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Did You Mean That Literally?

A notion has been floating around
Christian circlesfor someyearsnow that
would be downright humorous to any
True Believer who knows Early Church
history—if it weren’t for its incredibly
sinister downside. You've probably
heard it eloquently propounded by some
fervent proponent at onetime or another.
Some of you may even think you believe
it, not knowing exactly to what you have

acceded. I'm referring to that nebulous
belief that masquerades as a legitimate
and viable Christian doctrine under the
rubric “literal interpretation of the Bi-
ble.”

If you have uncritically accepted
that belief in one of its more irrational,
metamorphic stageswhere everythingin
the Old Testament can only be under-
stood “literally,” perhaps you'll think

The Origen of Folly

(This article is intended as a follow-up to the lead article in this is-
sue—"' Did YouMean That Literally?” Youshouldreadthat articlefirst.)

Before you get out your red marker to correct any misspelling in the head-
lineabove, let meexplain. During themid-to-late second century, Satan brought
various forcesto bear on the orthodox Church simultaneously. Political perse-
cution and the worldly behavior of some Church leaders were just two of the
pressures put upon it. The most devastating, yet least understood, satanic influ-
ence the Church felt wasthe corruption of The Apostolic Teaching by theteach-
ings of hereticswho interpreted the Scripturesfor themselves. The threat posed
by heresy contaminating the Truth led the Church into an ever-increasing reli-
ance on the “rule of faith’—that is, an abbreviated doctrinal statement of
faith—rather than complete reliance on the in-depth instruction of Believersin
The Apostolic Teaching. Hence, over time, and asfewer and fewer Church lead-
erswerethoroughly instructed in The Apostolic Teaching, moreand more of The
Teaching was lost and replaced by near-truth, half-truth, or outright lies.

Another obvious, but little recognized, development also occurred within
the orthodox Church during that same time frame: Church leadership was be-
coming more and more the occupation of philosopherstrained in the exegetical
methods of interpretation used by the various schools of Greek philosophy. The
philosophical baggage these men brought with them from their former tradition
ultimately proved too much for The Apostolic Teaching, and it began to suc-
cumb to their intellectual speculation, the very thing for which the orthodox
Church had earlier condemned the Gnostics. (See “ Gnostic Beliefs and Early
Church Teaching,” The Voice of Elijah, October 1991.)

See Origen on Page 22

differently after ashort survey of thehis-
tory of biblical interpretation. Of course,
you may be one of those so enamored by
current tradition that you place no value
at all onwhat the Early Church believed.
Inthat caseyou should stop reading right
now. You'll find little to interest you in
thisarticle.

Not only did Early Church leaders
not hold such an absurd belief, they re-
jected it outright. Furthermore, belief in
the validity of what is today known as
“literal interpretation” held no wide-
spread currency in the Church until just
over ahundred years ago.

That’ s right, the absolute insistence
on literal interpretation of the Scriptures
is arelatively new idea as far as Chris-
tianity is concerned. So if you place any
value at all on the beliefs of traditional
Christianity, especially those held by the
Early Church, you'd best look closely at
what you haveread or heard about literal
interpretation. Thisparticular tenetisnot
an outright lie, but in some of its current
formulations, it's certainly a distortion
of the Truth.

Traditionally Speaking

Before we begin our investigation
into the history of biblical interpretation,
afew words about tradition arein order.
There are three things anyone seeking
the Truth should keep in mind regarding
tradition. The first is that, to some de-
gree, we have al grown up as the intel-
lectual product of our religious
environment (or lack thereof). M ost peo-

See Literally? on Page 4
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to the

1992 wasagood year for al of usat TheVoice of Elijah. Not All Israel
Islsrael wasat the printer when theyear began. In May, The Advent of Christ
and AntiChrist was published and made available to Monthly Contributors.
Shortly thereafter wewere ableto make available acondensed version of that
book, The AntiChrist, to al subscribers. Thosethreebooksand the numerous
articlesthat havecomeout thislast year havegiven True Believerssome meat
in their diet. In addition, these publications—The Advent of Christ and
AntiChrist especially—provided Larry with new insight into his calling and
the ministry of The Voice of Elijah. | encourage you to read “ Questions &
Answers’ in thisissue for more on that subject.

Wearenow looking forward to reaching out with God’ sWord in 1993
and beyond. Onething that you shouldn’t expect to see from The Voice of
Elijah thisyearisa“lightening up” of thearticles. If yourecall, last January
we informed subscribers that The Elijah Project intended to, and | quote,
“‘lighten up’ the content of the articlesin the newsletter.” Obvioudly, that
didn’t happen. Theinformation Larry ispresenting hasprovento betooim-
portant for asuperficial treatment. He hasfound it requiresin-depth cover-
age just to convey the basic message. There is already so much that isn’t

being said because of time and space restrictions. | believeit would be un-
fair to those of you who are True Believersif wedid “lighten up.” Besides,
more people have written to say they like the newsdletter asit isthan haveto
say they don't. Therefore, you can look forward to more articles with the
samein-depth coverage you'’ ve learned to expect from us. They may takea
little longer to read, but the benefits always exceed the cost.

God willing, 1993 should finally seethe publication of The Mystery of
Scripture (among other things). Wereceived aletter just the other day ask-
ing about this publication:

I’m waiting for the book | ordered ... | know that you said the book
would be ready for mailing in the 4th quarter of this year, 1992. The
book to which | refer, is, The Mystery of Scripture.... I'll be watching
my mail box for the book!

Neal M., Groveton, TX

| know many of you are asking the same question, so | decided to in-
clude an excerpt from theletter Michael Clay wroteto our Monthly Contri-
butors in the December 1992 issue of The Voice of Elijah Update:

If you are growing as impatient to see a copy of The Mystery of Scrip-
tureas| am (and I’m sure many of you are), | can assure you the wait
will eventually be well worth it. But as I’ve heard Larry say many
times—*all in God'stime.” For the past several weeks, he has been
wrestling with several hundred Old Testament texts that he must useto
show you how Israel lost The Teaching of Moses concerning Jesus
Christ. Just recently he told me a bit about the meaning of the two idi-
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oms*“towalkin TheWay” and“ to depart/turn aside
from The Way,” aswell as other idiomsthat arere-
lated to those particular idioms.

As | talked with Larry about his progress in writing
The Mystery of Scripture, | found myself amazed at
the amount of infor mation he hasassembled. Youtell
me. What would you think The Mystery of Scripture,
The Way of the Lord, Antiochus Epiphanes, and
Clement of Alexandria havein common? After just a
short conversation, | came away astounded by the
sudden awareness that there is much more to the
Scripturesthan | would have ever imagined. And 1’ ve
known about The Teaching for over tenyears! That's
why I'm anxious to learn all the details.

Fromwhat | gather, Larry has a long way yet to go
before he can put all the information into a form we
can easily digest. Bepatient. | believe youwill even-
tually see a huge body of evidence that supports the
premise that Israel (and the Church) lost knowledge
of (* turned away from”) The Teaching of Moses. It
will probably become so obvious to many of you that
you begin to wonder why nobody has seen it before.
Who would have thought the following ver se contains
two Hebrew idioms with precise meaning:

“ Therefore, you shall keep thecommandmentsof the
Lordyour God, towalk in Hiswaysand tofear Him.”
(Deuteronomy 8:6)

It may surpriseyoutolearnthat originally, TheMys-
tery of Scripture was slated for publication in Janu-
ary of 1991 (thesametimeNot All Israel IsIsrael was
to be published). Snce the book is now nearly two
years overdue, | thought you might be interested in
knowing why it is taking so much longer than
planned. So let me give you a summary of the pro-
ject’ s evolution.

When theidea of the book was conceived, | wasgoing
towriteit. Anditwasn't even goingto be a book. It
was intended to be just a booklet that presented se-
lected passages from Jewish Apocalyptic literature,
fromthe writings of the Gnostics, and fromthe Early
Church Fathers. It would (hopefully) show you that
The Teaching of the Gospel of Jesus Christ hiddenin
the Old Testament was known to Israel prior to the
revelation Jesusgavethe Apostlesinthefirst century.
At first, we expected it to be fifty to seventy pages.
However, before long | had assembled a large
amount of relevant material, and a lot of it contained
statements beyond my own ability to understand.
Consequently, it soon became evident, as | discussed
my research with Larry, that | did not have sufficient

knowledge of The Teaching of the Prophets to write
the book myself.

That being the case, we decided to make the book a
joint project. | would continue to do research and
present my findings to Larry for review. He would
edit any accompanying text | wrote and would also
write a section dealing with the Old Testament pro-
phetic message. We now believed the book would
cover 150 pages or so, and the publication date was
duly postponed to the second quarter of thisyear (un-
til after Larry had finished Not All Israel Is Isradl).
You should understand, however, that we were still
thinking the only accompanying text would be a brief
commentary providing the reader an historical con-
text for reading the selected passages.

Then came the information you found in the April
1992 issue of the newdletter. That was followed
shortly thereafter by the publication of The Advent of
Christ and AntiChrist. The information in those two
publications shocked all of us here at The Voice of
Elijah. We have understood for several years that
our rolein the over-all plan of Godisto assist Larry
in the fulfillment of his calling. But, as Larry ex-
plained in the preface to The Advent of Christ and
AntiChrist, we have never known the why of thismin-
istry. When theinformation concer ning the Antichrist
came out this past spring, it brought home to us the
reality of theimminent Return of Jesus Christ and the
fact that every True Believer will soon have to make
some crucial decisions concerning what they believe
to be the Truth. The truly remarkable things Larry
saw in the literature and history of the
Intertestamental Period also helped usto identify and
define some of Satan’ sgoalsin thesefinal days. (See
“ Questions & Answers,” TheVoice of Elijah, April
1992.) That abruptly changed the focus of our minis-
try and gave it new urgency.

Asyou now know, if what we believeistrue, The Ad-
vent of Christ and AntiChrist containsinformation vi-
tal to any Believer who isserious about preparing for
the Return of Jesus Christ. All of that information
surfaced, however, only after Larry started looking
closely at the Jewish Apocalyptic and Early Church
literature himself in preparing to write The Mystery
of Scripture. | doubt anyone el se would have seen the
significance of what Irenaaus and Hippolytus had to
say about the Antichrist. | had read thesamematerial
in theresearch | had done for The Mystery of Scrip-
ture, and | saw nothing of real value in what they had
written. However, now that Larry has provided com-
mentary on what they wrote, it all makes perfect
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sense. That'sjust like everything else I’ ve learned so far: once the evi-
dence is presented, the conclusions speak for themsel ves.

By the time The Advent of Christ and AntiChrist was published, it was
obviousto methat Larry wasgoing to haveto research and writethe en-
tirety of The Mystery of Scripture. If there were specific points to be
drawn from the texts | had assembled, he was going to have to study
those texts himself. So, | gave him the notes | had made, and we set a
fourth quarter publication date. Well, now the fourth quarter is almost
over, and we still have no final manuscript ready to print. Fromwhat |
hear, the publication has now ballooned to more than 300 pages and
could well be on its way to two volumes of 250 to 300 pages each.

Asyou can see, our projected publication date has slipped morethan a
few times already, but | honestly expect to see a copy of the book(s) by
next summer. | know the wait will be worth it, and as Larry said in the
last issue of The Voice of Elijah Update:

That’swhat true faith is all about—faithfully, patiently waiting for the
One Who was, and is, in Himself the embodiment of the totality of The
Teaching.

(The Voice of Elijah Update, November 1992, p. 12)

Again, that was taken from the December 1992 issue of The Voice of
Elijah Update. We sincerely apologize for the delay in releasing The Mys-
tery of Scripture. However, it sounds like this particular publication is go-
ing to be exciting for al of us. But if you have grown tired of waiting for
your copy, just write us, and we'll promptly return the money you sent.

As 1993 begins, those of us at The Voice of Elijah trust that, over the
coming year, many more True Believers will gain access to this newsletter
and the other publications we make available. We know the information we
provide will become ever moreimportant to True Believerswho are seeking
to overcome the world in these Last Days. That's why | was heartened that
some of you gave gift subscriptionsto The VVoice of Elijah to those on your
Christmas list. If you find value in what you read here, | encourage you to
continue making this information available to others you know who might
also recognize its value. Talk to them about The Voice of Elijah. Let them
read yours. Or, send ustheir namesand addresses. WEe' Il be glad to send them
information about The Voice of Elijah. We' ve added anew sectionto the or-
der form at the back of theissuejust for that purpose. With your help | know
we can reach every True Believer with The Teaching beforeit’stoo late.

| can’t close without briefly mentioning the subject matter of thisis-
sue—the interpretation of the Scriptures and the role it played in the
Church’s loss of The Apostolic Teaching. | think you will be amazed to
learn how Satan has used individual s and their various methods of interpre-
tationin hisattempt to make an accurate understanding of the Scripturesim-
possible. Thankfully, he has failed. And now True Believers are going to
understand the Truth in spite of all that he could do. Have a joyous New
Year (“walking in” The Light of the Truth).

e oot

Literally?

From Page 1

ple are open-minded enough to admit
that. It’'s rather difficult to deny inas-
much as the facts are rather obvious.
Most Christiansremain Christianin their
beliefs, Jews remain Jewish, Muslims
cling to Islamic doctrines, etc.

That predisposition holds true for
various divisions within a religion as
well. Therefore, the Catholic often re-
mains Catholic, the Sunni Muslim re-
mains Sunni Muslim, the Reformed Jew
remains Reformed, etc.

All the above being the case, we can
say generaly that the tradition we learn
first tends to determine what we believe.
Therefore, if the religious belief system
you now have includes literal interpreta-
tion asafoundational tenet, you may find
it difficult to read this article. If you love
the Truth, however, you'll just have to
face the facts: The tare seeds sown in the
Church by the Adversary can sometimes
be found in the most unlikely places. Al-
though fundamentalist Christian beliefs
most nearly represent the historic Truth of
Chrigtianity, those beliefs are not entirely
free from Satan’s corruption.

The second point that should be ob-
viousto any student of religionisthat ev-
ery religioustradition changesover time.
There are at least two sources for the
transformation of religious beliefs.
There is, first of all, an external threat
posed by new converts. Former religious
beliefsand old social customs can some-
times prove hard to relinquish. That's
why converts who switch from onereli-
gionto another often takewith them abit
of their old mind-set. Consequently, you
can find in the history of the Christian
Church numerous cases where one indi-
vidual or group of individuals produced
a distortion of Christian tradition by
syncretistically blending it with some
other religion or using it for their own
psychological gain.

Christianity, and Protestant Chris-
tianity in particular, being as missions
oriented as it is, has had a fairly steady
influx of new convertsover thelast three
hundred years. Every convert hashad the
potential to take traditional Protestant
Christian belief in some new direction.
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“The Protestant tradition itself was established by men like Martin Luther
(ca. 1483-1546) and John Calvin (1509-1564) during the Protestant
Reformation because they realized the Catholic Church had
strayed from the tradition of the Early Church.”

Many did just that. We'll find that to be
the case with the different beliefs con-
cerning interpretation of the Scriptures.
(See“TheOrigenof Folly” inthisissue.)

The second source of change can be
an internal impetus originating within a
particular Christian tradition. Adherents
of areligion are sometimesinfluenced by
the beliefs of another religion. Therefore,
they can appropriatealien conceptswhich
they integrate into their own religion in
much the same way as new converts. We
will find examples of thisalso in connec-
tionwith theorigin of the Church’ svaried
beliefs concerning methods of biblical in-
terpretation. For the most part, they bor-
rowed their methodology from Greek
philosophy and from the Jews.

Although the internal push for
change can be detrimental to the integ-
rity of the tradition, it has often had a
positive effect. So we can also find ad-
herents of Christianity who realized the
Church had lost something. Seizing on
that perceived deficiency, they set out to
reformthetraditionthey received andre-
storethe tradition of an earlier time. For
example, the Protestant tradition itself
was established by men like Martin Lu-
ther (ca. 1483-1546) and John Calvin
(1509-1564) during the Protestant Ref-
ormation becausethey realized the Cath-
olic Church had strayed from the
tradition of the Early Church. (See“The
Protestant Confession: The Church Lost
The Teaching,” The Voice of Elijah,
January 1992.) Hence, they sought to re-
form the Roman Catholic Church from
within, and they continued to work
within the Church until they werefinally
forced to separate from their mother tra-
dition. They then established churches
that adhered to the reformed tradition of
the new Protestant Church.

The Reformation mind-set of the
founders of the Protestant Church is still
an integral part of the Protestant heri-
tage. That's why the Protestant Church
has continued to spawn reform move-
ments. Quite often these new Reformers
have sought to recover more Truth than

what was regained during the Protestant
Reformation. For example, from the
time of Johann Arndt (1555-1621), and
especially since John Wesley
(1703-1791), holiness-minded folk
have argued True Believers should ad-
here not only to the Truth recovered dur-
ing the Reformation, but should also
return to an even earlier Christian tradi-
tion. (See “One Train. One Track. Two
Rails.” The Voice of Elijah, January
1992.) That isthebasic call issued inthis
article. Now isthe timefor all who love
Truth to return to their Root(s).

“1t should be obvious
to all (but isn’t) that
all factions of the
Holiness Movement
... have now settled
into a contented
reliance on their
traditional beliefs and
Church norms.”

The Fathers of the Protestant Refor-
mation based their reform movement in
large part on the writings of St. Augus-
tine, a prominent theologian who lived
around A.D. 400. However, John Wes-
ley (1703-1791) sought to take his con-
verts all the way back to the “New
Testament Church.” He failed. Yet
nearly two hundred years later hisideas
about holiness and sanctification were
foundational to the Pentecostal move-
ment’ s attempt at Church reform. That's
why you see Pentecostal churchestoday
bearing the appellation “Full Gospel
Church.” They thought what they found
described inthe Book of Actswastheto-
tality of that other “something” the Early
Church had lost. Not so.

The Pentecostal and Neo-Pentecos-
tal movementswere part of the last major
attempt by the Holiness Movement to re-

store the original tradition of the Early
Church. It should beobvioustoall (butis-
n't) that all factions of the Holiness
Movement of last century, including the
Pentecostals, have now settled into acon-
tented reliance on their traditional beliefs
and Church norms. For many, Christian-
ity hasbecome nothing morethan theulti-
mate “feel good” experience, with littleif
any of the Holiness Movement’ s origina
emphasisontheholinessof theBeliever.

Although all the Reformers in the
history of the Protestant Church who
emphasized personal holiness failed to
restore thetradition of the Early Church,
they should be commended for recogniz-
ing the Church had lost more than what
the Protestant Reformation was able to
restore—acertain something that robbed
the Church of the spiritual vitality of that
first-generation Church.

The suspicion that the Church
lacked something special most often
came from True Believers' inner yearn-
ing for a fuller spiritual life than what
they were ableto experience by worship-
ping among those perfectly content to
trust in aparticular doctrinal or liturgical
tradition rather than trusting in a per-
sonal relationship with the Living God.

Over the last fifty years the
Protestant reform movement hasfaltered.
Now Pretenders talk about “church re-
newal” asthough more whitewash on the
wall were the answer. In contrast to the
thousandsof new convertswhojoined the
reform movements of past centuries, it
has become increasingly more common
for asmall group of just afew poor souls
to set out on their own, trying to reestab-
lish the New Testament Church. Most
have succeeded only in establishingasin-
gle independent church. Sadly enough,
even these people soon grew weary of
their quest for the Truth because they had
no ideawhere to look.

Most often, even the most ardent re-
formers returned to established church
norms. Unfortunately, aong the way
these “seekers’ often fell prey to huck-
stersand charlatanswho offered only the
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“You see, God hasa
‘Way’'—a tradi-
tion—to which He has
always intended His
people would adhere,
but they never have.”

widespread “feel good” religion you see
all around you.

The third and final thing to remem-
ber about tradition is that God does not
always have the same positive feelings
toward it that we do. That is especially
the case when it is nothing but the tradi-
tion of men. | saiah warned usabout blind
adherence to tradition:

Then the Lord said,

“ Because this people draw near
with their words

And honor Me with their lip
service,

But they remove their hearts far
from Me,

And their reverencefor Me
consists of tradition learned
by rote,

Therefore behold,

I will once again deal marvelously
with this people, wondrously
marvelous;

And the wisdom of their wise men
shall perish,

And the discernment of their
discerning men shall be
concealed.”

(Isaiah 29:13-14)

Jesus seconded that opinionin some
of His statements to the Pharisees, leav-
ing us little doubt that tradition founded
on anything other than God’ s Truth falls
far short of God'’ s favor:

And the Pharisees and the scribes
asked Him, “ Why do Your disciples
not walk according to the tradition
of theelders, but eat their bread with
impure hands?” And He said to
them, “ Rightly did Isaiah prophesy
of you hypocrites, asit is written,
‘THISPEOPLE HONORSME WITH THEIR
LIPS,
BUT THEIR HEART ISFAR AWAY FROM
ME.

BUT IN VAIN DO THEY WORSHIP ME,
TEACHING ASDOCTRINES THE
PRECEPTSOF MEN.’
Neglecting the commandment of
God, you hold to the tradition of
men.” He was also saying to them,
“You nicely set aside the command-
ment of God in order to keep your
tradition. For Moses said, ‘HONOR
YOUR FATHER AND YOUR MOTHER;
and, ' HE WHO SPEAKSEVIL OF FATHER
OR MOTHER, LET HIM BE PUT TO
DEATH’; but you say, ‘ If aman saysto
{his} father or {his} mother, any-
thing of mine you might have been
helped by is Corban (that is to say,
given {to God}),” you no longer per-
mit him to do anything for {his} fa-
ther or {his} mother; {thus}
invalidating the word of God by
your tradition which you have
handed down; and you do many
things such asthat.”
(Mark 7:5-13)

“Tradition founded on
anything other than
God's Truth fallsfar

short of God’sfavor.”

We can seefrom these two passages
that God does not have a problem with
tradition as such, but with man’s tradi-
tionwhen it differs from the Truth of the
Word of God. We should keep that in
mind. God's tradition is acceptable;
man'’ straditionisn’t. Isaiah said asmuch
in another passage as well:

Seek the Lord while He may be
found;

Call upon Himwhile Heis near.

L et the wicked forsake hisway,

And the unrighteous man his
thoughts;

And let him return to the LORD,

And He will have compassion on
him;

And to our God,

For He will abundantly pardon.

“For My thoughts are not your
thoughts,

Neither are your ways My ways,”

declares the LORD.

“For {as} the heavens are higher
than the earth,

So are My ways higher than your
ways,

And My thoughts than your
thoughts.”

(Isaiah 55:6-9)

There are a few key words in that
passage one needs to understand before
the full import of Isaiah’s statements is
felt. But the only term significant for our
purposes here isthe term way. Although
it isn't obvious, Isaiah has in mind one
particular way—The Way of the Lord.
(See The Mystery of Scripture.) For now,
just think of way as meaning “tradition”
and you’ll come closeto Isaiah’s mean-
ing.

Y ou see, God hasa“ Way” —atradi-
tion—to which He has always intended
His people would adhere, but they never
have. He established it in Israel through
The Teaching of Moses at the time of the
Exodus from Egypt. Israel constantly
abandoned God' s tradition, however, so
God found it necessary to send His
Prophetsto restoreit time and again dur-
ing Israel’ slong history in the Promised
Land.

The Jews “turned away from”
God' s tradition for good at the time of
Antiochus Epiphanes (167 B.C.). But
God reestablished His tradition in the
Church when Jesus Christ revealed The
Teaching to His Apostles. Unfortu-
nately, the Church soon “turned away
from” God’s tradition just as Israel had
done so many times before. The current,
prevalent belief in literal interpretation
of the Hebrew Scriptures is little more
than mute testimony to that sad fact.

| nter pretation,
Smur pretation

Before 1850, the origin of a new
Protestant denomination or doctrinal
emphasis could often be traced to the
separation of True Believers from cold
orthodoxy after an outpouring of God’s
Holy Spirit. (See “The Protestant Con-
fession: The Church Lost The Teach-
ing,” and “One Train. One Track. Two
Rails.” aswell astheillustration on p. 8,
TheVoiceof Elijah, January 1992.) But
from late last century until now, the
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“Virtually no onein Protestant Christianity today bothersto base his
inter pretive methodology on the writings of anyone prior to
the Protestant Reformation (1517).”

source of denominational division most
frequently has been rooted in disagree-
ment over doctrine. These disputes have
invariably boiled down to adifference of
opinion regarding whose method of in-
terpreting Scripture was (or is) correct.
And don't you know Satan loves the
controversy.

The argument regarding the recti-
tude of one interpretive methodology or
the other isinteresting only because the
basis for the claim regarding the ortho-
doxy of one position over the other sel-
dom goes back more than afew hundred
years. Lutheran theol ogiansappeal tothe
writings of Martin Luther (ca.
1483-1546); Reformed theologians ap-
peal to the writings of John Calvin
(1509-1564); and Methodists appeal to
the writings of John Wesley
(1703-1791).

Virtually no onein Protestant Chris-
tianity today bothersto base hisinterpre-
tive methodology on the writings of
anyone prior to the Protestant Reforma-
tion (1517). Those who do rummage
around in earlier writings of the Chris-
tian Church normally halt at the writings
of ThomasAquinas (ca. 1225-1274), al-
though a few will also throw a line
around the views of John Chrysostom
(A.D. 349-407) and Jerome (ca. A.D.
347-420).

The tendency to not venture back
much beyond Aquinas is not surprising
since the publication of Aquinas’
Summa Theologica (1266-1273) pro-
vided thebasisfor modern theoriesof in-
terpretation, including the literal
interpretation theory. (Notethe date well
folks. That's twelve centuries after the
Apostle Paul wrote his letters found in
the New Testament. It's also nearly six
hundred years beforetheliteral interpre-
tation theory gained widespread accep-
tance.)

Most people don’t even bother ap-
pealing to the views of Thomas Aquinas
because the theory of biblical interpreta-
tion he propounded in his Summa
Theologica was not a strictly litera ap-
proach. It only emphasized that the lit-
eral sense of Scripture should be the

basis for any of three other possible
meanings.

However, the Protestant Reformers
took the basics of Aquinas’ interpretive
methodology as it existed in their day
and forged it into what has been called a
“grammatical-historical” method. Un-
fortunately, that method was later dis-
torted into a strictly literal method of
interpreting Scripture.

The adamant insistence on the lit-
era interpretation of Scripture is unfor-
tunate because, unlessyou are ableto set
aside that theory as it is understood by
many today and see things from the per-
spective of Early Church writers, many
of the statementsmade by them appear to
be plucked right out of thin air. Nothing
could be further from the Truth.

“1t would seem that if
oneis serious about
one sclaimto an
orthodox method of
biblical interpretation,
one would base that
claim on the method of
inter pretation
to befound in the
Early Church.”

It would seem that if one is serious
about one’ sclaimto an orthodox method
of biblical interpretation, onewould base
that claim on the method of interpreta-
tionto befound inthe Early Church. I'm
not talking about thirteenth-century
Christianity (Aquinas), or even late
fourth-century Christianity (Jerome and
John Chrysostom). I'm talking about
Christianity from the time of the Apos-
tles to the late second century.

If we're going to be reasonable
about it, let’ shereasonable. Interpretive
methods could easily have changed even
by the end of the second century. Facts
are facts. Two hundred years is a long

time. But twelve hundred? Don't be ri-
diculous!

Therefore, let’ s say we aretruly in-
terested in determining whether a cur-
rent tradition that pins its hopes on a
strictly literal interpretation of the
Hebrew Scriptures is founded on the
Truth of God's Word. Where should we
begin?

Theobviousplaceto startisby com-
paring the earliest written records | eft us
by the Early Church with The Teaching
we find in the Scriptures. Why so? Be-
cause even if the Early Church lost The
Apostolic Teaching as | have repeatedly
asserted (see “Jesus Talks About the
Mystery,” The Voice of Elijah, January
1991; “Where Are Jesus Disciples?’
The Voice of Elijah, April 1991; and
“TheProtestant Confession: The Church
Lost The Teaching,” The Voice of Eli-
jah, January 1992), it would probably
have taken sometime for that ossto oc-
cur.

Therefore, not only are the chances
fairly good that some remnant of the
Truth of The Apostolic Teaching could
be found in the writings of the Early
Church Fathers, it is even more likely
that we could find some evidence of the
method of biblical interpretation pre-
ferred by Early Church leaders. Let's
take alook.

Inthissurvey of the history of bibli-
cal interpretation, | have chosen for the
most part to quote from R. Grant & D.
Tracy, A Short History of the Inter preta-
tion of the Bible, Fortress: Philadelphia,
1984; and K. Froehlich, Biblical Inter-
pretation in the Early Church, Philadel-
phia: Fortress Press, 1984. The bolding
found inthose quotesismy own (for em-
phasis). If you are interested in reading
further on the subject, | recommend you
read these two first. Then continue your
study by reading any of the otherslisted
in the bibliography on page 11.

TheBig Three

Three Church Fathers have long
been recognized as having stood firmly
on the side of Christian Orthodoxy dur-
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“These Early Church Fathersare unanimousin their belief that the only
legitimate interpretation of the Scripturesisno interpretation at all.”

ing the second century. These three are
Justin Martyr (ca. A.D. 100-165),
Ireneeus (ca. A.D. 130-200), and
Tertullian (ca. A.D. 155-after 220).
However, we should also mention that
Tertullian tarnished hisreputation some-
what later in his life by quitting the or-
thodox Churchin disgust and joining the
Montanist Christians. As we will find
later, he may well have had good reason.
And contrary to what has been thought,
that action may well represent his strong
convictions that the Truth of The Apos-
tolic Teaching he understood was being
irretrievably contaminated by error
taken over from Greek philosophy. (See
“The Origen of Folly” inthisissue.)

All three of these Early Church Fa-
thers are unanimous in their belief that
the only legitimate interpretation of the
Scripturesis no interpretation at al. Did
you get that? They believed that the sol-
emn duty of the Church leaders of their
day wasnot to“interpret” Scriptureat all
but to accurately “ understand” and teach
The Apostolic Teaching.

Furthermore, these three are unani-
mous in their belief that the only way to
acquire an accurate “understanding” of
The Apostolic Teaching wasto be taught
by a Teacher inthe apostolic succession.
By that they meant a Teacher who had
been taught the Church’s accurate un-
derstanding of Scripture by a teacher
who was recognized and accepted as
having been taught accurately:

Aboveall for Irenaaus, whoisdefend-
ing the mainstream of Christian faith
against able enemies, there is one
standard of correct interpretation.
The standard is the rule of faith as
preserved in churches in the apos-
tolic succession. ... The teaching of
the apostles is the true understand-
ing of the Bible, and if anyone
wishes to learn this true under-
standing he should read the scrip-
tures with the preshyters of the
church, with whom is the apostolic
doctrine... All other interpretations
have fallen from the truth.

(Grant & Tracy, p. 50-51)

Noticethat the authorsof thisquota-
tion, in spite of what Irensaus haswritten,
want to view what he has written from
their own perspective—that is, from the
perspective that interpretation of Scrip-
ture was viewed as necessary and good
by the Early Church. Taking that astheir
starting point, they believe Irensaus must
have had some personal method of inter-
preting the Scriptures.

“Tertullian, who was
writing some one
hundred and seventy
years after the death
and resurrection of
Jesus Christ (ca. A.D.
200), had no interest
In interpreting Scrip-
ture for himself.”

These scholars fail to understand
that the “rule of faith” mentioned by
Early Churchwritershad nothing at all to
do with interpretation; it had only to do
with the standard the Early Church ap-
plied inits quest for the recognition and
rooting out of falseteaching. Tertullian’s
view, like that of Justin Martyr, agrees
with Irenaaus:

Snce the Lord Jesus Christ sent the
apostles to preach, (our ruleis) that
no others ought to be received as
preachers than those whom Christ
appointed; for “ no man knoweth the
Father savethe Son, and heto whom-
soever the Sonwill reveal Him.” Nor
does the Son seem to have revealed
Him to any other than the apostles,
whom He sent forth to preach—that,
of course, which He revealed to
them. Now, what that was which they
preached—in other words, what it
was which Christ revealed to
them—can, as | must here likewise
prescribe, properly be proved in no

other way than by those very
churches which the apostles founded
in person, by declaring the gospel to
them directly themselves, both viva
voce [Editor: i.e., by the spoken
word] as the phrase is, and subse-
quently by their epistles. If, then,
these things are so, it isin the same
degree manifest that all doctrine
which agrees with the apostolic
churches—those moulds and origi-
nal sources of the faith must be
reckoned for truth, as undoubtedly
containing that which the (said)
churches received from the apos-
tles, the apostlesfrom Christ, Christ
from God. Whereasall doctrine must
be prejudged as fal se which savours
of contrariety to the truth of the
churches and apostles of Christ and
God. It remains, then, that we dem-
onstrate whether this doctrine of
ours, of which we have now given
therule, hasits origin in the tradi-
tion of the apostles, and whether all
other doctrinesdo not ipso facto pro-
ceed from falsehood. We hold com-
munion with the apostolic churches
becauseour doctrineisin norespect
different from theirs. This is our
witness of truth.

(Tertullian, On Prescription Against
Heretics, 21)

You can see from this that
Tertullian, who was writing some one
hundred and seventy years after the
death and resurrection of Jesus Christ
(ca. A.D. 200), had no interest in inter-
preting Scripture for himself. Hewanted
to learn the Truth of the Old Testament
Gospel of Jesus Christ from those who
taught in churches established by the
Apostles themselves. His arguments
against the Gnostics clearly demonstrate
he had no interest in interpreting Scrip-
ture for himself:

According to Tertullian, arguing with
Gnostics about scriptural interpreta-
tion is useless. Even an agreed canon
and common exegetical methods do
not guarantee unambiguousresultsfor
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“Not only did Irenaeus believe the meaning of the Scriptures had
been hidden, he also did not believe anyone could uncover
that meaning by doing his own interpretation.”

there is always room for heretical in-
tentions to dictate the agenda. Thus,
thetruebattlefield isnot interpretation
but the very right to use Scriptures at
all. Apostolic Scriptures belong to the
apogtalic church. The Gnostics with
their claimto secret traditionshave no
right to use them, for only the public
succession of teaching in the aposto-
lically founded churches can be the
measure of apostolicity and therefore
of correct interpretation .... We meet
here a profound suspicion toward a
professional exegesiswhich madethe
unending search for truth a method-
ological principle. The Gnostics used
Matt. 7:7 astheir warrant: “ Seek, and
you will find.” For Christians,
Tertullian maintains, the search has
ended; true faith has been found and
must only be defended against its ero-
sion by illicit curiosity. For both
Irenaausand Tertullian, illicit curios-
ityisthetruedanger of a Gnostic her-
meneutics of inquiry.... The protest
of the late-second-century fathers,
however, could not stemthetideof the
times. Professional, scientific herme-
neutics was the wave of the future.
(Froehlich, p. 14-15)

Tertullian, like Justin Martyr and
Irenaaus, argued that the unity of belief
exhibited by the apostolic churches was
proof of their apostolic descent. All three
saw theapostolic churchesastheonly le-
gitimate repository of The Apostolic
Teaching.

“Tertullian, like Justin
Martyr and | renaeus,
argued
that the unity of
belief exhibited by the
apostolic churches
was proof of their
apostolic descent.”

What then was these three men's
understanding regarding that Teaching?
Did they believe, asmany believetoday,
that the message of Scripture could be
easily understood by any Christian
(scholar or unlearned layperson alike)
who wanted to read and interpret Scrip-
ture on his own? Absolutely not.

All three of these men forthrightly
state the message of the Hebrew Scrip-
tures had been concealed in parablesand
enigmatic statements. Furthermore, they
believed an understanding of that mes-
sage was definitely known only in the
churches founded and taught by the
Apostles because Jesus had revealed the
meaning of Scripture to the Apostles
alone (Lk. 24:27, 44-45). Scholars have
long recognized that, for Irensaus:

The Old Testament is full of types.
The “treasure hidden in a field”
(Matt. 13:44) is Christ hidden in the
scriptures and made known through
types and parables.

(Grant & Tracy, p. 48)

Not only did Irensaus believe the
meaning of the Hebrew Scriptures had
been hidden, he also did not believe any-
one could uncover that meaning by do-
ing his own interpretation:;

The Old Testament texts themselves
speak of hidden truth that must be
unlocked. Jews are reading them
but do not have the explanation.
Christians possess the key in the
coming of Christ which unlocks all
the mysteries ... from beginning to
end .... The same argument refutes
the Gnostics. If the Jews have no
key, the Gnostics fabricate their
own. lreneeus first criticizes their
hermeneutical principle: they cut up
the beautiful mosaic of God's re-
vealed economy and reassemble the
pieces into their own myths ...
(Froehlich, p. 13-14)

Thesamebelief in the hiddenness of
the scriptural messagewasheld by Justin

Martyr:

By many passages of scripture, un-
derstood typologically, Justin shows
that Jesuswas ... Messiah.

(Grant & Tracy, p. 45)

“All three of these
men forthrightly state
the message of the
Hebrew Scriptures had
been concealed in
parables and
enigmatic statements.”

To giveyou someideaof the under-
standing of Old Testament prophecy that
these men had, Justin Martyr says this:

“Againin Isaiah, if you have earsto
hear it, God, speaking of Christ in
parable, callsHim Jacob and | sradl.
He speaksthus: ‘ Jacob is my servant,
[ will uphold him; Israel ismineelect,
| will put my Spirit upon Him, and He
shall bring forth judgment to the Gen-
tiles. Heshall not strive, nor cry, nei-
ther shall any one hear His voice in
thestreet: a bruised reed He shall not
break, and smoking flax He shall not
guench; but Heshall bring forth judg-
ment to truth: He shall shine, and
shall not be broken till He have set
judgment on the earth. And in His
name shall the Gentilestrust.””
(Justin Martyr,

Dialogue With Trypho, cxxiii)

Those of you who have read Not All
Israel Islsrael can understand why Justin
Martyr would say the Prophetsrefer to Je-
sus Christ aslsrael. But even without that
understanding it is obvious that Justin
Martyr, like Irenaaus and Tertullian, did
not believethat God intended the prophe-
cies of the Old Testament to be under-
stood “literaly” in the way many today
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“Thereis an unstated assumption today that the Early Church, like us, had
no certain understanding of the message of the Old Testament other than
what we find recorded in the New Testament. That isnot so.”

claim. These three believed the Prophets
made parabolic statements that were to
be understood allegorically. That agrees
with the Apostle Paul’s statement con-
cerning hisunderstanding that the story of
Sarah and Hagar had some sort of allegor-
ical meaning:

Tell me, you who want to be under
law, do you not listen to thelaw? For
it is written that Abraham had two
sons, one by the bondwoman and one
by the freewoman. But the son by the
bondwoman was born according to
the flesh, and the son by the free
woman through the promise. Thisis
allegorically speaking: for these

{women} are two covenants, one

{proceeding} from Mount Sinai

bearing children who are to be

daves; sheisHagar. NowthisHagar
isMount Snai in Arabia, and corre-
sponds to the present Jerusalem, for
she is in davery with her children.

But the Jerusalem above is free; she

isour mother. For it iswritten,

“ REJOICE, BARREN WOMAN WHO
DOESNOT BEAR;

BREAK FORTH AND SHOUT, YOU WHO
ARE NOT IN LABOR;

FOR MORE ARE THE CHILDREN OF
THE DESOLATE

THAN OF THE ONE WHO HAS A
HUSBAND.”

And you brethren, like Isaac, are
children of promise. But as at that
time he who was born according to
the flesh persecuted him {who was
born} according to the Spirit, soitis
now also. But what does the crip-
ture say?

“ CAST OUT THE BONDWOMAN AND
HER SON,

FOR THE SON OF THE BONDWOMAN
SHALL NOT BE AN HEIRWITH THE
SON OF THE FREE WOMAN.”

So then, brethren, we are not chil-

dren of a bondwoman, but of the

free woman.

(Galatians 4:21-31)

In explaining his understanding of
this passage, Paul used the Greek term

allegoroumena, here translated “ale-
gorically speaking.” That termreferstoa
typeof alegorical interpretation that was
well known in his day:

The word meant allegorically
(allegoroumena) is from a verb
commonly used by Greek interpret-
ers, especially by Stoics who inter-
preted allegorically and explained
away the myths concer ning the gods.
According to these exegetes, some of
whom were Paul’s contemporaries,
“saying one thing and signifying
something other than what issaid is
called allegory.” They proceeded to
interpret Homer, for example, asif it
were an allegory. They looked for
hidden mysteriesunder the outward
forms.

(Grant & Tracy, p. 19)

“Many of the Old
Testament passages
with literal meaning

describe historical

events that were them-
selves orchestrated by

God as parabolic

pantomime.”

It should be clear that Paul did not
mean, by his use of that term, to imply
that he used any allegorical methodol-
ogy to interpret the Scriptures himself.
Why would he? He plainly says he
gained hisunderstanding of the Old Tes-
tament by revelation:

For | would have you know, breth-
ren, that the gospel which was
preached by me is not according to
man. For | neither received it from
man, nor was | taught it, but | re-
ceived it through arevelation of Je-
sus Christ.

(Galatians 1:11-12)

Note carefully what Paul says about
preaching the things that had been re-
vealed to him by Jesus Christ. The un-
derstanding he gained by revelation was
not limited to the things he wrote in his
lettersto the churches. By no means! He
taught the Early Church far more than
those few things we find recorded in the
New Testament Scriptures. That is an
important point to keep in mind if you
are seeking knowledge of the Truth.

There is an unstated assumption to-
day that the Early Church, like us, had no
certain understanding of the message of
the Old Testament other than what we
find recorded in the New Testament.
That is not so. The New Testament had
not even been written when Paul first
started preaching.

Consequently, Paul taught from the
Hebrew Scriptures because those were
the only Scriptures available. And the
message he taught the Early Church will
soon be seen by True Believers to be
both intricate and detailed. Wewill show
how that isin future publications.

The point to be remembered hereis
not that the Apostles and Early Church
Fathers understood the Scriptures to
have no literal meaning at all, because
they certainly did. Thepointisrather that
they understood there was also, along-
side passages with literal meaning, pas-
sages containing an allegorical meaning
that was intentionally hidden in para-
bolic images—images that have long
been called “types’ even by those who
insist on literal interpretation.

Moreover, many of the Old Testa-
ment passages with literal meaning de-
scribe historical events that were
themselvesorchestrated by God aspara-
bolic pantomime. [See “The Parabolic
Pantomimes of Jesus Christ,” TheVoice
of Elijah, January 1991; “The Passover
Parable,” The Voice of Elijah, July
1991; and “They've Put God in a Box!
(Or So They Think)” inthisissue.] Con-
sequently, those who want to insist on
“literal interpretation” of the Scriptures
while advocating “typological interpre-
tation” are not only demonstrating their
ignorance of the history of biblical inter-
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pretation, they are also contradicting
themselves.

The evidence for the Early Church
belief inthe parabolic meaning of Scrip-
tureisoverwhelming. It is stated repeat-
edly throughout the earliest Christian
writings. But you don’t even have to go
outside the New Testament to find that
view expressed. The writer of the Book
of Hebrews knew it to be so aswell:

By faith Abraham, when he was
tested, offered up Isaac; and he who
had received the promises was offer -
ing up hisonly begotten {son}; it was
he to whom it was said, “ IN 1sAAC
YOUR DESCENDANTS SHALL BE
CALLED.” He considered that God is
able to raise {men} even from the
dead; from which he also received
him back as a type.

(Hebrews 11:17-19)
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Just for the sake of argument, let’s say you were Satan
and, by telling everyone they should interpret the Scriptures
for themselves, you had successfully destroyed the unity The
Apostolic Teaching provided the Early Church. Everybody
had now begun using Origen’ s new allegorical methodology
to come up with their own interpretation of key passages of
Scripture. (See “The Origen of Folly” in thisissue.) There-
fore, theacceptance of your lieby Churchleadershad, almost
immediately, plunged the Church into complete confusion.
Under those circumstances, what specific information would
you want to discredit or bury so deeply that (you hoped) it
would never be recovered? How about that part of The Apos-
tolic Teaching which speaks specifically concerning you?
Wouldn't you zero in on the understanding that you will
eventually comein theperson of the Antichrist asthe messiah
of the Jews and rebuild the Templein Jerusalem? Surely you
would want to suppress that!

Think about it carefully. If you were Satan and you had
no way of knowing exactly when Jesus Christ would return,
but you knew that before He did, you would be cast out of
Heaven with no place to go except into this realm as the
Antichrist, wouldn’t you beworking to successfully orches-
trate your final stand against God? (See Rev. 12:9, and The
AntiChrist or The Advent of Christ and AntiChrist.) Cer-
tainly you could see your deception would depend on the
Church being unableto recognize you and see through your
charade. It seems|logical that you would want Christiansto
completely discard the vital information they had concern-
ing you.

WEell, congratulations! Y ou were successful. That isex-
actly what happened. The Church almost immediately re-
jected the coherent explanation Irenaaus and Hippolytus had
received from the A postle John through Polycarp concerning
how to recognize the Antichrist when he appears—that is,
that he will destroy the rulers of Egypt, Libya, and the Sudan
before rebuilding the Templein Jerusalem and taking his seat
there, pretending to be the messiah of the Jews. That should
comeas no surprise. After Origen’snovel theory of interpre-
tation made Truth amatter of conjecture, “private” interpreta-
tions of the Books of Daniel and Revelation abounded.

Hippolytus, along with the understanding of The Apos-
tolic Teaching hehad, died sometimearound A.D. 235. Less
than forty years later (before A.D. 275), the anonymous
writer or editor of the “Apocaypse of Elijah” offered the
following ridiculous explanation as to how Christians
would be able to recognize the Antichrist:

... the son of lawlessness will appear, saying, “ | amthe
Christ,” although he is not. Don’t believe him! ... He
will multiply hissignsand hiswondersin the presence of
everyone. He will do theworkswhich Christ did, except
for raising thedead alone. Inthisyouwill knowthat heis

Temple and Antichrist

the son of lawlessness, because heisunableto give life.
For behold I will tell you his signs so that you might
know him. Heisa ... skinny-legged young lad, having a
tuft of gray hair at the front of his bald head. His eye-
browswill reachtohisears. Thereisaleprousbare spot
onthefront of hishands. Hewill transformhimselfinthe
presence of those who see him. He will become a young
child. He will become old. He will transform himself in
every sign. But the signs of his head will not be able to
change. Therein you will knowthat heistheson of law-
lessness.

(* The Apocalypse of Elijah,” 3:1-18.

From J.H. Charlesworth, The Old Testament Pseud-
epigrapha, New York: Doubleday, 1983)

Amazingly, the writer of thisbit of fantasy was appar-
ently also aware that the Antichrist would rebuild the Tem-
plein Jerusalem and take his seat there because he expects
the appearance of Elijah and Enoch after the Antichrist “ has
revealed himself in the holy place.” He says:

Then when Elijah and Enoch hear that the shameless
one has revealed himself in the holy place, they will
come down and fight with him ...

(Charlesworth, “ The Apocalypse of Elijah,” 4:7)

Thiswriter’ somission of any overt referenceto there-
building of the Temple in Jerusalem is significant because
we know that, during the third century, Church leaders be-
gan to use the ruins of the Temple as evidence that God had
abandoned the Jews and was now working solely with the
Church. They were arguing (correctly) that the Church was
the continuation of Israel, but their argument depended on
the Templein Jerusalem remaining in ruins. In other words,
if the Templewereever rebuilt, Church leaderswould losea
major pillar intheir argument concerning the Church’ sposi-
tion vis-&-vis the Jews. Conseguently, many Christians be-
gan to argue vehemently that the Temple would never be
rebuilt. By theend of thethird century A.D., theunderstand-
ing that the Antichrist would rebuild the Temple had been
turned completely upside down:

Christiansknew that thefirst temple, the temple of Solo-
mon, had been destroyed but that at a later time it was
rebuilt. The destruction of the second temple, the one
standing during the lifetime of Jesus was, however,
thought to be different. It would never berebuilt; itsde-
struction was permanent.... Not all Christians agreed
on the precise interpretation of the details, ... but most
agreed that Daniel 9 prophesied a permanent cessation
of sacrificial worship in Jerusalem.... The interpreta-
tion of the prophecy in Daniel was confirmed by the
wordsof Jesusin Matthew 24: 1-2. “ Jesus|eft thetemple
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and was going away, when his disciples came to point
out to him the buildings of the temple. But he answered
them, You see all these, do you not? Truly, | say to you,
there will not be left here one stone upon another, that
will not be thrown down.” Thiswarning of Jesus was
taken to be a prophecy that the temple would never be
rebuilt.... By the time that Julian became emperor in
361 ... thisinterpretation of the temple in Jerusalem
was firmly fixed in the Christian consciousness and
handed on to new converts through the catechetical
tradition.... The passage of time, by then almost three
centuries, the ancient word of Daniel, the prophecy of
Jesus, and the spread of Christianity supported the
view that Jerusalem would never again belong to the
Jews and that the temple would never be rebuilt.

(R.L. Wilken, John Chrysostom and the Jews, Berkeley:
University of California, 1983, pp. 137-38)

In A.D. 361, history took adecided turn for the worse,
as far as Christians were concerned—Julian became em-
peror of the Roman Empire. Heruled just over ayear and a
half, but during that time, he published amajor refutation of
Christian doctrine, and set out, in A.D. 363, to personaly
disprove the Christian belief that the Temple in Jerusalem
would never be rebuilt. To do that, he decided to allow the
Jews to return to Jerusalem and rebuild the Temple:

The emperor Julian well understood the significance of
the city of Jerusalemfor Christian piety and the temple
ruins for Christian apologetics. Raised a Christian, he
had heard Christians speak about the templein Jeru-
salem and the prophecies in the Scriptures that the
templein Jerusalemwould never berebuilt. In hisbook
... Julian offered a full-scale refutation of Christianity.
... aclose reading of the fragments of this book shows
that his case against Christianity isintimately linked to
the legitimacy of Judaism.

(Wilken, p. 138)

The Temple was never rebuilt. Work began in the
spring of A.D. 363, but Julian died in battle a few weeks
later and, after hisdeath, the project was dropped. However,
Julian’s actions are enlightening, because more than any
other person in the ancient world, hefit the Early Church’'s
description of the Antichrist. Y et Church leaders of his day
seem completely unaware of that fact. Instead, they were
thoroughly shaken because Julian had threatened their be-
lief that the Templewould never berebuilt. So completewas
their loss of The Apostolic Teaching that:

In the Christian mind, the attempt to rebuild the temple
in Jerusalem was a profound attack on the truth of
Christianity.

(Wilken, p. 130)

These false beliefs were so firmly entrenched in the
Church that in A.D. 386—just 151 years after Hippolytus
died and twenty-three years after Julian’s failed at-

tempt—no less a leader than John Chrysostom himself
stated:

“ Christ built the Church and no oneisableto destroy it;
he destroyed thetempleand nooneisabletorebuildit.”
(John Chrysostom, Jews and Gentiles, 16; 48.835,
FromWilken, p. 131)

Where do you suppose the Church got a doctrine that
was so completely in contradiction to the clear and logical
understanding of the Book of Daniel presented by Irenaaus
and Hippolytus? It originated with none other than that mas-
ter of folly himself, Origen:

And any one who likes may convict this statement of
falsehood, if it be not the case that the whole Jewish na-
tion was overthrown within one single generation after
Jesushad undergonethese sufferingsat their hands. For
forty and two years, | think, after the date of the crucifix-
ion of Jesus, did the destruction of Jerusalemtake place.
Now it has never been recorded since the Jewish nation
began to exist, that they have been expelled for solong a
period from their venerable temple-worship and ser-
vice, and endaved by more powerful nations; for if at
any time they appeared to be abandoned because of
their sins, they were notwithstanding visited (by God),
and returned to their own country, and recovered their
possessions, and performed unhindered the obser-
vances of their law. One fact, then, which proves that
Jesus was something divine and sacred, is this, that
Jews should have suffered on His account now for a
lengthened time calamitiesof such severity. Andwesay
with confidencethat they will never berestoredtotheir
former condition.

(Origen, Against Celsus, Book iv, Chap. xxii)

What apiece of stinking garbage! Origen’ sargumentis
as phony as athree dollar bill. He wrote this (ca. A.D. 248)
shortly after Hippolytus died (ca. A.D. 235). So, if he had
any interest in learning The Apostolic Teaching, he had ac-
cess to what Hippolytus had already written in his Treatise
on Christ and Antichrist. Moreover, Origen had heard
Hippolytus lecturein Romein A.D. 212. But Origen chose
to disregard The Teaching of those who understood The Ap-
ostolic Teaching and come up with his own understanding
of the Scriptures. That was more gratifying to this philoso-
pher’s obviously large and well-massaged ego.

If Origen’ steacher, Clement of Alexandria, had sought
tothoroughly master and teach only The Apostolic Teaching
that Pantaanus taught instead of wandering off into the writ-
ings of Philo of Alexandria, perhaps Origen would not have
been ableto so completely lead the Church astray. Onething
isclear enough, however. The Church wason theright track
when it attempted to convict him of heresy. If Marcion (see
“The Origen of Folly” in thisissue) was, as Polycarp called
him, “the First-born of Satan,” Origen was definitely his
second son. m
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The Voice of Elijah publishes articles based
on the findings of The Elijah Project, a private
research group headed by Larry D. Harper. In
this column we seek answers to general-interest
questions concerning the findings, purpose, and
philosophy of this project.

Editor: Thishasbeen an incredibleyear for all of us
hereat TheVoiceof Elijah. We venot only seen the
publication of threebooks by The Elijah Project and
been abletoread thearticleswritten for thisnewslet-
ter, we've also seen the formation of a group of
Monthly Contributors who are able to read even
more information published every month in The
Voice of Elijah Update. Those Monthly Contribu-
torsarenow, at leastin part, also helping usfinance
a videotape ministry that will allow usto present in-
formation moreeffectively through videotaped semi-
nars. But that’s all still to come. Looking back over
the past year, what one thing would you say wasthe
most significant event for you?

Elijah: That’ sdifficult to say. So many thingshave had
adefinite effect on my understanding of the Scriptures,
my calling, the history of the Jews and of the Church,
etc. At thebeginning of theyear | had only avagueidea
of what God had called me to do. Now | know more
specificaly what | am about. When the year began, |

also had what | thought was amanageabl e task in writ-
ing The Mystery of Scripture. Now I’m trying to stay
afloat in the deluge of information | have to somehow
shoe-horn into that publication. And more information
issurfacing al thetime. Theresearch | did for thisissue
raised al sortsof questions about the Early Church Fa-
thers. | haveto find answersto those questions before |

can finish that book.

ol C Ty T
AL R T

Theyear hasgone by in such ablur that | don’t ac-
tually remember many specific events. But | suppose
oneevent that standsout abovetherest isaletter youre-
ceived from a subscriber sometime in February or
March. As| recall, he asked several questions, includ-
ing something about the Book of Daniel and the feasts
of lsrael. | aso believe he asked the questions because
he sincerely wanted to know. At least that’s the way |
took them. So | set out to incorporate those answers
into articles for April’sissue. Trying to answer those
guestionswas the beginning of what hasproventobea
continuous investigation into the psyche of Satan and
the awesome wisdom of God.

Editor: Whoa! | can see where the information in
The AntiChrist and The Advent of Christ and
AntiChrist would giveyou someinsightinto Satan’s
personality, but you finished those books early this
past summer; so you'’ reobviously referring to some-
thing more than that. What do you mean?

Elijah: It isn't easy for me to explain because | il
don’t fully understand the implicationsof al that | see.
Let meput it thisway. If you think of God asthe source
of al Truth about Himself and Satan asthe source of al
lies, and if you understand just alittle of the Old Testa-
ment Gospel of Jesus Christ hidden in the Hebrew
Scriptures, you can then begin to analyze specific his-
torical eventsintermsof thegoal sand objectives Satan
obvioudly set out to accomplish over the past three to
four millennia. The fascinating thing is how Satan
worked not in terms of hours or days but in terms of
centuries and millennia. If you keep al that in mind,
you can usualy identify one specific individua with
whom some erroneous idea originated. Y ou can then
trace that concept asit was devel oped by agroup of in-
dividuals whom Satan duped into believing aliein or-
der to achieve hisdesired resultslater on. That provides
you absolutely phenomenal insight into Satan’s
method of operation. It’ sjust likethe Apostle Paul said:
Satan disguiseshimself asamessenger of light because
that which is most nearly true is sometimes the most
effective lie. [Editor: 2 Cor. 11:14]




January 1993

15

Editor: In light of things you’ve written for thisis-
sue, you're probably talking about how the Church
lost The Teaching.

Elijah: That's only part of what | see. Theloss of The
Apostolic Teaching isjust onein along series of skir-
mishesthat often broke out into open warfare between
Truth and error. The battle between the two began in
the Garden of Eden with the Truth Eve had and thelies
the Serpent told her. The conflict moved from there out
into theworld with the dispute between Cain and Abel,
and through the Flood with the deliverance of Noah.
Sataninitiated hisliesagain after the Flood, and that re-
sulted in the folly of Ham. (Incidently, there is a lot
moreto that particul ar event than meetstheeye.) Then
God responded with His promise to Abraham and |s-
rael’ s Exodus from Egypt.

The point is, Truth and error have been constantly
at war throughout history, not just in our owntime. Itis
no casua statement that Jesus made when He said, “I
am The Way, and The Truth, and The Life.” [Editor:
John 14:6] Hewasreferring to Himself as the embodi-
ment of The Living Word of God which is, when prop-
erly understood, The Way, The Truth, and The Life.
[Editor: John 1:1-5] The conflict between The Truth of
the Living Word of God and theliesof Satanis, in fact,

the central question with which history is concerned
from Satan’s point of view. Obviously, God has a far
different agenda. Heintendsto save aremnant of man-
kind through their belief in His Truth. But Satan is
more myopic in his approach. His only question is:
Will Truth triumph or will error? He believeserror will
win.

If you look around you, you can seewhy hewould
think that. Lies, haf-truths, and confusion are every-
where. And it has been that way for most of the history
of mankind. But the promise of God to usisthat His
Truthwill ultimately prevail—not just the half-truth on
which Satan thrivesbut pure, unadulterated Truth. That
will be difficult for most in our time to accept. It’ s not
surprising. If you are Satan’ s of fspring—and most to-
day are—haf-truthsare close enough to the Truth. But
then, Satan is the ultimate fool. It's only logica he
would engender fools.

Actualy, | had several specific events other than
the Church’'s loss of The Teaching in mind as well.
There are morethan two thousand years of conflict be-
tween God and Satan that people must understand be-
fore they can fully appreciate why an Early Church
leader named Origen would rush head-long into using
theallegorical method of interpretation first introduced
by the Greek Stoic school of philosophy. It istrue that

what Origen did resulted in the Church’s loss of The
Teaching. But Satan had for centuries carefully crafted
theliesinherent in the various school s of Greek philos-
ophy. Heplanned al along to useat least one of themin
response to any situation that might result from the
coming of Jesus Christ. Then, asthe Book of Daniel re-
veals, heworked, ashe alwayshas, behind the scenesto
influence the course of history so that it turned out to
hisliking. [Editor: Dan. 10:13] Hedid that by working
with specific individualsin the various countries of the
ancient Near East. Y ou have to understand that Satan
has always had some knowledge of what God intends
to do. But he has never had full knowledge. That isbe-
coming more obvious to me with every new insight |

gain into The Teaching of Moses and The Teaching of
the Prophets. However, Satan has never believed that
hisignorance means hisfate is aforegone conclusion.
But | have a hunch he is beginning to sense it is now.

Editor: Why do you say that?

Elijah: I'monly speculating about Satan’ sposition here,
sodon’thold metoit. But Satan hasobvioudy knownall
along God hid the Gospel message concerning Jesus
Chrigt in the Old Testament. He also understood God
had hidden that message in order to mock what the an-
cient Canaanites had done with their own mythological
texts. | mention thosetexts becauseit’ sbeen clear to me
for several years that the Ugaritic—the
Canaanite—mythological texts that archaeologists dis-
covered a Ras Shamra some sixty years ago had anin-
tended meaning that went far beyond the superficial
meaning of the text. |'ve spent countless hours going
over thosetextsand reading the scholarly literature writ-
ten about them, but | could never figure out how the
Canaanites meant their poetic mythology to be under-
stood. I’ ve also known for nearly fifteen yearsthat those
Canaanite textswere playing with some of the sameidi-
omsyou can find in the Old Testament Scriptures—idi-
oms that I'll be explaining to your subscribers and/or
Monthly Contributors over the next severa years. But |
still couldn’t grasp what the Canaanite authors were do-
ing with their poetry until | discovered that the founder
of Greek Stoic philosophy—aman named Zeno—wasa
Phoenician. The significance of that is, Phoenician is
just another way of saying “ Canaanite.”

In my research recently, | found that Zeno and sev-
eral other Phoenician philosophers had migrated to
Athens shortly after Alexander the Great made Greece
the world power of the ancient world. These Phoeni-
cian philosophers preached a prophetic and paradoxi-
cal message in which they advocated that the Greeks
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should interpret the Homeric mythsasallegory. That's
when | realized the Ugaritic mythological texts should
be understood as having some sort of allegorical mean-
ing. These Phoenician philosophers were simply tell-
ing the Greeksto treat the Greek poetic mythology the
sameway the Canaanitesdid theirs. In other words, the
Canaanite priesthood had done much the same thing
with their mythology as John Bunyan did in Pilgrim's
Progressand C. S. Lewisdidin hisPilgrim's Regress.
They had concealed the meaning of their myths about
thegodsin allegory, never intending thetextsto be un-
derstood literally.

Once | saw all that, | realized God had probably
duped Satan into believing alie. It appears that Satan
has assumed all aong that God had somehow hidden
The Mystery of the Old Testament Gospel of Jesus
Christin allegoriesjust asthewriters of Canaanite my-
thology had done. That’s why, over the centuries, Sa-
tan hastried to thoroughly discredit any understanding
of the Old Testament that includeswhat peoplecall “ &l -
legorical interpretation.” Hebegan by working through
Origentointroducetheridicul ousnotion that individu-
als could decipher the Hebrew Scriptures by using an
alegorica methodology.

Over the past century and a half, however, Satan
has been emphasizing to fundamentalist Chris-
tians—that is, those most likely to be True Believ-
ers—that “literal interpretation” isthe only legitimate
method of biblical interpretation. Unfortunately for
him, he has also gone along more or less willingly
while God has worked through various scholars since
the Reformation to establish the validity of a“gram-
matical-historical” methodology. | assume that’s be-
cause he thought the grammatical-historical
methodology would be as useless as a dtrictly litera
methodology in any attempt at understanding the Old
Testament Gospel of Jesus Christ.

In other words, Satan has apparently believed for
nearly twenty-five hundred years that by discrediting
allegorical interpretation he could effectively put the
message of the Old Testament beyond any hope of re-
covery. But hewastaken in because hefailed to under-
stand that much of The Mystery hidden in the Old
Testament isnot sealed in allegory. It’ ssitting right out
infull view, easily accessibleevento thosewhowant to
insist on alitera interpretation of the Old Testament.

Stop and think for just a minute what all that
means. The main reason Satan hasinsisted on alitera
interpretation of the Old Testament isbecause hewants
Christiansto read the prophecies of the Old Testament
and automatically understand every mention of “Is-
rael” as“the Jews.” That's crucia to what he haslong

been planning concerning the rebuilding of the Temple
and the focusing of the worship of God on himself.
[Editor: See The AntiChrist or The Advent of Christand
AntiChrist.]

Now consider this. I’ ve already shown in Not All
Israel Islsradl that, according to what the Apostle Paul
understood, the Jews have been “cut off from Isragl”
and that only Jesus Christ remains as the sole remain-
ing member “in Isragl.” Therefore, Jesus Christ isthe
only “lsrael” that exists today. | showed that using
nothing but an explanation of the idiom “cut off from
Israel” and the literal meaning of the biblical
text—with not much, if any, fancy exegesis. So Satan
hasalready |ost the onething he has been fighting most
desperately to conceal from True Believers: The Jews
who havelived since Jesus Christ was crucified are not
the Corporate Israel mentioned by the Prophets! Jesus
Christ Himself is that “Isragl” because all other Jews
have been “cut off from” Corporate Isragl. Conse-
quently, they stand outside of Corporate Israel, on
equa footing with unregenerate Gentiles, asfar asGod
is concerned.

Satanisinfor someeven moreincrediblelossesin
the days, months, and years to come. For example, it
can also be shown without any special exegetical tech-
nique that, even according to the foolishness of literal
interpretation, the Old Testament contains specific, de-
tailed information concerning the virgin birth of Jesus
Christ asthe Messiah of |srael who would, in Himsdlf,
become*“all Israel.” And most of that informationisn’t
even in the Prophets! It’sin the historical books! And
everyoneknowshistory booksshould be understood as
having literal meaning. That information should, more
than anything else, convince anyone who is honestly
seeking to know the Truth that what | teach istrue.

All this“exegetical” rigamarolethat haslong been
advocated by the best and brightest of Christian theolo-
gians is mostly hocus-pocus anyway. Y ou don’'t have
to be any great exegete to understand the morning
newspaper, so why should you have to do exegetical
cartwheels in order to understand the Hebrew
Scriptures? The only reason theologians have found it
necessary to argue over which special exegetical tech-
nique should be used to interpret the Scripturesis be-
cause the Church lost its understanding of The
Apostolic Teaching.

When theol ogians found they couldn’t recover the
meaning of the Hebrew Scriptures because they had
been sedled, they started debating about which method
of interpretation delivered the best guess. Now that the
seals are being removed, however, the only valid
method for “interpreting” the Hebrew Scriptures isgo-
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ing to be the same method you use for “interpreting”
any other piece of literature: You won't need to do
exegetical handstands to “interpret” it; you will just
read it and understand it, provided you know what it's
talking about. If itishistorical text, youwill read it like
you would any history book. If it's poetry, you will
read it likeyou would read poetry. If it’ s prophecy, you
will read it like you would any other prophetic text.
How that is will become apparent soon enough. Once
you understand the idioms and images they use, the
Prophets don’'t speak ambiguously most of the time.

Sincemuch of the Old Testament isahistorical ac-
count, it only makes sense to begin by reading those
parts first. The only problem with that is the fact that
even the historical text is full of Hebrew idioms and
technical termsthat arerepeated over and over and over
throughout the text, mockingly challenging the reader
to unlock and comprehend their meaning. If you under-
stand the meaning of thoseidiomsand technical terms,
however, you can generally understand what you read.
But if you don’t understand their meaning, you won’t
understand. It’s that smple.

That’ swhy the Early Church Fatherswere so ada-
mant about the understanding of the Old Testament
they knew they had gained from the Apostles. It was
obviousto them they had been instructed accurately as
to themeaning of theHebrew idioms, the parabolicim-
agery, and the various technical terms. It’s also obvi-
ous from what they have written that they were right.
It's even obvious from the Gnostic texts discovered at
Nag Hammadi that some of the heresies making the
roundsin the Early Church were based on asmattering
of the Truth. That’s what made them so threatening to
The Apostolic Teaching. It all goes back to what | said
about Satan masquerading as a messenger of light.

However, I’ vesaid all that just to say that thekey to
understanding the message of the Hebrew Scriptures
doesn'tliein someelaborate theory of exegetical inter-
pretation. It lies in the mind-set of the reader. That's
why Luke says Jesus “opened their minds to under-
stand the Scriptures.” [Editor: Luke 24:45] He super-
naturally gave His Apostles the mind-set they needed
to be able to read the Old Testament with understand-
ing. He didn’'t take the seals off the Scriptures at that
time, however. They have remained sealed with seven
seals, awaiting our owntime. But now, oncethoseseals
have been permanently removed, reading the Hebrew
Scriptures is going to be just like reading any other
piece of technical literature. For example, | doubt seri-
oudly that the average person on the street could pick
up and read an article discussing some arcane aspect of
hypercalcemia or hypokalemia, the two major abnor-

malities associated with a defect in the renal concen-
trating ability of thekidneys. Thereader must first have
abasic understanding of medical terminology and the
subject matter being discussed inthearticle. A special-
ist in kidney research could easily read such an article
and fully understand what he or she read, whereasyou
and | would have difficulty grasping even the genera
concepts.

The sameis going to be true of the Hebrew Scrip-
tures. If you don’t know what the Prophets are talking
about, or you don't understand thetechnical termsthey
used, you certainly won'’t understand what they said. If
you know what they are talking about and you under-
stand the technical terms they used, however, the
meaning of what they wrotewill be obviousto you just
by reading aliteral trandation of the Hebrew text. The
trandation doesn’t even have to be all that precise. A
general trandlation will get the point across well
enough in most cases. That's why Justin Martyr
thought the Greek trand ation heread wasinspired—he
understood what he read.

Also, you won’'t have to be some sort of intellec-
tual giant to understand the Prophets. Look at the
Apostle Peter. He was an uneducated fisherman, but
he understood the message of the Greek Old Testa-
ment. He even wrote a couple of books of the New
Testament inwhich herelatesafew things about what
he understood. Y et some of the statements he made
have confused scholars for centuries. So contrary to
what theologians today would have you believe, you
won't need aPh.D. to qualify to do any “exegesis’ of
the Scriptures. It's not going to be al that compli-
cated. They just think it is because they don’t under-
stand what the Scripturessay. But then | seemtorecall
God promising to make fools of this world’s wise
men. [Editor: He' salludingtolsa. 29:9-14. Seealso 1
Cor. 1:18-21]

Does that make sense? If you have the required
mind-set, youwill beableto read and understand alit-
eral trandation of the Old Testament. If you don’t,
you won't; not because it is sealed, but because you
don’'t know what it’ stalking about. Providing the op-
portunity for True Believersto understand the things
they need to know is part of my ministry: I’'m hereto
“restore the hearts of the sonsto the fathers.” [Editor:
He'salluding to Mal. 4:6 and thefact that the ancients
thought the seat of themind wastheheart.] Only afew
are going to accept what | have to teach, however, so
only afew are going to understand. But from God’'s
point of view thosefew are*the Many” who will have
“insight” in the Last Days. [Editor: He's alluding to
Dan. 12:3, 10.]
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Editor: You've talked about idioms and parabalic
images since the day | first met you over ten years
ago. Can you give us some idea of how the message
of the Old Testament could be hidden so completely
yet still be so easy to understand once you under-
stand the meaning of theidioms?

Elijah: Sure. Anidiomisjust an expression that says
one thing and means something other than what the
words literaly say. The Russian comedian Y akov
Smirnov has made a career out of taking English idi-
omsliterally. For example, he hasjoked about how we
say, “I’'m behind you all theway.” He says something
like, “In Russia we don't like people who are behind
you al theway,” referring to the fact that under com-
munist rule the KGB followed people around.

We have hundreds, if not thousands, of idiomatic
expressions in English. Every language has them. So
even those who insist on literal interpretation would
look likefoolsif they denied ancient Hebrew had them
aswell. It'sclear from just asuperficia reading of the
text that you find idioms used throughout the Hebrew
Scriptures. The only question that remains to be an-
swered is what al those individua idioms mean.
Scholars have worked on them for centuries, trying to
precisely fix their meaning. Sometimesthey have been
successful. Sometimes they haven't.

Y ou can often tell where scholarsdon’t haveaclue
astothemeaning of anidiomsimply becausethey have
trandatedit literally. However, they have donethat oc-
casionally even when an idiom’s meaning is obvious.
Consequently, English-speaking people have been
ableto borrow idiomsfrom the Hebrew Scriptures. For
example, what does it mean to “steal someone's
heart”? Obvioudly that expression can’t be taken liter-
dly. It'sanidiom. In English, wenormally useitinthe
context of aromantic relationship betweenamanand a
woman: “She stole his heart.” In the Hebrew Scrip-
tures, however, it meant to influence someone to be
loyal to you rather than loyal to someoneelse. Y ou can
seethat even though they trandated theidiom literally.
[Editor: 2 Sam. 15:6] Here's another romantic idiom
we use: “He swept her off her feet.” Should that be
takenliterally? Of coursenot. It’ sanidiom. And unless
you understand the meaning of the idiom, you won't
understand what has been said.

Can you imagine the ridiculous understanding
people would have of the things we say and write if
they took every idiom literally? I’ ve been putting to-
gether asilly little story for some time now that strings
several idiomstogether to illustrate the idiocy of any-
onewhowould insist on adtrictly literal interpretation

of theidiomsinany language. Try to taketheidiomsin
the story literally. It goes something like this:

It was obvious to everybody in the small town that
the boy gave the old couple headaches. The two had
banged their heads against the wall for years, con-
stantly walking on eggshells, knowing the boy would hit
theceiling at theleast provocation. They kept hoping he
would eventually get his act together and stand on his
own two feet. Henever did. High school hadn’t been his
cup of tea; so hisheart hadn’t beeninit. He had looked
down his nose at homework. He found it beneath him.

But the problem wasn't just with the boy alone.
Rather than stand their ground, the old couplethrew up
their hands and stuck their heads in the sand. They let
him use the family car. Consequently, he was always
out burning up the road instead of carrying his own
weight. Eventually, he dropped out of school and spent
his days hanging around the pool hall, always looking
for some poor sucker he could fleece. Fortunately for
the old couple, war broke out. When the boy signed up,
they patted themselves on the back and even threw a
party when he left, not so much for him as for
themselves.

Boot camp was hell for the boy, but before long he
thought he knew the ropes. He started going on sick call
every day, trying to get a medical discharge. Hewasn't
pulling the wool over anyone's eyes, however; they
could seeright through him. And it all went in hisfile.
After he shipped out to thefront, he should have seenthe
writing on the wall and realized his goose was cooked,
but he didn’t. Hewas alwaysin thefirst wave to hit the
beach because his commander s had no stomach for his
shenanigans. Sure enough, his number came up. The
poor stiff got out all right—six feet under.

After the boy bought the farm, the old lady immedi-
ately saw dollar signs. Shethought she and the old man
would live on easy street. But the old man had long been
a pack rat, and the leopard wasn’t about to change his
spots. However, the old fellow kicked the bucket not
long afterward, and that left the old woman with more
dough than a bakery. The old man had firmly believed
in term life. Consequently, from her point of view, he
had kicked one big bucket full of cash her way, and she
was determined to live high on the hog. It was all going
to beicing on her cake. After all, she told herself, she
had only put up with the miserly old codger all those
years because society demanded it of her. He had long
been an albatrossaround her neck, but shehad paid her
dues. Consequently, the fox was now in the hen house
and ready for chicken dinner.

The town folk soon saw where the boy had gotten
his lack of common sense. Rather than walking the
straight and narrow, the old woman went wild. She
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started throwing money around like she was crazy.
Maybe she was. If she wasn’t to begin with, she cer-
tainly was later on. She dropped a stitch one day that
caused it all to come unraveled. After that she was
clearly one brick shy of a full load.

The roof caved in after she went looking for some-
thing flashy she could use to tool around town with the
kids. Imagine, a woman her age! Unfortunately, the
dealer saw her coming a mile away, and he sold her a
lemon. It was the most beautiful thing the woman had
ever seen, and she savored the aroma of it, but it was
lemon through and through. It wouldn’t even peel out the
way shethought it should. However, that wasn't the only
flyin the ointment. She often found her self without trans-
portation because her beloved lemon was always in the
shop overnight for this or that. Therefore, she sat home
sipping lemonade, longing to be out painting the town.

When the old woman finally realized she had been
taken to the cleaners, and her lemon wasn’t going to
satisfy her pent-up appetite for the best this life had to
offer, her devastation wastotal. It |eft such abitter taste
in her mouth that she spent the rest of her life shuffling
around muttering something about sour grapes and
rotten apples.

I’ve included colloguia expressions along with
more formal idiomsin this story just to show you that
wedon't restrict ourselvesto speaking literally. There-
fore, we can’t honestly require that of the Prophets
through whom God spoke. Also, | haven't played
around as much as | could have with the various idi-
oms. By contrast, the Prophetsplay around with theidi-
omsof theHebrew Scripturesall thetime. They doit so
much, in fact, that if you don’t understand what they
aredoing, you won't have any ideawhat they are talk-
ing about, much lesswhat they have said. The Prophets
often do more or less what | did with the two idioms
“Kkick the bucket” and “buy alemon”: They play with
theliteral imageassociated with theidiom. Y ou can see
from the story how that could mislead people who
don’t understand the meaning of the Hebrew idiomsin
thefirst place. They could easily belead to believe the
Prophets are talking about a literal “bucket” or
“lemon” when in fact their statements relate to the
meaning of the idiom.

Some of what the Prophets have done would be
amusing except for the hard edge of mockery their
words have for those who aren’t interested in under-
standing the Truth. They knew the fools of thisworld,
not wanting to understand, would have afield day dis-
torting their statements, running off in al directions,
making pious-sounding statements that are ultimately
pure folly. When you begin to understand what the

Prophets have said, however, you can see the seething
wrath of God smoldering in their words. | pity anyone
who understands the Old Testament message because
of what | teach and yet still continues to teach others
what they think the Scriptures say. God does not take
His Truth so lightly. The Word of God is a dou-
ble-edged “Sword” that will eventualy dice the un-
learned to pieces if they use it without understanding
their solemn obligationtofirst learn how to “rightly di-
vide" it. [Editor: He's aluding to Heb. 4:12, Matt.
24:51, and 2 Tim. 2:15]

Another thing your readersneed to know about idi-
omsingenera isthefact that they arequiteoftentiedto
theimagery of someparticular custom. Therefore, their
specific meaning is quickly lost when that custom
ceases to be practiced. Also, idioms sometimes con-
tinueto be used with ameaning that has been expanded
to include similar, but different, circumstances. There
are, for example, threedifferent Englishidiomsthat use
theterm gauntlet: “throw down the gauntlet,” “take up
the gauntlet,” and “run the gauntlet.” | venture to say
most people today don't know the background and
origina meaning of theseidioms. They only know how
they areused today, if they arefamiliar withthemat all.
So you can see how one could easily use any one of the
idioms to speak specifically concerning the original
custom and |eave people wondering what they meant.
That isexactly thetype of thing the Prophets of theOld
Testament have done.

All three of these English idioms were originally
tied to specificimagesrelated to customary practicesof
English-spesking people in past centuries. Yet we
don’t even use the term gauntlet today except in these
idioms and as atechnical term. There are, in fact, two
different original meaningsfor theterm. Onereferstoa
part of a suit of armor worn by knights in medieval
times. The other refers to two rows of men holding
weapons and facing each other. Y ou can see, therefore,
that if your intent was to totally confuse someone, you
could talk about both of thoseimagesat thesametime.

Editor: Wecould go on with thisat somelength, but |
want to ask you the question | mentioned in the July
issue, even though some of our subscribers are not
aware of the specific things you have written re-
cently for The Voice of Elijah Update, things that
have happened almost immediately after they were
published. How do you feel when you see things
cometo passjust theway you’ vewritten or said they
would? Also, how doesit makeyou feel when you see
thelist of thingsyou havesaid would happen keepon
growing?
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Elijah: It doesn’t make me feel much one way or the
other. I'm just giving people my best guess based on
things| haveread inthe Scriptures. | don’'t claimtobea
Prophet predicting current events. I’ ve never spoken or
written any of thosethingsin the name of the Lord, and
I’ ve been wrong often enough. Evenif | had claimedto
be predicting things and they came to pass every time
just asl stated, True Believerswould find that fact to be
totally irrelevant. They are more interested in learning
the Truth of the Word of God. And that Truth has its
own means of confirmation. They don't need me to
provide some external sign to validate it for them.

The Word of God will handle the validation of its
Truth al by itself just as it did in the Early Church.
Contrary to what Satan assumed when he started
spreading his lies among the Greek philosophers
twenty-fivehundred yearsago, God had theconclusion
already worked out and written down. All we' re going
to do now isshow peoplehow they canread it for them-
salves. If they believewhat they hear from me, and then
live according to what they learn from the Word, well
and good. If they don't...? That won't be my fault. |
will have donewhat | was called to do. Pretenders can
and will fend for themselves.

For the benefit of your Monthly Contributors, I've
been stressing in The Voice of Elijah Update that the
understanding | have of God's purpose in these Last
Days relates entirely to the message of the Old Testa-
ment concerning The Way. It isamost unfortunate cir-
cumstance that the Church turned away from The Way
so long ago. But even more unfortunate isthe fact that
thenormal response of True Believerstoday when they
hear what happened isto deny it. Even those who will
admit the evidence indicates it did happen, still won't
accept responsibility for it. They want to attribute
blame only to those individuals who influenced the
Church so that The Apostolic Teaching was lost.

That is also unfortunate, but only because God
does not view the situation as we do. The guilt of the
Early Church wasnot individual; it was corporate. The
entire Church—past, present, and future—became
guilty becausetheleadership of the Church at that point
in time ignored smaller problems until the accumula
tion of those smaller problems made it impossible for
them to respond to the phenomena challenge pre-
sented by the ignorant assertions of Clement of Alex-
andria and Origen. Nobody has that corporate
mentality today. But they are nonethelessqguilty, just as
guilty as those who were directly responsible. To the
minds of all today, the Church is nothing morethan an
eclectic gathering of individuals who get together on
Sunday morning to worship God. The key word in that

statement is “individuals.” Everybody wants to main-
tain their independence, so they have no commonality
with other Believers. The unity of the Church doesn’t
even exist except asliterary fiction. How can it? Those
who worship together don’t al have the same concept
of Who God is, or the same view concerning what He
has done, so how can they even be said to worship the
same God? | have no doubt God will rectify that
situation, at least as far as True Believers are
concerned, before the Return of Jesus Christ.

Before the Early Church lost The Apostolic Teach-
ing, TrueBdieversknew and agreed completely ontheir
knowledge of the God Who is because they understood
and believed the Gospel message the Prophetshidinthe
Hebrew Scriptures. And their belief that there was but
oneTruthto befound there provided themthebasisfor a
unity that goes far beyond any that has existed in the
Church since that time. Consequently, God performed
marvel ousworksamong them because of their unity. By
contrast, many today who have but asmall part of God's
Truth are, | am sure, already being taken in by thelying
signs and wonders of Satan as he prepares them for his
appearance. [Editor: He's dluding to 2 Thess. 2:9]
Therefore, God must restore The Teaching asthe basis
for the Church’ sunity of belief before He beginswork-
ing to restore the commitment of love and respect that
True Believers should have for one another. It may be
difficult to imagine that God could accomplish such a
work in these days. Nonetheless, | have no doubt that
TrueBelieverswill once again be ableto statewith con-
fidence that they do indeed:

walk in a manner worthy of the calling with which
you have been called, with all humility and gentle-
ness, with patience, showing forebearance to one
ancther in love, being diligent to preserve the
unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace.
(Ephesians 4:1b-3)

How can | be so certain? That’ s easy. The Apostle
Paul goes on to tell you:

{Thereis} one body and one Spirit, just asalso you
were called in one hope of your calling; one Lord,
one faith, one baptism, one God and Father of all
who is over all and through all and in all. But to
each one of us grace was given according to the
measure of Christ’s gift.

(Ephesians 4:4-7)

TrueBeélieversareindividuass, but “ grace hasbeen
given” to each one so that, as Paul goes on to say, we
canal:
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attain to the unity of the faith, and of the knowl -
edge of the Son of God, to a mature man, to the

measur e of the stature which belongs to the full-
ness of Christ.

(Ephesians 4:13b)

But rather for hearing the words of the LORD.

And people will stagger from sea to sea,

And from the north even to the east;

They will go to and fro to seek the word of the
LORD,

But they will not find {it}.”

That spiritual growth is possible only through an
» J P Y 9 (Amos 8:11-12)

understanding of the Old Testament Gospel message
that alone provides us the true “knowledge of the Son The only appropriate response for those who are
of God,” the OneWho said Hewas*“TheWay, and The ' TrueBelieverstoday isto pray as Daniel prayed, freely
Truth, and The Life.” Despite the best that Satan can  acknowledging that we have not, as the corporate re-
bring against it, The Way is going to be restored. And  pository of God's Spirit:

anyonewho wantsto “wak in TheWay” will beableto
do so. But whoever rgjectsit has thereby rejected The
Truth and will never experiencethefulnessof TheLife
that God has to offer. | redlize that first step isa giant
step, but look at it logically: Anyonewho isunwilling
to admit the Church departed from The Way will have “The Many” will do just that. And before long,

NO reason to return to it. _ those True Believers who repent as God requires will
There' sacertain amount of corporate-mindedness  come to understand and experience what the Prophet

that’ s necessary beforeanyonewill bewillingtoadmit  1oseq spoke parabolically about our own time:
they, asanindividual, shareinthe corporate guilt of the

Church. Yet without that admission of guilt, one can
never return in humility, with a whole heart, to The
Way of theLord. That’ swhy it’ sobviousthat only True
Believers will return to the Lord. Pretenders will be
more interested in maintaining their individuality, fol-
lowing their own “way,” finding their own “truth.”
They don't understand that Jesus Christ died to deliver
us from that futility. The Prophet Isaiah stated it
succinctly:

“ obeyed the voice of the LORD our God, towalk in
Histeachingswhich He set beforeusthrough his
servants the prophets.”

(Daniel 9:10b)

“ Come, let usreturn to the LORD.
For He has torn {us}, but He will heal us;
He has wounded {us}, but He will bandage us.
He will revive us after two days;
He will raise us up on the third day
That we may live before Him.
So let us know,

let us press on to know the LORD.
Hisgoing forth is as certain asthe dawn;
And Hewill cometo usliketherain,
Like the spring rain watering the earth.”
(Hosea 6:1-3)

Just tell your readersto think parabolically. Elijah
brought the rain that ended the famine in the days of
Jezebel, the whore who seduced the sons of Isradl to
worship gods of their own imagination in his day, be-
fore he fled to the Mountain of God. Parabolically
speaking, it will beso again. And although it will takea
while to prepare it al, ambrosia will again grace the
“table” of the Lord that is being prepared so the Be-
loved of theLord can“ dine”’ in the presence of her ene-
mies. [Editor: He's aluding to Psalm 23:5 and
Deuteronomy 32:13.] Just tell them to remember Lot's
wife, [Editor: He's alluding to Luke 17:32.] And re-
mind them that once they start to flee from that great
city—the “whore’—to the Mountain of God, not to
look back. There's nothing worth remembering in

All of uslike sheep have gone astray,

Each of us hasturned to his own way;

But the LORD has caused the iniquity of us all
To fall on Him.

(Isaiah 53:6)

| saiah wrote those words some twenty-seven hun-
dred years ago concerning the waywardness of Isragl,
the Corporate Son of God, inhisown day. Y et they ap-
ply equally as well to the Church, the Body of Chrigt,
the Corporate Son of God in our own day. We are no
different from them. We turned aside from The Way
just asthey did. In our case, however, God refused to
send His Prophets to restore The Way because of His
anger. Instead, He did just as Amos, speaking para-
bolically, said He would:

“ Behold, days are coming,”
declaresthe Lord GoD,

“When | will send afamine on theland,
Not a famine for bread or a thirst for water,

Sodom. [Editor: He' s alluding to the symbolism men-
tioned in Revelation 11:8.] m




22

January 1993

Origen

From Page 1

One of the first and most renowned
Greek philosophers to become a Chris-
tian was Justin Martyr (ca. A.D.
100-165). To hiscredit, however, Justin
appears to have submitted himself to the
leadership of the Church and to have set
about the task of learning The Apostolic
Teaching from them. From hiswritings,
it seemshedid afairly commendablejob
of it, even though one can still find in his
writings traces of doctrine more charac-
teristic of Greek Middle Platonic and
Stoic philosophy than of The Teaching.

Justin Martyr’s stature in the Early
Church is amply demonstrated by the
fact that both Irensaus and Tertullian
(who detested philosophy) borrowed
from his works. Justin’s one obvious
mistake, if indeed one could call it that,
was to use his former training in the
philosophical artsasatool for defending
Christian beliefsagainst thosein theedu-
cated ruling classwho considered Chris-
tianity more barbaric than Greek and
Roman religions. But a more important
result of his work appears to have been
the establishment of philosophical train-
ing as a legitimate pursuit of Christian
leaders.

Justin Martyr's most well-known
work is his treatise Against Trypho (ca.
A.D. 153). Church historians normally
giveit low marks as an apol ogetic work,
however, in part because he does not ex-
plain his exegetical methodology. They
fail to understand he had none. For
Justin, the Scriptures were to be under-

“Well over a hundred
and fifty years after
Jesus Christ revealed
the meaning of the
Hebrew Scripturesto
His Apostles,
the leaders of the
orthodox Church till
had no clearly defined
exegetical principles.”

stood as they were explained by Church
leaders who had been trained in The Ap-
ostolic Teaching, not interpreted accord-
ing to some interpretive methodol ogy.

The Smoking Gun

Pantaanus (A.D. 1307-2007?) was
one of the next philosophers to take up
the mantle as resident Church philoso-
pher after the execution of Justin Martyr
inA.D. 165. Sometimearound A.D. 185,
Pantaenus established a catechetical
school in Alexandria, Egypt. That school
became considerably morereputable un-
der the leadership of one of his pupils,
Clement of Alexandria (ca. A.D.
150-215). Consequently, by A.D. 200,
Clement was hard at work training other
Christiansin “ Christian philosophy.”

Like Justin Martyr before him,
Clement left us his own apol ogetic work
(Stromateis) in which he had attempted
to make Christianity more acceptable to
the educated people of his day. Therea
significance of hiswork, however, isthat
init he setsforth an exegetical methodol-
ogy others could use for interpreting the
Hebrew Scriptures.

No Church leader before Clement
had ever sought to explain theinterpreta-
tive methodology whereby they gained
their understanding of the parables of
Scripture. Church historians do not fully
appreciate the fact that they had no
exegetical methodology because they
were not interpreting Scripture. Some
scholars can even seethat perhaps Clem-
ent wasnot trying tointerpret Scripture:

It was Clement of Alexandria, how-
ever, who first among Christians un-
dertook to justify and explain the
meaning of the allegorical method.
And yet his thought is hardly ever
systematic. He is not attempting to
construct a theological systemin the
light of his interpretation of scrip-
ture, but simply to use scripturetoil-
lustrate his already formed thought.
He had apparently come to Chris-
tianity through teaching which he
accepted without much question.
Andwhen hetriestofind thisteach-
ing expressed in the words of scrip-
turehebeginsto develop a theory of
the symbolism of the Bible. He be-

lieves that all scripture speaks in a
mysterious language of symbols ...
(Grant & Tracy, p. 55)

That’ sinteresting, isn't it? Clement
may not have been trying to defend his
own method of interpreting the Hebrew
Scripturesat all. He perhaps only wanted
to validate the understanding of the He-
brew Scriptures he had learned in the
Church by appealing to an already estab-
lished allegorical methodology.

However that may be, hiswork tells
us that well over a hundred and fifty
years after Jesus Christ reveadled the
meaning of the Hebrew Scripturesto His
Apostles, the leaders of the orthodox
Church still had no clearly defined
exegetical principles. That’s because
they were not doing their own interpreta-
tion of the Scriptures. Their task, asthey
clearly explainin their writings, was the
accurate transmission of The Apostolic
Teaching. (See“Did YouMean That Lit-
eraly?’ inthisissue.)

* Clement borrowed
freely from the works
of a Jewish
philosopher who had
been a contemporary
of Jesus Christ.”

Guess where Clement got the alle-
gorical methodology he used? From the
Jews! That'slogical, isn’'tit?If thelead-
ers of the Church had no exegetical
methodology of their own, Clement
would have had to go looking or else
construct his own. Who outside the
Church would have aready developed
an exegetical methodology that could be
used for interpreting the Old Testament?
The Jews, of course. They had been in-
terpreting the Hebrew Scriptures for
themselves ever since they lost their un-
derstanding of The Teaching at the time
of Antiochus Epiphanes some 350 years
previously. (See “Questions & An-
swers,” The Voice of Elijah, April
1992.)

To make his point concerning the
logic he found in The Apostolic Teach-
ing, Clement borrowed freely from the
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“ Clement understood the message of Scriptureincluded allegory,
and the Jews of his day were not particularly keen on the
allegorical interpretation of the Hebrew Scriptures.”

works of a Jewish philosopher who had
been a contemporary of Jesus
Christ—Philo of Alexandria (ca. 30
B.C.—A.D. 40). We know Clement bor-
rowed Philo’s methodology because he
often included lengthy passages from
Philo’ sworksinwhich he changed little,
if anything at al:

The fact that Clement, particularly in
the Stromateis, is dependent on Philo,
was established ... and has been re-
confirmed by many modern studies.

(A. Van den Hoek, Clement of Alex-
andria and His Use of Philo in the
Stromateis, Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1988)

“For well over a
century after the death
of the Apostles, Early
Church leaders
understood that,
accordingto The
Apostolic Teaching,
the Church, not the
Jews, islsrael.”

Clement didn’t obtain his under-
standing of the Old Testament message
by using the exegetical methodology of
Philo. As he explains, he learned that
from Pantamus, whom he respected and
admired. However, he apparently tried
to validate his understanding of The Ap-
ostolic Teaching by laying out a consis-
tent alegorical methodology to show
how the Church could have attained its
understanding of the parables of Scrip-
ture. Even in that attempt we know he
adopted Philo’ s exegetical methodol ogy
and, it seems, someof Philo’ sinterpreta-
tions aswell. That was a mistake.

Why do you think Clement found it
necessary to borrow an allegorical meth-
odology from a Jewish exegete who had
lived in an earlier era? Why didn’'t he

borrow the exegetical methodology of
the Jewsof hisowntime?Why? Because
Clement understood the message of
Scripture included allegory, and the
Jews of his day were not particularly
keen on the allegorical interpretation of
the Hebrew Scriptures.

The Jews favored aliteral interpre-
tation of the Old Testament. That’s not
surprising. Church leaders had been ar-
guing for more than a century and a half
that, according to The Apostolic Teach-
ing, the Church was allegorically (para-
bolically) the true Israel.

That is significant. For well over a
century after the death of the Apostles,
Early Church leaders understood that,
accordingto The Apostolic Teaching, the
Church, not the Jews, is Israel. Further-
more, for over sixteen centuries after
that, the Church continued to believe the
Church, not the Jews, was the chosen
People of God. Doesn’'t that make you
wonder how and when some cameby the
lie that the Jews are the continuation of
Israel? It happened just over a hundred
years ago. Now, isn't that interesting?
You'd never suspect that was so to hear
themtell it. But Satan hasalwayshad his
agents. Orisn'titlying when peoplewho
don't know pretend they do and say
things with no concern for whether or
not they have ever been part of the his-
toric doctrines of Christianity?

The Jewish view is understandable.
They could hardly be expected to appeal
toany methodol ogy that could beused to
prove they were not the legitimate con-
tinuation of Israel. That’sjust one of the
reasons why Clement had to go back to
thewritings of aJewish philosopher who
had written well over a century before.

Another reason is that the Early
Church’s understanding of the Scrip-
tures was, at least in part, parabolic.
Since aparableisjust aspecific form of
alegory (see “They’ve Put God in a
Box! (Or So They Think)” in thisissue),
Clement appealed to Philo’s method of
interpretation becauseit was allegorical.
That is aso significant. If you want to
understand the parables of Scripture,

you have to think in terms of the types
and symbols that are widely recognized
as an integral part of allegory. (See
“They'vePut GodinaBox! (Or So They
Think)” in thisissue.)

During Clement’s tenure at the
catechetical school in Alexandria, hehad
the good fortune (or misfor-
tune—Church leaders read it both ways
later on) to train a bright young student
named Origen (ca. A.D. 185-254), astu-
dent who eventually replaced him asthe
school’ s teacher. That was unfortunate.
Clement wanted to show how The Apos-
tolic Teaching could have been gained
from the Scriptures using the exegetical
methodol ogy of Philo. Origen had much
greater ambitions.

Origen freely used the alegorical
methodology he learned from Clement
to interpret the Old Testament message
for himself. He only felt compelled to
abideby the expectation that histeaching
remain within the limits of the abbrevi-
ated“ruleof faith” the Church had devel -
oped as asafeguard against heresy. That
left him plenty of room to interpret the
Scriptures as he saw fit. And interpret he
did. In fact, he opened the floodgates of
speculation so wide that, over the next
century and ahalf, the Church lost all but
a bare minimum of its understanding of
The Apostolic Teaching. (See “Temple
and Antichrist” in thisissue.)

Atthesametimethat Clement of Al-
exandria was using philosophy to fuel
the rocket and prepare the launchpad for
the Church’sall but instantaneous depar-
ture from The Apostolic Teaching, his

“Origen freely used
the allegorical
methodology he
learned from Clement
to interpret the Old
Testament message for
himself.”
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“Theologians slight the writings of those who understood at least some of
The Apostolic Teaching and latch on to the writings of a man
who pulled ideas out of thin air!”

contemporary Tertullian and other
Church leaders were warning al who
would listen about the dangers inherent
in appropriating anything that philoso-
phy had to offer. Fighting desperately to
preserve the Truth, Tertullian and his
brethren were instead looking strictly to
The Apostolic Teaching for their under-
standing of the Old Testament:

Tertullian set forth orthodoxy asthe
norm of the interpretation of scrip-
turein the period before Origen be-
came prominent.... Tertullian
detested philosophy and regarded it
asthemother of heresy. The authori-
tative inter pretation of scripturewas
intended to bypass the questions of
philosophical interpreters.

(Grant & Tracy, p. 77)

You can see even in this quote the
bias of the authors. They approve of the
exegetical practices that Christian phi-
losophers introduced into the Church.
Consequently, they cannot understand
why Tertullian and his fellow Believers
had no interest in interpreting the Scrip-
tures for themselves. They also fail to
understand the havoc Origen wreaked by
undermining the very foundation of the
unity of the orthodox Church.

Tertullian and his kindred brethren
must have recognized they werefighting
alosing bettlein their effortsto preserve
the existence of The Apostolic Teaching
in the Church. That may well have con-
tributed to Tertullian's decision to quit
the Church in A.D. 207 and join the
Montanist Christians, perhaps believing
themto be abetter repository for The Ap-
ostolic Teaching heknew andloved. We
probably will never know.

We do know, however, that Origen
ignored the anti-philosophy wing of the
Church andtheir loudly voiced warnings
concerning the dangers of dabbling in
Greek philosophy. He continued on his
way undeterred. Unbeknownst to him,
however, he unleashed the Baskerville
hounds of Christendom. With poeticjus-
tice, the Church (mostly for the wrong

reasons) later sought to have him posthu-
mously tried on charges of heresy.
When the leaders of the Church ac-
cepted Origen’s assertion that he knew
of an exegetical methodology whereby
individual Church leaders could inter-
pret the meaning of the Scriptures for
themselves, it sounded the death knell
for the concept of one Truth in Scripture
that had for nearly two hundred yearsre-
mained inherent in The Apostolic Teach-
ing. It also, amost overnight, destroyed
the doctrinal unity that Justin Martyr,
Irenaeus, and Tertullian had so highly
touted as aprimary evidence that the ap-
ostolic churches still understood the
Truth Jesus Christ had revealed to His

“Scholars still don’t
understand
that Origen opened
Pandora’ s box.”

Apostles. Itisno wonder the Church has
been plagued by schism and doctrinal
controversy. Y et scholars still don’t un-
derstand that Origen opened Pandora's
box. Notice how the author of the fol-
lowing quote gives him his unqualified
approval:

Origen’shiblical writingshad anim-
mense impact on later theology....
Searchingthebiblical textsfor clues
totheir higher spiritual meaning be-
came the normative task of the
Christian exegete, and with thistask
cametheappropriation of thefull ar-
senal of Hellenistic allegorical tech-
niques: the philological study of
words and phrases, etymology, nu-
merology, figuration, natural sym-
bolism, etc. One may deplore the
“loss of spontaneity” . . . which this
new emphasis entailed. Neverthe-
less, Origen paved the road for
Christian hermeneuticsasa profes-
sional and scientific enterprisefully
in tunewith the scholarly standards

of his time. This was no small
achievement. His successors built
upon the foundations which he had
laid ...

(Froehlich, p.18)

Foundations? What ajoke! Hiswas
afoundation built on sand! [Editor: He's
aluding to Jesus' parable about the
housesbuilt onrock and sand—M atthew
7:24-27.] It' slittlewonder that Christian
|eaders soon saw their primary responsi-
bility to be the interpretation of the
Scriptures rather than the transmission
of The Apostolic Teaching. All too soon
opinionated individuals everywhere felt
fully qualified to put their own interpre-
tation of the Scriptures above the rem-
nants of The Apostolic Teaching that can
still befound in theworks of Justin Mar-
tyr, Irenseus, Tertullian, and even
Origen’s contemporaries—Hippolytus,
the disciple of Irensaus (see The Advent
of Christ and AntiChrist or The
AntiChrist), and Cyprian, the disciple of
Tertullian. Their disregard for the under-
standing these men had remains with us
still today.

True to the muddled thinking so
characteristic of sinful humanity, the
writings of Origen are now widely
praised as being more “scholarly” than
the writings of those who came before
him in the Church. Can you believe it?
Theologians slight the writings of those
who understood at least some of The Ap-
ostolic Teaching and latch on to thewrit-
ings of a man who pulled ideas out of
thin air! But that’s understandable. He's
one of their own.

Literal | nterpretation?
You're Kidding!

If Early Church leaders until the
time of Origen believed the Old Testa-
ment should, at least in part, be under-
stood allegorically, what was their view
of those who interpreted the Scriptures
by astrictly literal method? It wasamost
vehement rejection. That was so, how-
ever, not because the exegetical method-




January 1993

25

ology stressed literal interpretation, but
because it involved interpretation. The
Early Churchleadersrejected allegorical
interpretation of Scripture aswell, again
not because it was allegorical, but be-
cause it had been gained by someone’s
“private” interpretation (2 Pet. 1:20).
Their own understanding of Scripture
wasthat some passages had literal mean-
ing and others had parabolic meaning.
Furthermore, they forthrightly claimed
they had gotten that literal/parabolic un-
derstanding of the message of the Scrip-
tures from the Apostles.

The first Christian exegete to use a
gtrictly literal methodology in his own
interpretation of the Old Testament
Scriptures was the (soon-to-be) heretic
Marcion (A.D. 1007-1707?) sometime
around A.D. 140. He was charged with
teaching heresy and excommunicated
from the orthodox Churchin A.D. 144.

Marcionimmediately formed a sep-
arate “ Church” based strictly on the be-
lief that Paul was the only legitimate
Apostle. (See “Did the Gnostics Really
Know?’" The Voice of Elijah, October
1991.) Marcion's choice of the literal
method of interpretation appearsto have
been prompted primarily by hisaversion
to the allegorical understanding of the
Old Testament voiced by the orthodox
Church leadership. That also confirms
for usthat the Early Church had an alle-
gorical understanding of the Scriptures
in histime:

Marcion not only rejected the Old
Testament as a Christian book; he
insisted on a literal interpretation of
itinorder to emphasizeitscrudity. It
was not a Christian book, and in his
opinion no allegorical exegesis
could make it one.

(Grant & Tracy, p. 43)

Marcion’s exegetical methodology
does not legitimately represent those

“The earliest
orthodox advocates of
a literal interpretation

of the Scriptures
appeared in the late
fourth century.”

Christian theologianswho in later centu-
ries favored a more literal methodology
to counter the disastrous effects of
Origen’s allegorical methodology.
However, the grounds on which the
Church regjected Marcion’ smethod of in-
terpretation certainly does not bode well
for them. The Early Church rejected
Marcion’s literal interpretation of the
Scriptures not because it was literal, but
becauseit washisown personal interpre-
tation. How do you think those Early
Church leaders would feel if they knew
the Church has been out flapping in the
breeze for centuries because of Origen’s
folly?

Y ou can get someideaof Marcion's
standing in the eyes of the Early Church
from the moniker given him by Polycarp
(A.D. 70/82—-156/168), the godly patri-

“Thefirst Christian
exegetetouse a
strictly literal
methodology in his
own interpretation of
the Old Testament
Scriptures was the
(soon-to-be) heretic
Marcion.”

arch of the Church at Smyrna. Polycarp
called Marcion the “firstborn of Satan.”
(See addendums to “The Letter of the
Smyrnaeans’ in The Advent of Christ and
AntiChrist, p. 28.) That was because, by
interpreting the Scriptures for himself
rather than teaching The Apostolic
Teaching, he was introducing heresy
into the Church. What do you suppose
Polycarp would have called Origen had
he known what Origen accomplished?
And what would he have thought of the
ridiculous ideas being touted in the
Church today with total disregard for
whether or not they have ever been part
of historic Christian beliefs?

The earliest orthodox advocatesof a
literal interpretation of the Scriptures ap-
peared in the late fourth century—only
after Origen opened the doors of the
Church to individual interpretation of
Scripture. Theseliteralistswere, withthe

“Origen ignored
the anti-philosophy
wing of the Church

and their loudly

voiced warnings
concerning the
dangers of dabbling
in Greek
philosophy.”

exception of the erudite scholar Jerome
(ca. A.D. 347-420), adherents of the
Antiochene school of interpretation.
They seem to have favored a literal
method of interpretation, at least in part,
asaway to correct some of the obviously
fantastic interpretations that were di-
rectly attributable to the allegorical
methodology of Origen:

There can be little doubt that the
hermeneutical theories of the
Antiochene school were aimed at the
excesses of Alexandrian spiritualism.
Careful textual criticism, philological
and historical studies, and the culti-
vation of classical rhetoric had been
the hallmark of the pagan schoolsin
the city. Christian exegetes followed
in the same path. Modern biblical
scholars have sometimes praised the
sober attention given to the literal
sense by the Antiochene exegetesasa
model for today.

(Froehlich, p. 20)

Isn't that disgusting? Just as Clem-
ent of Alexandria and Origen had so
many yearsbefore, these Church leaders
got their interpretive methodology from
Greek philosophers. Consequently, it
was not a strictly literal methodology.
They did admit to a higher sense in
Scripture (theoria) which they were
never able to completely differentiate
from the allegorical sense (allegoria)
stressed by Origen. However, it is also
clear these Church leaders were moved
inthe direction of amore literal method-
ology by thelarge and influential Jewish
population centered in and around
Antioch:
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“ After Origen introduced his allegorical methodology, some of the
interpretations Christian leaders offered for the Hebrew
Scriptures tended to be more fantastic than realistic.”

The earliest Antiochene exegesis
which we possess, an interpretation
of Genesis by Theophilus of Antioch,
islargely derived from Jewish teach-
ers.

(Grant & Tracy, p. 63)

Even Jerome (ca. A.D. 347-420),
“the ablest scholar that the ancient West-
ern Church could boast” (W. Walker, A
History of the Christian Church, New
York: C. Scribner’s Sons, 1970, p. 158),
was convinced by his Jewish teachers
that he should reject the allegorical
methodology of Origen and take up the
literalist approach of the Jews. Note that
the bias of the author in the following
quote is toward literal interpretation:

Under the influence of his Jewish
teachers Jerome turned from
allegorization to an increasing re-
spect for theliteral meaning of scrip-
ture. Anditislikelythat wherever the
influence of the synagogue was felt
by the church the interpretation of
scripture had a tendency toward lit-
eralism.

(Grant & Tracy, p. 63)

Jerome’ smost lasting impact on the
Church proved to be his insistence that
the Old Testament was to be interpreted
literally. It should be noted here, how-
ever, that Jerome’'s contemporary and
the favorite Father of the Protestant Re-
formers—St. Augustine—remained
firmly in the allegorical camp:

Only when he discovered the alle-
gorical method of interpreting the
Old Testament was he able to be-
come a Christian.

(Grant & Tracy, p. 78)

Over the next eight hundred years
the literal method of interpretation had
minimal influence on the Church:

Themost important and characteris-
tic method of biblical interpretation
...wasnot literal but allegorical. In

the late patristic period and in the
Middle Ages, a system of
allegorization was developed ac-
cording to which four meaningswere
to besought in every text. Sometimes
there were as many as seven, but the
more normal number of senses was
four.

(Grant & Tracy, p. 85)

Y ou can see from this how, without
the understanding provided by The Ap-
ostolic Teaching, allegorical interpreta-
tion could alow lies and half-truths to
run rampant in the Church. That is ex-
actly what the Antiochene literalists re-
acted against. After Origen introduced
hisallegorical methodology, some of the
interpretations Christian leaders offered
for the Hebrew Scriptures tended to be
morefantastic thanrealistic. It' snowon-
der the learned scholar Jerome opted for
aliteral methodology aswell.

“ Although the
allegorical method of
Interpretation
prevailed in the
Church, from timeto
timetherewasa
resurgence of the
literal method,
primarily when
Jewish influence was
brought to bear.”

Although the allegorical method of
interpretation prevailed in the Church,
from timeto time there was aresurgence
of the literal method, primarily when
Jewish influence was brought to bear on
oneindividua or the other:

in the twelfth century there was some
emphasisin Jewish and Chrigtian exe-

gesison the historical sense of the Old
Testament. This emphasis ... perme-
ates the work of Andrew of S. Victor.
He constantly stresses the importance
of the historical sense of scripture as
his Jewish contemporaries have un-
dergtoodit.... Attimes Andrew’ sinter-
estin Jewishinterpretationsled himto
disregard the exposition of his Chris-
tian predecessors.

(Grant & Tracy, p. 84)

What asad state of affairs! Not only
did the Church turn away from and even-
tually abandon The Teaching Jesus had
revealed to His Apostles, but they also
turned again and again to the very reli-
gion whose understanding of the He-
brew Scriptures Jesus had rejected as
nothing more than a “tradition” of men!
(See the quotation of Mark 7:5-13 in
“Did You Mean That Literally?’ in this
issue.) However, the Church’ simbecilic
trips to the broken cistern hewn out by
the Jews didn’t stop there. [Editor: He's
aluding to Jer. 2:12-13.] They are still
occurring in our own time.

The tendency of Christian scholars
sincethe loss of The Apostolic Teaching
has always been a willingness to appro-
priate Jewish methods of interpretation
and accept the Jewish understanding of
the Hebrew Scripturesto legitimizetheir
own methodology and interpretation.
Their actions are little more than a tacit
admission that they believe the Church
lost its own understanding of Scripture.

After all, they have reasoned, the
Jewsmust have held onto abetter under-
standing of the Old Testament than the
Church did. Little do they realize the
Jews have retained even less of The
Teaching they were given than Chris-
tians have. At least the Church still un-
derstands Jesus Christ is the Messiah of
Israel predicted by the Prophets. The
Jewsarestill expecting another messiah!

Finally, a somewhat modified ver-
sion of the literal method of interpreta-
tion found a most able proponent in the
scholastic, Thomas Aquinas
(1225-1274). Although Aquinas had no
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inkling as to how the message of Scrip-
ture had been hidden in parables, his
view regarding the meaning of Scripture
is not far removed from that of Justin
Martyr, Irenaaus, and Tertullian.

Aquinasbelieved therewasafunda-
mental literal sense to Scripture on
which one could base an allegorical
sense, atypological sense, and aspiritual
sense. By contrast, the Early Church Fa-
therswould and did insist that a particu-
lar passage of Scripture has but one
meaning, either literal or parabolic.
(See, for exampl e, Irenaaus, Against Her -
esies, 33:4; The Advent of Christ and
AntiChrigt, p. 94 ff.)

It had takenthe Church just over one
thousand years of “walking” in its own
“ways’ beforeit wasfinally abletoreign
intheludicrousallegorical methodology
first introduced to the Church by Clem-
ent of Alexandria. Of Aquinas’ monu-
mental work, Summa Theologica, it can
be said with some relief:

Thismarkstheology’ s declaration of
independence from the allegorical
method.

(Grant & Tracy, p. 90)

The Truth is, it hardly mattered.
Whether oneused anallegorical or literal
method of interpretation, the meaning of
Scripture would remain sealed to even
the most inquiring minds until the time
came for the seven seals of Scripture to
be removed. (See “Did Jesus Leave a
Will?' TheVoiceof Elijah, July 1991.)

“It had taken the
Church just over one
thousand years of
‘walking’ in itsown
‘ways’ beforeit was
finally abletoreign in
the ludicrous
allegorical
methodology first
introduced to the
Church by Clement of
Alexandria.”

Jesus had given the Apostles The
Apostolic Teaching through revelation
because the meaning of the Hebrew
Scriptures had been sealed. (See The
Mystery of Scripture.) But the Church
had long since turned away from its un-
derstanding of The Apostolic Teaching.
Consequently, that Teaching could only
be restored by one to whom God chose
to givethe samerevelation He had given
the Apostles, or else (asishow the case)
by the removal of the seals so the Scrip-
tures could be read like any other book.
That solemn reality would not change
even after the leaders of the Protestant
Reformation recovered a smattering of
the Truth of The Apostolic Teaching by
reading thewritingsof St. Augustineand
the New Testament. As you may recall,
the New Testament Scriptures were
never sealed (Rev. 22:10).

Since the Reformation

The Protestant Reformers’ view re-
garding the interpretation of Scripture
was aforegone conclusion. They needed
the Scriptures as a final authority—an
authority higher than that of the Popeand
the Roman Catholic Church. Hence,
they saw the need for asomewhat literal,
rather than the usual allegorical, under-
standing of Scripture:

The church was not to be the arbiter
of themeaning of scripture, for scrip-
ture, the word of God, was the
church’s judge. Naturally the re-
formersinsisted on an historical, lit-
eral, grammatical understanding of
the Bible asthey cameto believe that
a new authority must be set up to op-
pose the authority of the church.
(Grant & Tracy, p. 92-3)

Herewebeginto seetheoriginal ba-
sisfor thetheory of literal interpretation.
The theory originated in a desire to ex-
clude allegorical meaning from the
Scriptural message. And it is precisely
on that point that one can show the the-
ory ultimately flounders. If God has spo-
ken in the Scriptures (and indeed He
has), and if we can ourselves write ale-
gorical compositions, we cannot say
God would not also choose to speak in
allegories (or parables) through His
Prophets without some specific Scrip-

“ Aquinas believed
therewas a
fundamental literal
senseto Scripture on
which one could base
an allegorical sense, a
typological sense, and
a spiritual sense.”

tural statement to that effect. [See
“They'vePut GodinaBox! (Or So They
Think)” in thisissue and The Mystery of
Scripture.] In fact, we find exactly the
opposite clearly stated in Scripture:

| have also spoken to the prophets,

And | gave numerous visions,

And through the prophets| gave
parables.

(Hosea 12:10)

Furthermore, thetotal absence of al-
legorical meaning is not how &l the Re-
formers viewed Scripture:

After 1517, when Luther definitely
broke with the Roman church, he
ceased to make use of allegorization,
and insisted on the necessity of “ one
simplesolid sense” for the arming of
theologians against Satan. He ad-
mits the existence of allegories in
scripture, but they are to be found
only where the various authors
intended them.

(Grant & Tracy, p. 94)

Sofor Luther at least, the problem of
how to interpret the Scriptures centered
on determining whether the original au-
thor intended hiswordsto be understood
literaly or allegorically (parabolically).
That is afar different thing than saying
the Old Testament can only be inter-
preted literally.

In the centuries since the Protestant
Reformation, however, biblical interpre-
tation has come along way. The rise of
Rationalism saw an even greater empha-
sison the need to determine the intent of
the biblical author through a logical
method of interpretation based on rea-
son. Thus, scholars during this era
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“Scholars concluded the logical way to determine what any author meant
was to take into account the grammatical principles of the language and
the historical circumstances in which the literature had been written.”

worked to construct a rational herme-
neutic—method of interpretation—that
could be applied not just to the Bible but
to all other literature as well.

Scholars concluded the logical way
to determine what any author meant was
to take into account the grammatical
principlesof thelanguage and the histor-
ical circumstancesinwhichtheliterature
had been written—that is, according to a
“grammatical-historical” methodology.
Amazingly, that isnot far removed from
the views of the Reformers themselves.
It also agrees with the views of the Early
Church Fathers.

After the Reformation, the refine-
ment of the grammatical-historical
methodology made great strides. Theba-
sic principles of that method of interpre-
tation were set forth by William Ames
(1576-1633) in a book on interpretive
principles that was (during the seven-
teenth century) used as a textbook at
Harvard. Ames argued, in agreement
with the Early Church Fathers and the
Protestant Reformers, that there could be
but one meaning to any given biblical
text. Hiswork was continued by Johann
Ernesti (1707-1781) who argued, quite
logically, that the one meaning of a text
ultimately had to be determined by what
the original author meant.

Notethat well. The advocates of lit-
era interpretation are intent on prejudg-
ing what God may or may not have
meant in any given passage of Scripture.
They contend one must presume He has
spoken literally unless overwhelming
evidenceforcesthemto admit otherwise.
Consequently, they have made them-
selves the fina judges of The Word.
What do you suppose God would have
us do when the judges are blind?

Theemphasisonthe necessity to de-
termine what the original author meant
later proved to be too much for what has
now become the liberal wing of the
Church. When some scholars began to
sense they would never be able to pull
back the veil of secrecy that covered the
biblical text, they began to conjure up
speculative theories that would allow

them to practice their craft without the
strictures placed on them by Rational-
ism.

Scholars until Johann Semler
(1725-1791) were in agreement on the
need for determining what the author of a
text meant. Semler, however, emphasized
that there were two meanings for any
given text—what the author meant, and
what the text meansto the reader. Semler
was followed immediately by Friedrich
Schleiermacher (1768-1834) who went
further and said it doesn’t matter what the
author meant, it is only important what
the written text means to the reader.

“The advocates of
literal interpretation
areintent on
prejudging what God
may or may not have
meant in any given
passage of Scripture.”

You can see that Schleiermacher
and Semler were trying to get back to
Origen’s alegorical methodology with-
out the restrictions imposed by that
methodology. If it doesn’t matter what
an author meant, the interpreter can say
anything he thinks and use biblical text
for support. If you see alot of that non-
sense going on today, you now know the
source.

Satan wasn't through working to
roll back the gains made by the
Protestant Reformers, however. Toward
the end of last century, he launched a
massive attack on several fronts. First,
liberal scholars began to explain away
the biblical account of Creation and
other miraculous events described in the
biblical text. To do so, they built dubious
hypotheses concerning the historical cir-
cumstances of the biblical text. The one
that finally took root and grew like a
weed was one in which the author of the

biblical text was not, for example, realy
Moses or Isaiah, but some anonymous
editor who compiled texts written by
various unknown writers. These texts,
they said, included myths, saga, legends,
folk tales, thekitchen sink, and just about
anything else that could be used to dis-
credit the historical account given in the
biblical text.

These bizarre liberal theories con-
cerning the historical circumstances in
which the biblical authors wrote the
Scriptures were prompted primarily by
the publication of Darwin's theory of
evolution. After Darwin’'s theory was
published, it became sort of afad in aca-
demiafor scholars to ook for evolution
everywhereand in everything. So before
long, some knucklehead came up with a
theory in which the historical account
found in the biblical text evolved from
saga, myth, heroic epic, and folk tale.
The foolishness swept through the aca-
demic world like wildfire.

The amazing thing is, to this day,
such theories remain foundational to the
imaginary biblical history crafted by lib-
eral biblical scholars. Consequently,
many academic journals are little more
than comic books filled with esoteric ar-
ticles founded on theories that should
have collapsed under their own weight
long ago. Y ou probably won't hear these
fairy-tale theories expounded from the
pulpit because if ordinary folk knew
what many ministerstoday believeabout
the Bible, and why, they would surely
die laughing. No, these rarefied theories
arereserved primarily for the ears of stu-
dents of seminaries and institutions of
higher learning.

Liberal goofiness notwithstanding,
conservative Christians who stood
firmly in traditional Christian beliefs
were shaken by the suddenness of the
liberals' decisionto build elaborate theo-
ries on the basis of Darwin’'s postulate
concerning evolution. They found them-
selves scurrying to defend their beliefs
by any and all means necessary.

To their credit, some scholars, pri-
marily those associated with Princeton
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“ If you are seeking to know the Truth, you will find it only when you
arewilling to admit the Church has done exactly what the
Old Testament tellsus I srael did before.”

Seminary around the turn of the century,
continued to build on the common sense
approach of the grammatical-historical
method. Over the past century, the spiri-
tual descendants of these scholars have
established a rather solid hermeneutic
based on rational principles. (See, for ex-
ample, W.C. Kaiser, J. Toward an
Exegetical Theology, Grand Rapids:
Baker, 1981.) Using grammatical-histori-
cal principles of interpretation, these
scholars would have been able to deter-
minethe meaning of the Scriptures, had it
not been for the seven seals God had
placed on the text of Scripture and the
blindersimposed by their davish defense
of the Christian tradition they received.

Other less learned members of the
Protestant Church, however, went 10ok-
ing for other waysto defend their beliefs.
Sincethese peoplewerefor themost part
laymen, they were completely unaware
of thebasicissuesat stakeintheongoing
academic debate over the correct method
of biblical interpretation. They werealso
unenlightened as to the views of the
Protestant Reformers and the historic
views of the Church. Consequently, they
were totally ignorant of the fact that the
consequences of their untaught pro-
nouncement on the issue might have
far-reaching and deleterious effects on
future generations of Believers. In short,
they were fertile soil for Satan’stares.

Guess what these folk found when
looking for a ready defense against the
idiotic notions of liberal professors?
They found aliteral method of interpre-
tation similar to that espoused by the
Jews! Amazing coincidence, isn't it?
Sadly enough, it was also part of a sys-
tem of biblical interpretation in which
thelsrael of the Prophets must alwaysbe
the Jews, never the Church. That system,
known as “Dispensationalism,” pro-
moted atidy eschatol ogy that would | ater
fit together perfectly with Jewish expec-
tations concerning their messiah.

Since the beginning of thetwentieth
century, thedispensational theory of bib-
lical interpretation hashad astrong influ-
ence on fundamentalist views

concerning the Second Coming of Jesus
Christ. Never mind the fact that, until
John Nelson Darby (1800-1882) pro-
moted his Dispensational theory
throughout North America, the Church
had always considered itself to be the
continuation of Corporate Isragl.

Note that well; it'safact. The belief
that the Jews are gtill |srael has had wide
currency inthe Church only sincethefor-
mation of the Niagara Bible Conferences
in1876. Soif you placeany valueat all on
the historic doctrines of Christianity, you
have to suspect this particular doctrinal
system is Satan’ s trojan horse.

“ Satan has been
working from within
the Church to shape

fundamentalist

Christian beliefs so
that they agree with
Jewish expectations.”

At about the same time that Chris-
tians went looking for some way to de-
fend against the satanic onslaught
initiated by novel liberal theories of the
Scripture, the Jews were beginning to
look forward expectantly to the fulfill-
ment of their own “Zionist” interpreta-
tion of Scripture. (See the discussion of
Jewish Zionism in “Touch Not the
Lord s Anointed,” The Voice of Elijah,
October 1990.) According to that under-
standing of Scripture, theJewsarethels-
rael the Prophets of the Old Testament
predicted will be restored to the Prom-
ised Land before their messiah comesto
rebuild the Temple.

Isn't that interesting? You can see
how Satan hasbeenworking fromwithin
the Church to shape fundamentalist
Christian beliefs so that they agree with
Jewish expectations. If, after learning all
this, you still think theconvergence of all
these erroneous ideas at one point in his-
tory is sheer coincidence, you no doubt

also believe in Santa Claus and the
Easter Bunny. Satan hashisways, and he
isn’t about to stop now.

Many fundamentalists today who
do not otherwise hold to the
dispensational system have uncritically
accepted as fact the dispensational view
regarding God' s dealings with the Jews
at the end of the “Church Age.” They
look forward to the rebuilding of the
Templein Jerusalem asagood thing. As
you can see from the writings of the
Early Church, that belief will ultimately
prove deadly. (See The AntiChrist or
The Advent of Christ and AntiChrist.)
No doubt much of what the
Dispensationalists expect will come to
passin oneway or another. But will that
beinfulfillment of God’ sTruth, or will it
bein accord with Satan’slie? Y ou must
decide, because you alone are responsi-
ble for what you believe.

If you are seeking to know the Truth,
youwill find it only when you arewilling
to admit the Church has done exactly
what the Old Testament tellsus | srael did
before: They refused to follow God by
passing along The Apostolic TeachingHe
had given them. (See The Mystery of
Scripture.) That doesn’t mean God
ceased to work with the Church. It just
means we who are True Believersin this
generation are now standing in the midst
of what is, for the most part, an apostate
Church. No wonder you see such bicker-
ing and carrying on!

Wouldn't it be great to fellowship
with True Believerswho exhibit the unity
of the Early Church?If you feel that way,
keep one simple fact in mind: The Early
Church had unity only because True Be-
lievers had but “one faith” —that is, one
understanding of the Old Testament Gos-
pel message of Jesus Christ. Therefore,
the unity the Early Church knew would
only be possible today if we could some-
how regain The Apostolic Teaching that
wastheoriginal basisfor it. Not likely, is
it?But who knows? The Onewho walked
on the Sea once can certainly do it again
should He decide. (That’ sintended para-
bolically.) m
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They’'ve Put God in a Box!

(Or So They Think)

When at thefirst | took my pen in hand
Thus for to write, | did not understand

That | at all should make a little book

In such a mode; nay, | had undertook

To make another; which, when almost done,
Before | was aware, | this begun.

And thusit was: |, writing of the way

And race of saints, in this our gospel day,
Fell suddenly into an allegory

About their journey, and the way to glory,
(John Bunyan, The Annotated Pilgrim’s Progress,
Chicago: Moody Press, 1980, p. 13)

With those words John Bunyan (1628-1688) intro-
duced hisallegorical taletitled Pilgrim' sProgress, inwhich
he described an imaginary dream he had about his own (or
the Christian’s) conversion and spiritual wak with God.
Throughout his work Bunyan used various images drawn
fromthe Scripturesto symbolically represent Christ, confor-
mity to external morality, the promises of God, etc.

Bunyan’sallegorical fictionispart of agenreof litera-
ture known as “medieval alegory.” Included in that same
category isthe 13th century Roman dela Rose, aFrench di-
dactic (teaching) poem about the art of winning awoman’s
love, and Chaucer’ s Parliament of Fowls. More recent ex-
amples of allegorica literature include Nathaniel Haw-
thorne’s Scarlet Letter (1850), Herman Melville's Moby
Dick (1851), Albert Camus' The Plague (1948), and even
George Orwell’s Animal Farm (1945).

The popular Christian author C.S. Lewis, who was a
specidist in medieval alegory, chose to describe his own
conversion in an allegorical work with the title Pilgrim's
Regress (1933)—atitle based directly on Bunyan's work.
Someeven believe hisseven volumework, The Chronicles
of Narnia, isan attempt at teaching the Truths about Chris-
tianity through allegory. However, Lewisdenied they were
ever intended as such.

Oh! Your Box Hasa Holein It?

Thevery existenceof agenreof literatureknown asal-
legory presents a serious problem for those who insist the
Scriptures can only beinterpreted literaly. If men can cre-
ateallegorical literature, how can anyone dogmatically as-
sert that God would not chooseto do the same? They can't.
Neither can they prove He hasn’'t. Without some word
from the author himself, we are easily left wondering
whether or not aparticular work isintended to beread asal-
legory. That has aready been proven by Jonathan Swift's
well-known Gulliver’s Travels (1726). That work has per-

plexed scholarsfor centuries. Should it betaken aspolitical
allegory satirizing politicians of hisown day? And if so, to
what extent? The answer died with Jonathan Swift.

Sothosewhoinsist onastrictly literal interpretation of
the Scriptureshaveno leg to stand on. They want God to be
their own personal jack-in-the-box—a god who will say
only what they can readily understand—so they contend
Hecould not have produced an allegorical work. However,
the Almighty God is not so easily contained. He has deci-
sively stated in Hosea 12:10 that the statements He made
through the Prophetswere parabolic. Sincethe parableisa
specifictypeof allegory, God hastold usthe statementsHe
hasmadein Scripture should, at least in part, beunderstood
allegorically. Therefore, we aready know the Scriptures
contain allegory. The only questions that remain to be an-
swered concern where, how, and the extent to which the
Scriptures should be read as onewould read allegory/para-
ble. The answer, you will find, is rather remarkable.

Check Again; He'sNot in There!

To some extent, I’ ve just been playing devil’s advo-
cateinthearticlesfor thisissuein order to draw attentionto
theinane claim made by thosewho demand astrictly literal
interpretation of the Scriptures. In truth, the grammati-
cal-historical method of interpretation will produce results
not much different than those obtained by the literal
method of interpretation simply because it demands that
historical texts be understood to have literal meaning.
However, thegrammatical-historical method of interpreta-
tion begins by insisting that the author’ sintent, rather than
thereader’ s presupposition—for example, literal meaning
only—must ultimately determine the meaning of any
giventext. Consequently, that approach allowsfor the pos-
sibility that the entirety of the Old Testament could be a
uniquely written allegory/parable. And indeed it is.

Over thenext few years| must, by God' sdesign, show
you how the Old Testament speaks specifically concerning
thebirth, life, and death of Jesus Christ, the Messiah of Is-
rael. | will do so, all the while abiding by the rules of the
grammatical-historical method of interpretation—that is,
the samemethod you would useto read and understand any
other literature. However, | cannot affirm | used that meth-
odology to obtain my own understanding of Scripture be-
cause I'm not certain how | came by it. | doubt I'm
intelligent enough to have figured it out on my own, yet |
must have done so because | cannot tell you anyone ever
explaineditto me. But then, otherswon’t seeanything spe-
cia in what | teach anyway, so what’s the fuss? Just this:
Those of you who find abasic logicin what | teach should
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know the Truth. My insight intowhat God hasconcealedin
the Hebrew Scriptures isinextricably intertwined with my
calling. Since | don’t fully understand either one as yet, |
can only tell you the things you will see in the Scriptures
have come to me over the past several years (and are still
coming) in bits and pieces. | can definitely tell you, how-
ever, that those things did not come to me by revelation.
Thereisno need for revelation in our own day because the
Lamb of God is now removing the seven seals that have
(until now) firmly sealed the Hebrew Scriptures (Rev. 5:1
ff.). All that aside, however, nothing changes the fact that
those who come to the Scriptures with any presupposition,
whether it betheliteral interpretation theory or someother,
have not cometo listen and to learn but rather to speak their
own minds. Such individuals are seeking to put God in a
box of their own making. Consequently, they are, as the
writer of the Book of Proverbs has so eloquently put it,
fools. They will never understand the Truth.

Maybe You Need a Bigger Box?

Parableasaliterary formisnormally classified asalle-
gory; but itisaspecific typeof allegory. Thebasic distinc-
tion between the two is important for an accurate
understanding of the Gospel message of Jesus Christ that is
hidden in the Hebrew Scriptures. An allegory is an ex-
tended metaphor—ametaphor crafted into astory. By con-
trast, aparableisan extended simile—asimile put in story
form. To definethat further, ametaphor isanimplicit com-
PARISON between two things, “flint-rock eyes’; whereas a
simileisan explicit COMPARISON, “eyeshard asflint-rock.”
That tellsusthe parablesrecorded in Scripture do not carry
just an implicit allegorical COMPARISON; they convey an
explicit parabolic coMPARISON. Therefore, the parables of
the Scriptures will not contain a vague and general CoOM-
PARISON of two things. Their COMPARISON will befound to
be both detailed and specific.

One should also understand that awriter uses an alle-
gory/parabletointentionally conceal, and at the sametime
cryptically reveal, his message. Hence, it isthe ideal form
to use when one wants to make statements in situations
wherethe Truth is best left somewhat veiled. That was of -
ten reason enough for an author to write political alegory
in ages past. Such writers found it wiser to state one's
views enigmatically and live to write again than to state
those sameviewsforthrightly and facethe executioner. We
will discover the reason God choseto conceal the Old Tes-
tament Gospel of Jesus Christ in the symbolism so charac-
teristic of allegory wasto provide convincing validation of
His message for those True Believers who seek to know
and understand the Truth in our own day. You who are
God’s Own will eventually find that to be so because, as
with any literature written as allegory, the message of the
Scripturesis easily comprehended when the author’s pur-
pose is known and his allegorical/parabolic symbols are
understood. Furthermore, theallegory/parablegenreof lit-

erature has a fundamental didactic (teaching) purpose. If,
infact, the purpose of the Scripturesisto teach, what better
way could God have chosen to accomplish His purpose
than to use aliterary genre specifically suited to the task?

The allegorical method of interpretation espoused by
Clement of Alexandria and Origen—the dolt who fol-
lowed in Clement’s footsteps—appeared to them to be a
method perfectly fit for interpreting the Scriptures. (See
“The Origen of Folly” in thisissue.) After all, The Apos-
tolic Teaching they had opportunity to hear taught fromthe
Scripturesto some extent resembled the Greek philosophy
they learned elsewhere. It especially (by Satan’s design)
resembled the philosophical fabrication that supposedly
had been derived from Greek mythology by the Stoic phi-
losophers who interpreted myth as allegory. So these two
bumpkinsdisregarded the obvious differencesbetween the
two genres and jumped in with both feet. But they ignored
one simple fact: The Bibleis not myth; it is history.

Theinsistence on literal interpretation arose last cen-
tury among relatively unlearned laymen whose primary
concern was to protect the distinction between myth and
history. It did so, however, to the detriment of the gram-
matical-historical methodol ogy that had, by that time, long
been advocated by dedicated Christianswho were also ed-
ucators in institutions of higher learning. Consequently,
the ignorant insistence on the literal interpretation of the
Scriptures has long since done more harm than good.

Clement and Origen also failed to recognize one other
crucial distinction between the Scriptures and mythology.
The message of the Scriptures was not hidden in allego-
ries/parables woven into its text. By no means! The Mys-
tery of Scripture was hidden in parables that had been
woven into the very fabric of time—parables acted out in
historical events that were then recorded in Scripture as
history. (See* The Parabolic Pantomimes of Jesus Christ,”
The Voice of Elijah, January 1991, and “The Passover
Parable,” The Voice of Elijah, July 1991.) Incidentaly,
the biblical text that records those historical eventsclearly
hasliteral meaning—that is, the text means exactly what it
says. The historical events themselves, however, give the
text an allegorical/parabolic significance. And that signifi-
cance can sometimes only be understood in the light of
other biblical textsthat tell you wHY those events are sig-
nificant. In other words, the significance of the parabolic
pantomime may or may not have been known to those
whom God used to act it out.

Some Things Don’t Fit in Boxes!

An accurate understanding of the parabolic panto-
mimes found described and discussed (by the Prophets) in
the Scripturesrevolves completely around the distinction |
madeinNot All Israel Islsrael (p. 112, 120ff.) betweenthe
meaning of biblical statementsand their significance. The
meaning of atext relates directly to WHAT one finds writ-
ten; the text’ s significance pertainsto wHY God deemed it
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important enough to ensure it was written. Historical
events are WHAT we find most often recorded in the Scrip-
tures, and the author clearly meant them to be understood
as literal events. (Notice that comes close to stating—but
doesn’ t—that the text must be understood literally.) How-
ever, quite often the reason wHy those historical events
wererecorded for usin the Scriptureshasto do specifically
with the fact that they were directed by God Himself in or-
der to produce parabolic pantomime. Therefore, thereason
WHY the historical events were recorded gives added sig-
nificance to WHAT the text says.

In the Apostle Paul’ s remarks in the fourth chapter of
Galatianswe find an excellent example of how aparabolic
pantomime should be understood:

Tell me, you who want to be under law, do you not listen

to thelaw? For it iswritten that Abraham had two sons,

one by the bondwoman and one by the free woman. But

the son by the bondwoman was born according to the

flesh, and the son by the free woman through the prom-

ise. Thisis allegorically speaking: for these {women}

are two covenants, one {proceeding} from Mount Snai

bearing children who are to be daves; she is Hagar.

Now this Hagar is Mount Sinai in Arabia, and corre-

sponds to the present Jerusalem, for she isin savery

with her children. But the Jerusalemaboveisfree; sheis

our mother. For it iswritten,

“ REJOICE, BARREN WOMAN WHO DOESNOT BEAR;

BREAK FORTH AND SHOUT, YOU WHO ARE NOT IN LABOR,;

FOR MORE ARE THE CHILDREN OF THE DESOLATE

THAN OF THE ONE WHO HAS A HUSBAND."

And you brethren, like I saac, are children of promise.

But as at that time he who was born according to the

flesh persecuted him {who was born} according to the

Soirit, soitisnowalso. But what doesthe Scripturesay?

“ CAST OUT THE BONDWOMAN AND HER SON,

FORTHE SON OF THE BONDWOMAN SHALL NOT BEANHEIR
WITH THE SON OF THE FREE WOMAN.”

Sothen, brethren, wearenot children of abondwoman,
but of the free woman.

(Galatians 4:21-31)

Did | miss something? Isn't Paul COMPARING the
Church—the Body of Christ—to Isaac, and the Jews to
Ishmael ?1sn’t he saying the Jewshavebeen “ cast out” LIKE
Ishmael was, and the Church—the Body of Christ—isnow
thesoleheir of thepromiseLIKE | saac was? Sureheis. And
if you haveread Not All Israel Islsrael, you already know
WHY hewould say that. The Jews have been “cut off from
Israel” and Gentiles have been “ grafted into | srael”—that
is, into Jesus Christ, the sole remaining member of Corpo-
ratelsrael. But what does Paul mean by stating the account
in Genesiscan be understood as* allegorically speaking” to
show thisto be so? To answer that, one needsto look at the
historical eventsto which herefers. If you carefully scruti-
nize the account in Genesis, you will discover the events

recorded there were thoughtfully orchestrated through
God' sdirect intervention in human affairs. That tellsusHe
intends us to understand He influenced those historical
events so as to produce a parabolic pantomime. Conse-
quently, the events themselves provide parabolic imagery
that points us toward some specific historical event yet to
come. As parabolic pantomime, the record provides a
COMPARISON that will tell us how two different historical
eventsare ALIKE. Let’s see how that is.

Asl mentionedin Not All Israel Islsrael (p. 14ff.), the
focus of the historical account describing the circum-
stances of the birth of Ishmael and Isaac revolves around
the question, “Who will inherit the promise?” We must
keep that in mind aswe study these two passagesbecauseit
is precisely the point of Paul’s discussion in Galatians as
well. Therefore, we already know we are dealing with an
explicit parabolic COMPARISON that isgoing to tell us ex-
actly how Isaac’ sposition asthe sole heir of thepromiseis
LIKE the position held by Jesus Christ as the sole Heir of
the promise. The cCOMPARISON will also tell us how
Ishmael’ sexclusionfromthe promiseisLIKEthe Jews' ex-
clusion from the promise. We can only provide abrief ex-
planation of the underlying parabolic COMPARISON here,
but amore compl ete explanationwill follow—eventually.

You’d Best Forget the Box!

Inthe historical account recorded in the Book of Gen-
esis, wefind, first of all, that God gave Abraham apromise
(Gen. 12:1-3). Later, when Abraham became concerned
about who would inherit the promise when he died, God
promised him he would have a son who would inherit
(Gen. 15:1-6). Next, Abraham had a firstborn son,
Ishmael, who was born to Sarah’s maidservant, Hagar.
Abraham immediately assumed Ishmael would inherit
God's promise. Over Abraham'’s protest, however, God
said thepromisewould go instead to ason yet to be born to
Sarah—Isaac (Gen. 17:1-21). Finally, on the day that
Isaac was weaned, Sarah demanded that Abraham disin-
herit Ishmael because of Hagar’'s contemptuous attitude
towards her. Abraham was undecided asto what he should
do until God intervened and confirmed Sarah’s demand
wasinaccord with HisOwn purpose (Gen. 21:8-12). From
beginning to end, we find the historical eventsrecorded in
Genesis 12:1-21:12 were shaped and controlled by God.
Consequently, they carry all thetell-talesigns of parabolic
pantomime—historical events orchestrated by God to
teach some specificlessonand, at the sametime, show how
one set of historical circumstances is LIKE another future
set of historical circumstances.

Paul, looking at the account, knew full well that Jesus
Christ wasthe sole Heir of the promisejust LIKE | saac had
been in hisown day. Paul aso knew the Jews had | ost pos-
session of the promise by being “cut off from Israel.” That
was LIKE Ishmael being disinherited—*cut off from” the
people of God—in his own time. Therefore, Paul used the
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parabolic pantomime God had provided in the Book of
Genesis to make his point: “Don’t you realize God has
stated through the parabolic pantomime of Ishmael and
| saac that the firstborn son of Abraham (the Jews) who was
born to the bondwoman (the M osai ¢ Covenant) would lose
possession of the promise so that the promised Heir (the
resurrected Body of Jesus Christ) born to the free woman
(the New Covenant) would gain sole possession of the
promise as God intended all along?’ Paul used the account
of Ishmael and Isaac to emphasize the point he stated ear-
lier: “The Jews, who are counting on the covenant they
made at Sinai, have lost the promise. Jesus Christ, who is
the Heir God promised Abraham, hasretained it”:

Now the promises were spoken to Abraham and to his
seed. Hedoes not say, “and to seeds,” as{referring} to
many, but {rather} to one, “and to your seed,” that is,
Christ. What | am saying is this: the Law, which came
four hundred and thirty yearslater, doesnotinvalidatea
covenant previoudly ratified by God, so asto nullify the
promise. For if theinheritanceisbased on law, itisno
longer based on a promise; but God has granted it to
Abraham by meansof apromise. Why the Lawthen? It
was added because of transgressions, having been or-
dained through angel sby theagency of amediator, until
the seed should come to whom the promise had been
made. Now a mediator is not for one {party only};
whereas God is{only} one. Isthe Law then contrary to
the promises of God? May it never be! For if alaw had
been given which wasabletoimpart life, then righteous-
ness would indeed have been based on law. But the
Scripturehasshut up all men under sin, that the prom-
iseby faith in Jesus Christ might be given to those who
believe. But before faith came, we were kept in custody
under thelaw, being shut up to the faith which was later
to berevealed. Therefore the Law has become our tutor
{to lead us} to Christ, that we may be justified by faith.
But now that faith has come, we are no longer under a
tutor. For you areall sonsof God through faithin Christ
Jesus. For all of you whowerebaptizedinto Christ have
clothed yourselveswith Christ. Thereisneither Jew nor
Greek, there is neither dave nor free man, thereis nei-
ther male nor female; for you areall onein Christ Jesus.
And if you belong to Christ, then you are Abraham’s
offspring, heirs according to promise.

(Galatians 3:16-29)

Trapped in Their Own Box!

If you have read and understood Not All Israel Is|s-
rael, you can understand Paul’ sargument. Y ou should also
be aware, however, that Paul’ spurposeinwriting hisletter
to the Galatians wasto refute the claims of agroup of Jews
known as Judaizers. Those Jews insisted (since they be-
lieved the Church was Corporate | srael) that gentile Chris-
tians must be circumcised and observe the Jewish festivals

in conformity to the laws of the covenant Corporate Israel
made at Sinai. Paul was using the parabolic imagery pro-
vided by the account of Ishmael and Isaac to refute those
who insisted Christians must be circumcised and become
part of the physical descendants of Abraham. His argu-
ment is short and to the point: “Ignore the Judaizers. They
are seeking to retain their outward identity as Jews, not re-
alizing the Jews have | ost possession of the promise by be-
ing ‘cut off fromIsrael.” Inthat, they arejust LIKE Ishmael.
Jesus Christ and all who are*in Him' now have possession
of thepromise. Youwho are‘in Christ’ arejust LIKE |saac
and do not need the external rituals of the Mosaic law to
impress upon you the Truth concerning Jesus Christ
through their parabolic pantomime. You now have the
Spirit within you to accomplish that.”

Paul’ srefutation of the Judaizers was blunt, to say the
least. He claimed they—Iikethose Jewswho remained bl a-
tantly non-Christian—were still depending on their physi-
cal lineage—that is, their descent from their earthly mother
Jerusalem (the Mosaic Covenant). Christians, however,
have become membersof the Body of Christ—the continu-
ation of Corporate | srael—by being born of their heavenly
mother Jerusalem (the New Covenant). They are members
of Jesus Christ, the true Israel, and have no more need for
the physical trappings of the Jews, who are depending on
their physical descent from Abraham. Paul’s warning to
the Galatians was harsh: “If you choose to go aong with
the Judaizersand be circumcised, you arejoining the Jews,
and they have been * cut off from Israel.” Therefore, to ob-
tain salvationyou must earnit by keeping theentireLaw”:

It was for freedom that Christ set us free; therefore
keep standing firm and do not be subject again to a
yokeof slavery. Behold |, Paul, saytoyouthatif you re-
celvecircumcision, Christ will be of no benefit toyou.
And | testify again to every man who receivescircumci-
sion, that heisunder obligation to keep thewhole Law.
You have been severed from Christ, you who are seek-
ing to bejustified by law; you havefallen from grace.
For we through the Spirit, by faith, are waiting for the
hope of righteousness. For in Christ Jesus neither cir-
cumcision nor uncircumcision means anything, but
faith working through love.

(Galatians 5:1-6)

Just afew things for future reference: Paul has taken
theparabolicimagery concerning our parabolic“ mother,”
the heavenly Jerusalem, from parabolic statements the
Prophets made. That's wHY he quotes Isaiah 54:1 in
Galatians 4:27. So the entirety of what Paul has said con-
cerning the Jews and the Body of Jesus Christ won't be
completely clear to you until you understand the parabolic
imagery that liesbehind the prophetic message concerning
(1) the two women—the Virgin and the Whore; (2) the
Body of Jesus Christ; and (3) the Mountain of God. But if
you want to know the Truth, you will. All in God's good
time. Unless you foolishly bring abox. m
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What You Don’t Know Can Sometimes Hurt You!

Did you know that for over one hundred and fifty years all the leaders of the Early Church
understood there was but one correct understanding of the message of the Old Testament?
Were you also aware that all Christians in the Early Church respected and recognized their
leaders as having the God-given authority to teach the correct understanding of God’s Word
to His People? Can you believe none of these men interpreted Scripture for themselves?

Obviously, that doesn’t describe the Church today. With a church on every corner
preaching a different interpretation of Scripture and believers picking and choosing as
they deem fit, it doesn’t seem possible it could have ever been otherwise, does it?

Yet it was a reality in the Early Church for well over a century. So, what happened?

If you thrive on the constant bickering and fighting found in the Church of today, that
question isn’t even relevant. Obviously, you believe you can go right on arguing your way
to the Truth. But some of us don’t.

o [f you look around you in the Ghurch today, and things
just don’t seem quite right, this book is for you.

e And if you believe the Scriptures should have
hut one clear message, this hook is for you.

o And if you believe it only makes sense that the Church
took a wrong turn somewhere along the way, this book is for you.

Things aren’t right in the Church today. And there is but one simple message
to be found in the Bible. And the Church did take a wrong turn quite some time back.
Around A.D. 200, the Church did exactly what the Old Testament tells us Israel did
before: It turned away from The Apostolic Teaching. So, if you want to know the Truth,
this book is for you. Order your copy now. Why should The Mystery of Scripture
remain a mystery any longer?
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Who is Israel?

According to Scripture, Israel is the descendants
of Jacob, heir to God’s promise to the patriarchs,
Abraham, lsaac, and Jacob. But did you
know that Scripture also says an
individual could be “cut off from”
Israel?

Today, the nation of Israel—the Jews living
in the land occupied by biblical Israel—
claim to be Israel, heirs to the promises
God gave to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.
But are they really?

What if all Israel was “cut off?”

John the Baptist warned it could happen. (Matt. 3:10)
The Apostle Paul said it did happen. (Rom. 11:11-24)

Here for the first time ever, in simple, easy-to-read English, one book finally explains
this intricate message of Scripture hidden for so long in the Hebrew idiom. Read and
discover for yourself how Not All Israel Is Israel.

To Order, use the Order Form






