager to apply the title Son of Elohim to Himself. He would much rather use the title Son of Man, or Son of Adam.584 In the first three books, Matthew, Mark and Luke, Y’shua never called Himself the Son of God or the Son of Elohim. Other people, however, numerously expressed their belief that He was a, or the, Son of Elohim – not only in the early books, but in the later books as well. What transpires throughout the New Testament, is that the title Son of Elohim was frequently associated with the fact that Y’shua was risen from the dead and that through his resurrection, future salvation and eternal life came within the reach of those who put their trust in Him. A few texts from the New Testament, in which the title Son is used together with concepts like life and eternity, may serve as confirmation of this fact: Luke 1:32 – He shall be called the Son of the Most High ... and He shall reign over the house of Jacob forever; John 3:16 – Elohim so loved the world that He gave His only brought-forth Son, so that everyone who believes in Him should not perish but possess everlasting life; John 5:25 – The hour is coming when the dead shall hear the voice of the Son of Elohim and those having heard shall live; John 20:31 – Those who believe that Y’shua is the Messiah, the Son of Elohim ... will possess life in His name; Romans 5:10 – We were restored to favour with Elohim through the death of His Son, therefore we shall be saved by His life; Galatians 2:20 – I now live by belief in the Son of Elohim, who loved me and gave Himself for me; 1 Thessalonians 1:10 – You re waiting for the Son of Elohim from the heavens, Y’shua, whom He had raised from the dead and who is delivering us from the wrath to come; 1 John 4:9 – Elohim has sent His only brought-forth Son into the world, in order that we might live through Him. 

	There is a consistent theme running through these verses: Because of the death and resurrection of the One called the Son of Elohim, ordinary sons and daughters are introduced with the greatest gift available to mankind – the gift of eternal life. How is this accomplished? It is accomplished through belief in Y’shua – belief that He is indeed the promised Messiah and belief that as the Son of Elohim He enabled us to become sons and daughters of Elohim, too. In addition to calling upon the name of Yahweh, we may now call upon Him as Abba,585 in the very same way that Y’shua did. This is a gift of unimaginable proportions and the impact of this reality upon the lives of ordinary believers, is amply described by Brennan Manning: My identity as Abba’s child is not an abstraction or a tap dance into religiosity. It is the core truth of my existence ... and profoundly affects my perception of reality, the way I respond to people and their life situations, how I treat my brothers and sisters from day to day. How I respond to interruptions from people I dislike; how I deal with ordinary people in their ordinary unbelief on an ordinary day will speak the truth of who I am more poignantly than the pro-life sticker on the bumper of my car.586 

	


Chapter 10

	From Haziness to Clarity of Belief

	The beauty is that through disappointment you can gain clarity, and with clarity comes conviction and true originality.587

	The point was made in the introduction that one should not engage in a writing of this nature with the idea of pointing out all the wrongs and pretending to have all the right answers. What is needed, more than anything else, in the quest to revive the 1st Century pattern of belief, is honesty, accuracy and simplicity in the interpretation and application of the Biblical Scriptures. The fact that, historically, these basic principles have not always been honoured, has complicated the scope of research and the quest for truth, considerably. Among the many resources and references cited in this book, numerous viewpoints were included that were not representative of my own understanding. I felt they were needed, however, to aid in the process of providing a fair and balanced context within which one may come to a better understanding of the real issues at hand. This kind of understanding, in my view, is the very first step on the way towards a drastically renewed, Scripturally-based lifestyle.

	Some of the very real battles related to a Scripturally-based lifestyle, were touched upon in the first chapter on the beginning of the journey, for me personally. In my case, the issue of baptism turned out to be simply the trigger that ignited a process that, I believe, is yet to be completed. But that doesn’t take anything away from the importance of baptism. Being immersed or baptized in the name of Y’shua the Messiah, is the visible and tangible identification of the believer with Y’shua of Nazareth. Biblically speaking, it should not be automatically imposed upon the under-aged children of believers, neither be withheld from those who have come to a point where they truthfully confessed Y’shua as the Messiah. The qualifying criteria for baptism in the name of Y’shua, the Messiah, should not be the belief of one’s parents, neither one’s own level of knowledge or maturity, subsequent to coming to belief in Y’shua.588 Baptism is not to be confounded with the later Trinity terms, Father, Son and Holy Spirit, as was done by the fathers of the 4th Century. It should be performed according to the pattern of the 1st Century, which was quite simply in the name of Y’shua the Messiah. The calling out or proclamation of the name of Y’shua while the new believer is being immersed into water, is the literal enactment of being buried with Y’shua through immersion into death589 – an event that was understood by the early believers to be the key that would unlock the possibility of living a life modelled on the life of Y’shua, for, in the words of Romans 6:4, as the Messiah was raised from the dead by the esteem of the Father, we may now also walk in the newness of life.

	In the brief overview of the history of the Church during the past 20 centuries, in the third chapter, a very troublesome picture emerged. Outside of the New Testament period of the 1st Century, there was very little to be seen of the abundant fruit that Y’shua said would proceed from the lives of those who would stay in Him and allow his words to stay in them.590 The warning of Paul in Acts 20:29 that after his departure savage wolves would come in among the believers and would cause great disruption, not sparing the flock, seems, in hindsight, to have been a very accurate prophetic word as to what would happen to the body of believers in the centuries to come. The savage wolves penetrated the assemblies, communities and synods of the Church, disguised as sheep clothed in the likeness of clergymen, leaders and prophets. The crippling and destructive effect of these wolves upon the body of Messiah is soft-soaped up until this very day by the obstinate insistence that both the Church and its orthodox doctrines are beyond reproach. But history is no liar. History is the neutral umpire, the unbiased judge, that tells us that something is indeed very wrong. Therefore history is presenting us with a wake-up call – one that we cannot, and should not, ignore: Among the nations of this world there is a global community of believers who have been in the wilderness of orthodox deception for too long now – the time has come for this community to take out of orthodoxy only that which is a true and objective reflection of the Scriptural message, and leave the rest behind! 

	The question of what should be taken forward, on the road towards restoration, and what should be left behind, was put on the table in the third chapter, on the confusing landscape of orthodox confessions, and in the fourth chapter on the road back to Scriptural belief. When looking at the confessions and the testimonies of ordinary men and women within the real-life situations portrayed in Scriptures, there is no vagueness, no confusion, no dubiousness. There is clarity and simplicity that should, quite honestly, put the councils of the Church to shame. These councils, we have seen, became entangled in philosophical and metaphysical questions and deliberations. They kept on using clumsy formulations and were obsessed in their determination to bring about new words and new concepts in order to defend views that were foreign to the plain language of Scriptures. They have completely forgotten or ignored the fact that it doesn’t require many words to speak the truth. And by strictly upholding the exclusivity of the dodgy doctrines they have formulated, they have time and again become engaged in the biggest sin of all: Persecuting, suppressing and killing, or condoning the killing of those who, for reasons of pure conscience, could not go along with the official view of the Church. 

	A new articulation of belief

	We are looking for a completely new and at the same time completely ancient way to approach the text.591

	If clarity of vision is what we are looking for, going forward, there is a fivefold suggestion that I would like to put on the table, in the light of what has transpired in this book. I am aware of the difficulty this suggestion may pose for those who belong to denominations that require some kind of pledge or commitment to the doctrines of that institution. Those who find themselves in this boat will hopefully have grasped the gravity of the situation, having read this book, and they may want to make a responsible decision in this regard, taking into account all the factors related to the uniqueness of their own situation. I can only hope that these ones will be encouraged by what they have read here, even if they feel that now is not the proper time for them to go through with the suggested process. 

	As for the fivefold suggestion, I am convinced that clarity of Scriptural vision cannot be built upon lies, half truths, man-made doctrines, clumsy formulations and important omissions from Scriptures. Therefore, the first step, the most important one of all, is about cleaning up. The essence of this step is the abandonment of all traditional and denominational doctrines, or any other expressions of belief that any individual may have formulated or adopted as a personal point of reference. Drastic measures are needed in order to prevent a duplication of what we had before. This is not a declaration of damnation over all doctrines and expressions of belief out there. No doubt, many of them are perfectly in order and a true reflection of Scriptural truth and the well-known confessions of the earliest believers in Y’shua, as reflected in the New Testament. But if we leave it to ourselves to be the judges in the determination of which are acceptable and which are not, we may fall into error again. So this can only work properly if we start on a clean, new page. 

	The second step is about starting afresh. What is needed now is to begin with the process of drawing up one’s own creed or expression of belief. Is it possible for an honest, but ordinary and theologically inexperienced believer to do something like this? Yes it is. But only if the proper rules are being followed. And the rules are these: Only statements that are direct quotes from trustworthy and literal translations of Scriptures,592 may be used. A statement of belief may only consist of one sentence. An unlimited number of statements may be added to this Basic Declaration of Belief (BDB), even if the period of compilation stretches over many years. These word by word extracts from both the Old Testament and the New Testament, put together as one unit, will become the new personalized creed, for individuals, for households and for groups of believers. Just how uncomplicated this matter may prove to be, is demonstrated by the fact that one may start straight away with two statements of belief – one from the very first and one from the very last verse of Scriptures: (1) In the beginning Elohim created the heavens and the earth – Genesis 1:1 and (2) The favour of our Master, Y’shua the Messiah, will be with the set-apart ones – Revelation 22:21. The process of adding statements of belief, statements of meaning, to this list, will be both challenging and rewarding and will be a great help in our quest to set our walk of belief back on the right track again!

	The third step is about straightforward understanding. There are many verses in Scriptures that are difficult to understand straight away and subject to more than one possible interpretation. The idea is not to include these verses in the brand new creeds that are drawn up – at least not in the beginning. The principle that needs to stand out as a strong guideline in this regard is that the straightforward, undisputed and frequently repeated statements of Scriptures should always carry the most weight. For example, with regards to the question of the identity of the Messiah, what really matters is not whether some texts have been changed, or not, or how certain ambiguous texts are interpreted, but how the Messiah is consistently pictured in the undisputed parts of Scriptures. To add a verse like John 1:1 to this newly formulated BDB and to use the ambiguous nature of the verse to read into Scriptures something that is not there, would defeat the purpose and would soon lead to confusion again. If, on the other hand, one adds a verse to the list like John 11:27 in which Martha said to Y’shua, I believe that You are the Messiah, the Son of Elohim, who has come into the world, or Matthew 16:16 in which Peter declared, You are the Messiah, the Son of the living Elohim, it will add great value and undisputed truth to the creed. When turning statements like these into an essential part of one’s personal expression of belief, there is no reason for doubt, no danger of man-made doctrine and no need to say anything more or anything less than this. 

	The fourth step is about the unity of Scriptures. Several points in this regard were highlighted throughout this book: When Y’shua claimed that He did not come to destroy the Torah and the Prophets, but to fulfil them, He was supporting the idea of the continued relevance of the Tanak or the Old Testament, within the lifestyle and beliefs of those who would subsequently become his followers. Y’shua’s immediate followers repeatedly quoted from the Tanak and used these quotes as points of reference for the vital decisions that needed to be made in the 1st Century. The core message of the apostle Paul was nothing more than a reiteration of the message of Y’shua and a redemptional interpretation of Y’shua’s death and resurrection, based upon the prophesies of the Old Testament Scriptures. And on the one hand, the new believers in Y’shua the Messiah, both Jews and non-Jews, were warned against an improper and unbalanced reliance upon the outward aspects of the Torah and Judaism, and in that sense they were not to allow themselves to become under the Torah, but on the other hand, they were encouraged to take their guidance and inspiration from the Torah and the rest of the Old Testament Scriptures. It was Paul, himself, who stated that the Torah and the commandments were set-apart, and righteous, and good.593  In saying this he was only echoing the passages from the Tanak that were known and cherished already by the 1st Century believers – passages like Psalms 19:7-9: The Torah of Yahweh is perfect, refreshing the soul; the witness of Yahweh is trustworthy, making wise the simple; the orders of Yahweh are straight, rejoicing the heart; the command of Yahweh is clear, it enlightens the eyes; the fear of Yahweh is clean, standing forever; the judgments of Yahweh are true, they are righteous altogether.

	Against this background, our new creeds need to abound with quotes from the Old Testament, too. There is a treasure of truth and encouragement in the Old Testament that needs to be included in our creeds, for the essential unity of Scriptures to be acknowledged. There are indispensable themes in the Torah and the Prophets and the general writings of the Old Testament that will most certainly enrich our BDB’s, like the unique characteristics of Yahweh, the blessings that go hand in hand with obedience and the emphasis on the fact that there is no one like Yahweh. Our creeds will become credible when they contain proclamations that Yahweh is worthy to be praised and worthy to pursue, that He is calling us to be a set-apart people, that his commandments are good and upright, that He has given significant promises to the patriarchs and the prophets and the people that He calls his own, that his words are trustworthy, that his protection is all-inclusive, that his name is important, that his love and favour is never-ending, that his righteousness affects us directly, that fearing Him is the beginning of wisdom, that his protection is guaranteed, that suffering may sometimes be necessary, but also, that suffering will not last forever. The list may easily be extended but the point is quite simply that if we have made the decision to take the Biblical Scriptures, as a complete unit, to be the foundation of our belief, there is no way that we can side-step or water down the first seventy five percent of this corpus, known as the Old Testament.594 

	The fifth step is about the restoration of neglected Biblical values. In the three chapters before this one we have looked into three vitally important building blocks within the well established pattern of belief of the 1st Century that have been neglected quite significantly, for a very long time. The neglected Scriptural practices that we have highlighted were about honouring the Sabbath day, honouring the name of the Almighty and honouring the fact that Y’shua never claimed equality with Yahweh. We have come to the conclusion that it is impossible to honour Yahweh as the Creator, the Eternal, the Almighty, the Guardian, the Master, the Saviour and the Father, if we do not honour the day that He had set apart, the name that He had chosen for Himself and the Messiah that He had sent into this world. The argument that making Y’shua equal to Yahweh is the best possible way to honour Y’shua, is without any merit whatsoever. It is not up to us to invent a way of honouring Y’shua that is contrary to the way He is portrayed in more than 500 undisputed statements595 throughout Scriptures.

	Filling up the gaps

	There are some truths so true that they lie in the lumber room of the memory, side by side with the most exploded errors.596

	If we are truly committed to achieve the goal of re-establishing the 1st Century pattern of belief, it is absolutely essential to make room for these neglected segments, not only in our new Basic Declarations of Belief, or BDB’s, but even more so in our pattern of living from day to day. Here are a few suggestions of new additions that will show our determination and preparedness to move away from the error-prone avenues of the past – one suggested addition for each of the three aspects that we have mentioned above. As for the Sabbath, it would be a very good starting point to include the following verse in one’s BDB: If you shall turn back your foot from the Sabbath, from doing your pleasure on My set-apart day, and shall call the Sabbath a delight and (if you shall call) the set-apart day of Yahweh esteemed, and shall esteem it, not doing your own ways, nor finding your own pleasure, nor speaking your own words, then you shall delight yourself in Yahweh – Isaiah 58:13-14. As for the second aspect, the name of Yahweh, there would be literally hundreds of verses to choose form, but I would suggest this one, for starters: The name of Yahweh is a strong tower; the righteous run into it and they are safe – Proverbs 18:10. If a particular Bible translation displays the erroneous the Lord in this verse, it may help quite a bit to replace the two words the Lord, with the word Yahweh, keeping in mind that the Lord is a device used by translators and not part of the original text. 

	And finally, it should also not be difficult at all to find clear, unambiguous Biblical confessions about the Person of Y’shua. My suggestion is that the following should be included, or at least be considered, as one of the confessions concerning Y’shua the Messiah: There is one Elohim, and one Mediator between Elohim and men, the man Messiah Y’shua – 1 Timothy 2:5. There is no doubt that our BDB’s should include many Scriptural references about Y’shua, the Son of Elohim. The fact that there is a handful of verses about Y’shua that are difficult to understand, should not deter us from making Y’shua of Nazareth the focal point of our declaration and application of belief. This focus on Y’shua should include his words and his works, his example and his legacy, the forgiveness, reconciliation, new life and hope that He brought about through his death and resurrection, the knowledge that He was exalted to a position at the right hand of Yahweh, where He continuously intercedes for us as our High Priest and the never-fading expectation of his second coming and the introduction of the everlasting kingdom. For us Y’shua is the Way and the Truth and the Life – He is our door to the Father, the One whom Yahweh had exalted above every other creature, the One to whom all authority in heaven and on earth was given, the One who received a name that is above all other names, the One of whom 1 Corinthians 15:28 is saying: All will be made subject to Him, and then the Son Himself shall also be subject to Him (Elohim) who put all under Him, in order that Elohim be all in all. 

	The beauty of this method of recording one’s belief is that there is no need to explain or to expand or to re-arrange or to apologize. The wording of each chosen Biblical text is enough. The fact that the text may not contain a specific doctrine, is perfectly alright. This is a declaration of belief – in this declaration we are declaring or confessing Biblical content that we believe in, with all our hearts, to such an extent that we are willing to change the direction of our lives because of it. Nothing more is needed. If, at any point, after we have started living our lives based upon this BDB, we discover that there are important aspects of a Biblical lifestyle that we haven’t included yet, we simply need to go back to our Bibles and find a suitable text, preferably supported by at least two or three other texts,597 and add that to our BDB. It is a way of living and believing and confessing that will increase our knowledge and experience of Scriptures. It will teach ordinary believers to think for themselves. It will make them excited and bold about what they believe. It will safeguard them against error and deception. And, above all, it wil introduce a new kind of clarity – something that is distressingly absent within the religious environment of our day.
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	 The word logos falls in the category of Greek words that is grammatically masculine in form, but neutral in meaning. The translation pattern that is usually followed with these kind of words, may clearly be seen in Matthew 13:20 – He who hears the word (logos), receives it (not him) with joy; Luke 8:21 – They are those who are hearing the Word (logos) of Elohim and doing it (not him) and John 6:60 – This word (logos) is hard, who is able to hear it (not him)? Although all Bible translators should be well aware of this basic principle of translation, only a handful of Bibles have dared to use the word it, instead of him, in John 1:3. Among the English Bibles and New Testaments, there are only eight that I have come across, that have opted for it and not him – The Bishops Bible (1578), the Geneva Bible (1587), the New Testament of our Lord and Savior Jesus Anointed (James Tomanek, 1958), the Unvarnished New Testament (Andy Gaus, 1991), the Five Gospels (Robert Funk & Roy Hoover, 1993), the Revised English Version New Testament (John Schoenheit, 2013), the Holy Bible: New European Version (Duncan Heaster, 2011) and the Message of Jesus Christ (Martin Dibelius, 1939). Among the German Bibles, the Elberfelder Bibel (1905) translates with alles ward durch dasselbe (everything came into being by the same, i.e. the same logos as mentioned in verse 1); Neü Bibel Heute (2010) translates with alles ist dadurch entstanden, (everything originated through it); Schlachter-Bibel (1905) translates with alles ist durch dasselbe entstanden (everything originated through the same); Das Neue Testament (Emil Bock 1933) translates with durch es sind alle Dinge geworden (through it all things have become) and the Dutch Statenvertaling Jongbloed Editie (1888) translates with alle dingen zijn door Hetzelve gemaakt (all things were created by the same, i.e. the same logos spoken of in verse 1).
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	 The proper way to look at John 1:3, All came to be through the logos, and without the logos nothing came to be, comparing it with other verses that use the kind of language, specifically with reference to Y’shua, like 1 Corinthians 8:6, Colossians 1:16 and Hebrews 1:2, is to keep in mind that the very same logos of Elohim that was instrumental in the act of creation, was put into action again when the logos became flesh and Y’shua started speaking and acting on behalf of his Father. The fact that when someone believes in Y’shua, he or she is considered to be a new creation (2 Corinthians 5:17); that believers in Messiah have been created unto good works (Ephesians 2:10) and that believers in Messiah are called to put on the new man which was created according to Elohim (Ephesians 4:24), is what the New Testament writers have in mind, when they declare that all things were created by or through or in Messiah. For them, the coming of Y’shua represented both the climax and the renewal of the actual creation. They were not making an about-turn by suggesting that the initial work of creation, which is ascribed to Yahweh the Father alone, something like 50 times throughout Scriptures, was now considered to be the work of Y’shua, the Son of Elohim. 
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	 A verse like 2 Peter 1:1 is translated in WEB as follows: Simon Peter, a servant and apostle of Jesus Christ, to those who have obtained a like precious faith with us in the righteousness of our God and Savior, Jesus Christ. Like WEB, the majority of modern-day translations have opted to translate this verse in a way that portrays Y’shua the Messiah both as Saviour and as Elohim, or God. Notice the phrase above, the righteousness (A) of our God (B) and Savior (C). This is a typical Greek construction, often found in the New Testament, that comes in this form: the A of B and C. In the New Testament it is quite normal for a construction like this to signify: the A of B and the A of C – with the understanding that B and C are two different entities or persons. The very next verse, 2 Peter 1:2, is a clear example of this usage of the Greek construction: the knowledge (A) of Elohim (B) and Y’shua our Master (C). Ironically, but inconsistently so, this verse is translated correctly by the very same WEB – the knowledge of God and of Jesus our Lord (with the understanding that this is a twofold knowledge, involving two beings). It should also be added that the same apostle uses the word theos or elohim at least 40 times in his two letters, specifically and exclusively with reference to Yahweh, the Father, and that he is quite clear about the fact that this theos or elohim is the Father of our Master, Y’shua the Messiah – see 1 Peter 1:3. More examples of this tendency to ascribe the title Elohim to Y’shua when it was meant as a title for Yahweh, may be viewed in an earlier study of mine, The Translation of the New Testament, published under the menu item Older Posts (November 2010) on the website, https://elim.co.za.
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	 The title Son of man is used numerous times in the Bible – also in the Old Testament, literally in the form, Son of Adam. Although this designation may have additional significance when it was later applied to Y’shua, in the Old Testament the basic meaning of this title had simply been man or human being, as opposed to Yahweh the Almighty. This is demonstrated, for example, by the text found in Numbers 23:19, El is not a man that He would lie; He is not a son of Adam that He would repent. 
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	 The consistent pattern of the New Testament is that anyone who came to belief in Y’shua as the Messiah, was to be baptized in an available body of water, as soon as possible – see Acts 2:41; Acts 8:36; Acts 16:33, etc. It is reasonable to accept that when it is stated in the New Testament that someone was baptized, together with his or her household, the intended meaning is that those members of the household, including husbands, wives, slaves, siblings and bigger children, who also came to belief in Y’shua as the Messiah, were baptized too.
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	 Literal translations, in general, are more accurate than non-literal or paraphrased translations in their representation of the ancient manuscripts of the Bible and endeavor to give a word for word translation of the original text. The Scriptures (published by the Institute for Scripture Research in South Africa) and the American Standard Version (ASV) are examples of literal translations, while The Living Bible (TLB) and the Good News Bible (GNB) are examples of paraphrased translations. 
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	 It is to be regretted that the first part of our Bibles is usually referred to as the Old Testament, giving the impression that it is old and therefore outdated. The term Old Testament, of course, is never used in the Old Testament itself. It was coined for the first time in the 2nd Century by Melito of Sardis and is used only once in the New Testament, granted that one translates the two Greek words in 2 Corinthians 3:14, palaias diathekes – literally old covenant – as Old Testament. The way Paul uses the term in this verse, is of special significance for those who are trying to rediscover the vital role of the Old Testament in their lives, once they have come to accept Y’shua of Nazareth as the promised Messiah. He states in this verse that the minds of most Jews are hardened, for to this day, when the old covenant is being read, that same veil remains, not lifted, because in Messiah it is taken away. When this veil that Paul is speaking about, is taken away for those who believe in Y’shua, they can truly begin to appreciate the great value of the Pre-Messianic Scriptures. Not only does the knowledge of Y’shua help them to recognize the many Messianic prophesies in the Old Testament, it also enables them to understand the true intention and deeper meaning of Scriptures, right from the very beginning, because, among other things, Y’shua came to reveal and to declare the words of his Father – see John 14:10; John 14:24; John 17:8; etc.
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	 In the Old Testament it is implied at least 15 times that the coming Messiah would be from the seed of men like Adam, Abraham, Judah or David. In the Old Testament and New Testament, combined, Y’shua is called a servant more than 10 times. In the New Testament Y’shua is called Son of man or Son of Adam approximately 80 times; He is specifically called a man 4 more times. He is called Son of Elohim approximately 40 times and the Son approximately 30 times. The Greek word Theos (Hebrew: Elohim) is used almost on every page of the New Testament. In more than 1000 of these instances, the context shows that the word refers to Yahweh only and not to Y’shua. Y’shua is called Christos or Messiah more than 500 times. The meaning of this word is anointed one and it implies that Y’shua had been anointed by Someone other, and Someone greater than Himself. The New Testament contains approximately 40 references of Y’shua speaking directly, or praying, to his heavenly Father and in all of these instances Y’shua is consistently acknowledging the superiority of Yahweh and his dependence upon Him. 
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	 There are many resources available today that may assist in the search for chapters and verses in the Bible that are related to a specific theme or subject. One method that may be suggested is the use of hard copies or electronic versions of Cross-reference Bibles and Bible Concordances. In The Treasury of Scriptural Knowledge, 1834, by Canne, Browne, Blayney, Scott and others, for example, each verse of the Bible is subdivided into its various phrases and each phrase is linked to a number of other verses, similar in content, meaning and expression of belief.
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