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Introduction

 thought that this would be a great idea for the first e-book from Josiah Concept Ministries. So I  
pulled up the top ten blog posts of all time, and did the copy and paste thing. And an e-book has 
been born of previous work that I’ve done.I
Before we turn the page and read the essays that have drawn the most traffic, I want to thank all of  

my opponents. There wouldn’t  be a Josiah Concept Ministries if not for opponents to Christianity.  
Apologetics ministry is  all  about  defending the truth claims of Christianity against  an unbelieving 
world.

The opponents that I face off with in this volume come from all walks of life. There’s sincere 
believers who think that it’s a good idea to alienate the only atheists in their town. There’s Jocelyn 
Andersen, a KJV-Onlyist who sent me a quiz meaning to convert me to her position. And, of course, 
there’s the crazy Christians who think that handling snakes during worship is a good idea.

There are also sincere nonbelievers, starting with the beautiful Elizabeth Schmitz. She doesn’t blog 
anymore, much to the loss of the blogosphere. I may totally disagree with her ideology, but she was a  
clear and precise writer.

The most vocal of my opponents are the atheists who just never listen. They’re so good at talking, 
but so poor at listening to what our side is actually claiming. They set up and defeat strawmen, then 
puff up with pride at “decimating” the arguments of Christianity.

They never seem to learn that prayer isn’t a gumball machine that spits out whatever you want, the 
moment you pray for it. They don’t understand the Trinity, so they mock it instead. And they’re really 
good at pulling verses out of context to say what they’re trying to make the verses say.

But I still want to thank them. Investigating their claims has brought me closer to God in faith 
through his Son Jesus Christ in a way that would not be possible if I had sheltered myself from the 
arguments  of  atheism.  Their  futile  claims  have  done  more  to  strengthen  my  faith  than  probably 
anything else in the world. That is why I thank them.
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E S S A Y  # 1

Demon Locusts of Revelation 9 Demystified

Originally published August 7, 2008

Without a doubt, this is the most popular post that I have ever written. It boasts 3,547 views as of  
January 15, 2011, while its closest rival has 1,530 views.

There seems to be an interest in the prophecies of Revelation, probably renewed with 2012 fast  
approaching. I’m happy to offer a Christian perspective on the impending 2012 apocalyptic fervor, and  
consider it an honor from God that my blog ranks high in Google searches for the demon locusts  
described in Revelation 9.

This is a controversial piece because historicism isn’t a widely accepted Christian interpretation of  
eschatology.  Historicism  rejects  the  Rapture  and  the  seven-year  tribulation,  both  cornerstones  of  
Christian pop eschatology appearing in the writings of Hal Lindsey and current end times guru Tim  
LaHaye. Embracing historicism firmly places me in the Seventh-Day Adventist  camp and with the  
original Reformers. Historicism is a truly underrated view of Revelation.

his article is going to be very controversial. The vast majority of Christians today are futurists in 
regard  to  Revelation.  A futurist  believes  in  a  literal  fulfillment  of  the  book  of  Revelation 
sometime in the (near) future. By contrast, a preterist believes that all of the prophecies have 

already taken place in the first century a.d. These are the two main viewpoints of the prophecies of the 
book. There is a third view that is less popular today than it was during the Reformation, that is the 
view of historicism.

T
I subscribe to historicism, though I have studied very little of it in-depth. Historicism calls for a  

much more consistent hermeneutic than do the other two viewpoints. It utilizes the same interpretive 
method for revelation as for Isaiah and Daniel. The language of Revelation is symbolic, not literal, in 
the  historicist  interpretation.  The identities  of  the  characters  (Two Witnesses,  for  example)  within 
Revelation  are  subject  to  much  debate  among  historicists;  they only agree  on  the  identity  of  the 
Antichrist (succession of Popes) and the Whore of Babylon (Roman Catholic Church itself).

Historicism is the belief that the events of history, beginning with the fall of the Roman Empire 
and proceeding to the present day have fulfilled the prophecies of Revelation. If you think about it, that  
makes the most sense of the three interpretations. It means God hasn’t been waiting in the wings for 
2000 years with no prophetic words from above. It means that He has been working in history, and 
allows us to know that He is with us in history by proper reading of Revelation (hence the blessing to 
all who read it and understand it).

Since many people have found this site looking for an answer to the demon locusts of Revelation 
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9, I thought I would provide an explanation for what I think that this passage really means. This entry is 
really a summary of this article. It is in accordance with the typical historicist view of Revelation.

Of the demon locusts, Scripture says this:

And the fifth angel blew his trumpet, and I saw a star fallen from heaven to earth, and he was 
given the key to the shaft of the bottomless pit. He opened the shaft of the bottomless pit, and 
from the shaft rose smoke like the smoke of a great furnace, and the sun and the air were 
darkened with the smoke from the shaft. Then from the smoke came locusts on the earth, and 
they were given power like the power of scorpions of the earth. They were told not to harm the 
grass of the earth or any green plant or any tree, but only those people who do not have the 
seal of God on their foreheads. They were allowed to torment them for five months, but not to  
kill them, and their torment was like the torment of a scorpion when it stings someone. And in 
those days people will seek death and will not find it. They will long to die, but death will flee  
from them.1

Protestant scholars of the nineteenth century saw with amazing unanimity the rise and spread of 
Islam in this passage. Why? First consider where the locusts came from. They came from the “Abyss.” 
One of  the  finest  Islamic  scholars  of  the  twentieth  century,  Abul  A’la  Mawdudi,  wrote a  book to 
introduce the English-speaking world to Islam. His subtitle called Arabia, the center of Mohammed’s 
activities, the “Abyss of Darkness.” The phrase “bottomless pit” in the above passage is actually the 
word for “abyss” in Greek. This prominent scholar used the exact words of the Bible when describing 
the center of Mohammed’s activity.

Why locusts? Because of the Arabs’ connection to the locust. The Ishmaelites, forerunners of the 
modern Muslim, have as their national insignia a locust in the Bedoween romance “Antwar.” There is 
also a story of Mohammed that has locusts falling into his hands bearing the inscription “We are the 
Army of the Great God.” So here are two connections, but it doesn’t stop there.

Consider the appearance of the locusts:

The locusts looked like horses prepared for battle. On their heads they wore something like 
crowns of gold, and their faces resembled human faces. Their hair was like women’s hair, and 
their teeth were like lions’ teeth. They had breastplates like breastplates of iron, and the sound 
of their wings was like the thundering of many horses and chariots rushing into battle. They 
had tails and stings like scorpions, and in their tails they had power to torment people for five 
months.  They had as  king  over  them the  angel  of  the  Abyss,  whose  name in Hebrew is 
Abaddon, and in Greek, Apollyon.2

The Arabs were widely renown for their skill with a horse; according to Adam Clarke it was as if 
the horse and the rider were one. The Muslim wore a yellow turban as a crown, according to the poem 
“Antwar.” As for the face and the hair, according to Scripture a man is not to shave his beard (Lev 
19:27), and the long hair of a woman is her glory (1 Cor 11:15). Arabs of the day were described as  
having shoulder-length hair and beards. The teeth of the lion probably represented their ferocity in 
battle. The breastplate reminds us of the Koran’s statement that “God hath given you coats of mail.”

The tails and the stings of the scorpion were likely references to the Muslims’ ability to shoot  
backwards accurately while in full retreat. The power of their tails probably represented the poisonous 
doctrines of Islam that they were spreading to the world.

Now, the Muslims tortured the world for more than five months. This, of course, is five prophetic 

1 Revelation 9:1-6

2 Revelation 9:7-11
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months, based on the formula of one day = one year (cf. Num 14:34, Ez 4:6, and Dan 9:24). That 
means that the Muslim invasion lasted 150 years, which we see from history, is the exact time that the 
Muslims continued to  invade territories.  After  a  century and a  half  of  conquest,  they turned their 
attentions to literature and science, leaving the Christian world at peace.

What of the other limitations placed on the army? They couldn’t  harm vegetation.  The Koran 
commands the Muslims to leave the vegetation in invaded territories alone. Muslim armies were also 
commanded to leave the monks in the monasteries alone and monasteries were not to be burned. These 
people, the Muslims thought, had God’s seal of protection on them. The Muslims were not allowed to 
kill the church, only torture it. That is, they couldn’t destroy the church, but they did set a series of  
calamities on it for five prophetic months.

For further reading on this topic, I recommend historicst.com. There is a wealth of articles dealing 
with the fulfillment of the Revelation prophecies in historic events.
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E S S A Y  # 2

What John 13:35 Is Not

Originally published as “Nicole Smalkowski Suffers Because of John 13:35” on May 15, 2007

Nicole Smalkowski was a 13 year old girl (she would now be 20) who happened to be an atheist.  
Her family moved to Hardesty, OK, a very religious town, and she refused to participate in the many  
public prayers offered by her teachers and coaches. She was then ostracized by her peers and labeled a  
“problem child.” She was suspended from school on trumped-up charges after continuous refusal to  
participate in the prayers.

Shortly thereafter, the family claims that the entire town began to harass them. Nicole’s father  
Chester went over to the principal’s house to talk to him about Nicole being suspended from basketball,  
and it turned into a fight. Though Nicole’s father was only defending himself, he was arrested and  
charged with assault. When he was easily able to pay his $5000 bail, it was immediately tripled for no  
apparent reason.

Prosecutors offered to drop the charges if the family agreed to move out of state.
American Atheist International sued the town and the school district for violating the separation of  

church and state. Of course the charges were vigorously denied. As of this writing, I can’t seem to find  
any information on the disposition of that lawsuit, only that Chester was acquitted on the fabricated  
charges of assaulting the school principal.

Regarding atheists, Richard Dawkins said that

They believe in life, they believe in science and art and poetry and love and marriage and 
family — they believe in all those things. They just don’t believe in supernatural magic. . . . 
[P]eople thank me over and over again for saying what they themselves would like to say, but 
somehow feel they better not.

The Nicole Smalkowski case3 is a shining example of the misunderstandings between Christians 
and atheists. I have found that atheists and Christians differ in one respect only: belief (or lack of 
belief) in God. I expected to join Rational Responders to convert atheists, figuring that it would be easy 
because there is no foundation in what they believe.

Only I found out that they have many historical, philosophical, and personal foundations for what 
they believe. While Christians have many of the same, if not more, foundations for what we believe, I  
find that  the average atheist  is  far  more articulate  in  why they hold that  belief  while  the average 
Christian is not articulate in why they believe what they do. Atheists are, by and large, some of the  

3 See http://www.religionnewsblog.com/18255/atheists-sue-religious-town.
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most intelligent people I have met.
In Romans, Paul describes pagans in less than glowing terms. I think that many Christians believe 

that atheists are the embodiment of the evils described in Romans 1. One of the first visible proponents  
of atheism, Madalyn Murray O’Hair, was an extremely bitter and vitriolic woman. It was apparent that 
she had an axe to grind. She didn’t pull punches and she was an all-around horrible person to work 
with. Combined with the Romans 1 list, this is what Christians think of atheists.

After all, Nicole was removed from the basketball team first for unsubstantiated theft allegations 
and then  for  allegedly threatening to  kill  a  teammate.  Once she  admitted  to  being  an  atheist,  the 
Christians immediately think of the Murray O’Hair plus Romans 1 formula.

I’ve found that the opposite is normally true. A Christian website acknowledges that atheists are 
very intelligent when it states “the simple fact is that an Atheist is nothing more than an intellectual 
terrorist. Some terrorists attack America using bombs and guns. Atheists attack America with their evil 
words and ideas.” What is evil about questioning a person’s beliefs?

Recently, I’ve found that I have better and more interesting discussions–worthwhile discussions 
that further my own faith–with the atheists on the RRS message boards than with the Christians on CF.  
The  Christians  on  CF  seem to  have  a  cult  mentality–like  removing  a  post  where  I  questioned  a 
moderator. The RRS, however, welcomes challenges from Christians and give solid arguments from 
history and philosophy in support of atheism.

The average Christian I know would not be able to do that with his own faith, even though we 
have more in philosophical and historical support for the Christian faith. It saddens me whenever I see 
atheists with better knowledge of the Bible than Christians.

Is it any wonder that atheists are founded in making the accusations I reprinted at the start of the  
entry?

Jesus came to save the lost. The behavior of the town is not being salt and light to the world, it is 
not trying to reach them. Is this what Jesus would have wanted?

I doubt it. The Apostle Paul exhorted the Romans to “outdo one another in showing honor” (Rom 
12:10). Surely this isn’t showing honor to Nicole’s beliefs.

After all, why should she believe anything that we have to say about anything if we can’t get the 
core of our beliefs right? If we’re going to ostracize a 16 year old girl and try to run her family out of 
town because they don’t share our belief in God, why would they think that Christ is a good thing to 
have in someone’s life?

I am appalled by this  town’s behavior.  If you’re reading this, Nicole, I’m sorry that you were 
treated this way by people who are my brothers and sisters in Christ. That was inexcusable.

~ 9 ~



E S S A Y  # 3

Why I Can’t Include the Essay on Catholic Mass

Originally published on Got Questions.org as “What is the Catholic Sacrament of Holy Eucharist?”4

I  was  asked  to  write  this  essay  when  I  was  a  volunteer  writer  for  GotQuestions.org,  which  
specializes in answering tough questions for both Christians and seekers from a biblical perspective. In  
addition to the write-in questions, GotQuestions.org has many feature pages of a more generic nature.  
This particular essay became a feature, and is located on their site (though the version on their site is  
edited by the webmasters and additional material has been worked in). I had cross-posted my second  
draft on Josiah Concept, and it stood #3 in my all-time rankings.

However, reviewing the Catechism of the Catholic Church in the chapters on the Eucharist, I now  
realize that a central claim of this essay is false. In my first draft, I specifically repudiated the claim  
that Catholics “re-sacrifice” Christ on the altar using the CCC and an audio tape of Father Mitch  
Pacwa,  a respected Catholic  apologist.  GotQuestions  rejected  that  article,  explicitly  asking  me to  
reconsider that claim. They insisted on publishing an article that made the claim of re-sacrifice.

I agreed and re-wrote the article. However, I can’t stand behind it anymore. It just isn’t true, and I  
apologize  to  my  Catholic  brothers  and  sisters  for  standing  behind  that  false  claim  for  so  long.  
Appearing here is a modified version of that essay, which repudiates the claim that Catholics “re-
sacrifice” Jesus.

4 Available on GotQuestions.org at <http://www.gotquestions.org/Holy-Eucharist.html>.
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E S S A Y  # 4

Take the NIV Quiz!
When my friend Caleb began to follow a false teacher named Jocelyn Andersen,5 the latter began  

sending me material aimed at converting me to some of her false teachers. One of her positions was  
King James Onlyism, the belief that only the King James Version of the Bible is the correct and God-
breathed  version.  All  other  translations  and  manuscript  collections  are  either  inferior  or  Satanic  
(depending on the KJV Onlyist to whom you speak).

In addition to a book she wrote on the subject, Jocelyn also sent me an e-mail forward that I’ve  
seen elsewhere called “The NIV Quiz.” It is a reprint from an item on Jack Chick’s website, and it  
challenges Christians to take a 25 question quiz using any modern Bible translation, without using  
prior knowledge of the Bible, any cross-references, and no footnotes.

After a short introduction to textual criticism, and an explanation of why the footnotes and cross  
references are there, I invite the reader to take the quiz using the NIV. Not surprisingly, you can pass  
easily  if  you  utilize  footnotes  and cross-references.  The  whole  quiz  is  a  strawman,  and  I  clearly  
demonstrate it.

Jocelyn stopped talking to and e-mailing me shortly after this piece appeared.

’ve seen it  several  times,  most  notably on Jack Chick’s  website.  This “Bible  Quiz” is  a  huge 
misrepresentation that is designed to evoke an emotional reaction. The desire of the writer is make 
the uninformed reader believe that the King James Version of the Holy Bible is the only accurate 

translation of Holy Scripture. I thought that I would take the time to refute this rather annoying quiz, so 
that readers can make an informed decision on which translation is the best.

I
First, let me make myself perfectly clear in one respect. I am not anti-KJV. In my opinion, the King 

James  Version  of  the  Holy  Bible  is  the  most  beautiful  translation  in  English.  I  personally  enjoy 
individual verses and short Psalms from the KJV more than any other translation. However, it is not the 
easiest version to read. The style of English used in it is 400 years out of date.

The KJV is not Holy Scripture. Neither is the NIV or the NASB for that matter. All of these are  
translations, based on one or more original biblical documents. The collection of manuscripts from 
which the New Testament of the KJV is translated is referred to as the Textus Receptus (or TR), which 
means “Received Text.”  The TR was compiled by Erasmus in 1516 from the best sources he had 
available at the time. The TR is part of the Byzantine family of texts, which primarily arise much later 
in history. Since the Byzantine family was a prominent feature toward the middle of the fourth century, 
when Christianity became the state religion of the Roman Empire, we have many more extant copies of 
Byzantine manuscripts (abbreviated MS) than any other textual family. It was from these Byzantine 

5 Jocelyn still maintains a web presence at <http://hungryheartsministries.com/>. She is also available on Twitter 
(@JocelynAndersen). Her site has been redacted, and is down to only a few pages.
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MSS that Erasmus compiled the TR.
Byzantine MSS are “fuller:” they contain more phrases that were added by later copyists. This is  

especially prevalent because professional copyists would be unavailable to early Christians, so they did 
it themselves with no training. This would cause unintentional additions and changes. As a result, the 
later texts are “bulkier” than the earlier ones. Usually, one sees “interpolation” errors; that is, well 
known phrases are added to parallel accounts. For a great example of this, compare Matthew 5:44 with 
Luke 6:27-29.

Imagine living your life with the threat of dying because you believe in Jesus. For readers in some 
foreign countries, that is your reality. But for readers in the United States, that may be hard to imagine. 
What if Luke and the Acts of the Apostles were the only New Testament books you had ever seen in 
your entire life? Then, you manage to get a hold of a copy of Matthew. You faithfully copy it. Well, at  
5:44 you just automatically hear in your brain what you’ve been reading for years: Luke 6:27-29. So 
instead of writing down Matthew 5:44, you write Luke 6:27-29. Behold: a textual variant is born!

With that in mind, we would expect that the KJV, which is translated from the TR, to have a fuller 
text than the modern translations, which are translated from the earlier family of Alexandrian MSS. 
This quiz actually plays on several notable additions to the text, and the uninformed reader will then 
assume that certain vital  doctrines are missing from the new translations. This is exactly what the 
writers of the quiz want the reader to believe, but as we will show, these doctrines are not missing at  
all.

The point is to show that there is nothing wrong with reading a new Bible version (I personally 
read the English Standard Version). The point is not to trash the King James Version. If that is your  
Bible of choice, then you could not have selected a more elegant text and I pray that God reveals all 
His truth to you through it. My prayer is the same for anyone who uses an NIV, NASB, ESV, or any 
other fine modern translation.

The directions for the quiz tell us not to use footnotes, nor to use our memories, but to only rely on 
the text of the verse. I’m not going to follow those directions. I’m going to use other verses in the 
Bible,  common sense,  context,  and footnotes to fill  in  the answers.  Though I’m not  following the 
directions to the letter, I’m confident that the pattern of this quiz will quickly emerge, and the person 
with the open mind will see it for what it is.

Question  1,  explained  in  greater  detail  in  the  introduction,  asks  for  the  missing  words  from 
Matthew 5:44 (NIV/KJV). The footnote for that verse in the NIV tells us that some late manuscripts 
add “bless those who curse you, do good to those who hate you.” It is extremely likely that several 
copyists  confused  Matthew  5:44  with  Luke  6:27-29,  adding  the  words  that  were  missing  from 
Matthew’s account.

Question 2 wants to know two requirements for casting out demons. But Matthew 17:21 is missing 
from the NIV, so it looks like the NIV folks have no way to answer this question! In Mark 9:14-29,  
when Jesus casts the unclean spirit out of the boy, He tells His disciples that it can only be driven out  
by prayer (verse 29). Mark 9:29 was eventually inserted into the parallel passage in Matthew. The “and 
fasting” portion is believed to have originated in the fifth century.  The two earliest manuscripts of 
Matthew’s gospel, which are from the fourth century, do not have 17:21. The best 9th century codex 
also lacks the verse. Therefore, it is doubtful that this verse is genuine.

Question 3 asks why Jesus came to earth. Looks like us NIV folks are left out in the cold again, 
since Matthew 18:11 is nowhere in the NIV. But, NIV users need not worry, since it seems this passage 
was transposed from Luke 19:10.

Question 4 needs Pilate’s first name (NIV/KJV). This question is a complete strawman argument. 
If the KJV Only camp wants to make a case that the KJV is a better translation than the NIV, then 
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material of this nature should focus on Christian doctrine, not on trivialities of history. Pilate’s first 
name is Pontius, of course, but it wouldn’t make a lick of difference to Christianity if his first name 
were Stan or Bob, or Monkey Face George. We can discover Pilate’s first name by looking at any of the 
historians of the day, not just the Bible. But, since the KJV Onlyists insist that the Holy Bible itself  
simply must contain Pilate’s first name, they can reference it here, here, and here in the NIV.

Question 5 wants the words spoken by the prophet (NIV/KJV). Matthew’s gospel was written to a 
Hebrew audience, folks who would have the Scriptures memorized. The mere inclusion of that detail 
would have been enough to jog their memories of Psalm 22. In case it wasn’t, in verse 46 Jesus says  
“My God, My God, why have you forsaken me?” This is a verbatim quote from Psalm 22:1, and the 
Jewish readers of the day would have then recognized the significance of dividing Jesus’ garments. As 
this gospel was spread to a wider audience, people who had never before read nor would have access to 
the Old Testament, it would therefore have been necessary to add the Psalm, probably first as a gloss 
(note in the margin). Then, a later copyist added the gloss into the text at the appropriate point.

Question  6  directs  us  to  Mark 3:15  (NIV/KJV),  asking  us  what  Jesus  gave  His  disciples  the 
authority to do. Obviously, drive out demons is one power, but heal sickness seems to be missing from 
the NIV. Actually, it is another case of interpolation. In Matthew 10:8, Jesus gives his disciples the 
authority to heal the sick and drive out demons.

Question 7 calls to the NIV reader’s attention another missing verse. Scandalous. This is Jesus’ 
famous phrase, “If any man has ears, let him hear!” This occurs in the NIV at Luke 14:35. The addition  
or deletion of an idiomatic Hebrew expression does not challenge nor diminish any Christian doctrine. 
Like Question 4, this is a strawman argument.

Question 8 asks readers to identify John’s occupation (NIV/KJV). The statement is not materially 
affected by calling John a prophet; the addition of the word “prophet” does not somehow make Jesus’ 
statement different or better. It is still the same statement. But, just in case the KJV Only Camp insists 
that John must be identified as a prophet, the NIV tells us that here, here, here, and here.

Questions 9 and 10 focus on the same set of verses, Luke 9:55-56. The first question wants to 
know what the disciples do not (NIV/KJV). The second wants to know what Jesus came to do. The 
NIV has a much shorter verse here, where the KJV has Jesus saying that “you do not know what sort of 
Spirit you are of, for the Son of Man did not come to destroy people’s lives, but to save them.” This  
material is completely absent from our earliest MSS, and it was probably a later addition. Note that 
Jesus coming to save people is a theme around the Bible, that concept does not hang on this verse.

Question 11 wants to know how many apostles were with Jesus (NIV/KJV). The important part to 
this  passage (NIV/KJV) is what Jesus said, not the number of people that were with Him. That is 
another strawman argument.

Question 12 wants languages (NIV/KJV) that the sign over our Lord’s cross was written in, as 
though that somehow changes the entire meaning of the episode being relayed.

Question  13  wants  to  know what  Jesus  ate  with  His  fish  (NIV/KJV).  I’m confused–was  the 
complete redemption of mankind contingent on Jesus eating a honeycomb with His fish? There are no 
words strong enough to describe the absurdity of this question.

Question 14 asks about a verse often cited to prove the divinity of Jesus (NIV/KJV). The clause 
“who  is  in  heaven”  is  omitted  from  the  NIV,  which  the  KJV  Only  Camp  says  downplays  the 
omniscience of Christ. That clause is missing from the best early MSS, but the omniscience of Christ is 
taught clearly in the NIV here, here, here, here, and here. Note that important teachings occur in more 
than just one passage, and often can be deduced by examining several passages. Scripture was not 
meant to be read as one verse isolated from its context.  This is  a technique common among false 
teachers.
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Question 15 asks about John 5:4, another verse lacking in modern translations. The footnotes for 
the  NIV  state  that  John  5:4  appears  in  a  few  less  important  manuscripts.  The  verse  may  have 
origninated as a gloss, and perhaps was added into the text later as the gospel spread to people who 
would not have already known the significance of that particular pool. Writers in first century Palestine 
did not repeat details that would be common knowledge to their readers the way that modern writers 
often do.

Question 16 wants to know what time of day Nicodemus visited Jesus (NIV/KJV). Isn’t the point 
of this section to establish that the leaders don’t think that a prophet will come out of Galilee? In both  
accounts, Nicodemus asks the same question. In both, he receives the same answer. I don’t see how 
time of day matters here. Perhaps the more important textual variant in this section is in verse 52: the 
indefinite article preceding “prophet” versus the definite article (rendering it “the Prophet,” meaning 
the Messiah). But the KJV Only camp can’t attack that variant since the TR contains the indefinite 
article. This shows the double standard of the KJV Onlyists. No way would they call attention to a 
potential problem with their own version of choice.

Question 17 asks for requirements of baptism. Ah, another verse missing from the NIV. Read this 
from the NIV and you can still  find out that the Bible teaches belief in Christ as a prerequisite to 
baptism. Yet another case of interpolation.

Question 18 refers to Acts 9:6 (NIV/KJV). Saul doesn’t say anything in the NIV, but in the KJV he 
asks what Jesus wants him to do. Yet, miraculously, in both accounts, Jesus tells Him to go to the city. 
The story still works out the same. Imagine that. This is another case of interpolation, this time with 
Acts 22:10. A very familiar story that just got transposed incorrectly, probably to harmonize the parallel 
accounts.

Question 19 shows yet another instance of a situation I’m getting really tired of the KJV Only 
Camp harping on. It is a missing verse. Okay, KJV Only camp, you’ve made your point. The KJV has  
more verses than the NIV. Have I not made my point that these missing verses do not obscure the 
meaning of  the  passages?  It  does  not  change anything to  have  Silas  in  Antioch  or  at  home.  The 
following verse very clearly says that Paul, Barnabas, and many others preached and taught in the name 
of the Lord. With or without Silas, the Lord is still accomplishing His will in Antioch, which is the 
central issue.

Question 20 asks for some names (NIV/KJV). Specifically, the chief captain, what he commanded, 
and what the Jews wanted to do with Paul. The Jews wished to judge Paul according to the law, the 
captain was Lysias, and he commanded Paul’s accusers to stand before him. Common sense indicates 
the last part. Of course the accusers would be the ones who would examine the situation and determine 
the charges. The chief captain is named in the previous chapter, in the letter to the governor.

Question 21 asks us to copy Romans 16:24 word for word. Of course, by now, the NIV user must  
be shaking with paranoia at this quiz, and the thought of yet another missing verse will completely set 
him off balance. But, the missing verse is “The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be with you all. Amen.” 
An interpolation from many of Paul’s other letters, and hardly something that materially affects the 
passage at hand.

Question 22 wants to know who is manifested in the flesh by 1 Timothy 3:16 (NIV/KJV). In the 
original Greek, the pronoun “he” and the name “God” look almost indistinguishable from one another. 
Therefore, it is possible that this is a very simple copying mistake made early on that was corrected 
later by an astute scribe. Of course, this verse isn’t the only one that describes God manifesting in the 
flesh; if we read John 1:1 in conjunction with verse 14 of the same, we can draw exactly the same 
conclusion.

Question 23 wants to know, from 1 Peter 4:14 (NIV/KJV), how these people speak of Christ and 
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what Christians do. There is little information available on why this apparent omission exists. The 
longer reading was likely a gloss interposed with the original text. Once a document gets older and 
must be copied, it is difficult to tell if a gloss is commentary or correction of a mistake. Rather than 
lose part of the text, scribes would often add them in as they copied.

Question 24 acts as if 1 John 5:7 (NIV/KJV) is the linchpin that holds the entire concept of the 
Trinity together. The Trinity is a concept taught throughout Scripture, which consistently talks of God 
as One Being, but as having manifested as Father and Creator, Son and Redeemer, Holy Spirit and 
Helper/Comforter. The Trinity does not rise and fall on this one verse. There is very little manuscript 
support for 1 John 5:7 as it appears in the TR and later the KJV. The earliest papyri and quotations from 
secondary sources support the Alexandrian MSS. Most KJV Only advocates claim that the Majority 
Text (abbreviated M-Text; the M-Text is a compilation of the majority of the Greek MSS) and the TR 
are one in the same. This verse is proof positive that they are not. The M-Text does not contain the KJV 
reading. The M-Text supports the modern versions at 1 John 5:7.

The final question is a fill-in-the-blank from Revelation 1:11 (NIV/KJV). While us NIV users can’t 
fill  in  any of  those  blanks  using  1:11,  we’ll  just  have  to  settle  for  using  one  of  the  other  three 
appearances of that phrase at Revelation 1:8, 21:6, or 22:13.

It is my hope that examining the quiz in this manner has assured the reader of the reliability of the 
modern  translations.  My intent  is  not  change  anyone’s  mind  about  the  validity  of  the  KJV.  As  I 
previously stated, the KJV is an outstanding version, very poetic and musical in its use of language.  
The reader need not limit his or her Bible reading to the KJV, for God’s truth abounds in all of the 
modern translations alongside the venerable old Authorized Version of 1611. 
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E S S A Y  # 5

Christians are not Polytheists: A Brief Explanation of the Trinity

Originally published as “Polytheism?” on October 21, 2008

Atheist Cartoons, which I see from the banner on the site is looking for a literary agent, publishes  
cartoons that humorously depict arguments against theism. A cartoon that was reprinted on an atheist  
site caught my attention because it was particularly ignorant, so I spring boarded that into a brief  
discussion of the Trinity.

The Trinity is one of the most misunderstood doctrines of Christianity. Atheists repeatedly get the  
whole concept wrong, thinking that Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are three gods, yet one God. This isn’t  
true; we argue that Father, Son, and Spirit share a single divine essence, and are therefore one God in  
three separate persons. Big difference.

This essay is a brief introduction to that concept, though it hardly does any justice to it.

The Friendly Atheist alerted me to a cartoon on Atheist Cartoons.6

The cartoon proves that, no matter how many times an issue is explained to the atheists, they 
ignore us and move on. I’ve addressed the issue before, and I know that many other apologists have 
also addressed the issue as well. Here we go one more time:

Atheists, listen up! Christians are not polytheists. We are monotheists. We believe in one God. The 
Bible affirms that God is one being. Father, Son, and Spirit are separate persons, functionally different 
but ontologically the same being. No one understands or can explain the doctrine of the Trinity fully. 
So no one expects  you to understand it.  But to  repeatedly mock it  as  polytheism is  childish.  Just 
because you don’t understand something doesn’t mean that you get to explain it the most convenient 
fashion for you, and ignore everything that knowledgeable people keep telling you about it. To do so 
impedes rational discourse.

Since no one fully understands the Trinity, atheists assume that it must be false. Permit me to draw 
a parallel. No one understands how life began on this planet. It could have been seeded from outer  
space, or it could have originated from non-life. Or, God could have created it. Just because no one 
fully understands the origin of life doesn’t mean that it never happened. Atheists permit that we will 
understand this mystery one day, but mock theists who say the same thing about the Trinity. For now, 
like the origin of life to an atheist, the Trinity remains a mystery to the Christian.

As for praying to angels, saints or the Virgin Mary, that is purely a Catholic doctrine and is not  
representative of all Christians. Praying to anyone other than God is expressly forbidden in the Bible.

Why is it that no matter how many times it is explained that Christians are monotheists does the 

6 The original cartoon can be viewed at http://www.atheistcartoons.com/?p=189.
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charge of polytheism remain?
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E S S A Y  # 6

Decontextualization of Prayer: Turning God into a Gumball 
Machine

Originally published as “Proof #1: Try Praying”7 on December 13, 2007

Originally written as a rebuttal to proof #1 of the atheist website God is Imaginary, I decided (at  
first) not to go through with an entire rebuttal to GII and took the essays I did have and posted them as  
articles on JCM. Later, I changed my mind and worked through GII after all.8

I’m in the process of updating the original rebuttal, because many of the answers I gave were  
spectacularly bad. Also, a rebuttal to a website should be a website itself, not a blog. So part of the  
update is to move all of the essays over to static pages.

What follows is the original essay, which I re-worked for JCM to sound more generic. The updated  
essay will be available soon at the new rebuttal site.9

eople read in the Bible that God will deliver us anything we ask for in a heartfelt prayer. This 
view of prayer is a childish and man-centered way of thinking. God is not a gumball machine: 
we cannot just pop in a quarter (prayer), turn a crank, and receive a gumball. There are a few 

prerequisites.
P

An atheist website asks us to pray the following prayer:

Dear God, almighty, all-powerful, all-loving creator of the universe, we pray to you to cure 
every case of cancer on this planet tonight. We pray in faith, knowing you will bless us as you 
describe  in  Matthew  7:7,  Matthew  17:20,  Matthew  21:21,  Mark  11:24,  John  14:12-14, 
Matthew 18:19 and James 5:15-16. In Jesus’ name we pray, Amen.

There are a few things that must be noted about prayer before continuing with this discussion that 
our friends at this website have neglected to factor into their test.

First, there is an obedience component. Look at Job 22:27: “You will pray to Him, He will hear 
you, and you will fulfill your vows.” Or “Delight yourself in the Lord and He will give you the desires  
of your heart” (Ps 37:4). What about Psalm 66:18? It says, “If I had cherished sin in my heart, the Lord 

7 Published on the original God is NOT Imaginary, available at 
<http://weknowgodisreal.wordpress.com/2007/12/13/proof-1-try-praying/>.

8 Originally, I kept God is NOT Imaginary as a blog, located at <http://weknowgodisreal.wordpress.com/>. However, I’m 
in the process of updating the entire site, as I have studied deeper I have come to disagree with some of the earlier 
rebuttals I wrote. The updates are posted on a static website, located at <http://gii.josiahconcept.org/>.

9 Please find the new rebuttal at <http://gii.josiahconcept.org/proof-1>.
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would not have listened.” Consider Proverbs 28:9: “If anyone turns a deaf ear to the law, even his 
prayers are detestable.” Proverbs 15:8 and 15:29 say that “The Lord detests the sacrifice of the wicked, 
but the prayer of the upright pleases Him” and “The Lord is far from the wicked but hears the prayers  
of the righteous.”

Notice a pattern in the boldfaced words? That’s right: there is no promise of an answer in any of  
these verses, there is only a promise that God will hear you. Psalm 37:4 seems to be an exception. 
However, Psalm 37 has a future outlook to it; and therefore is only a promise of eventual fulfillment, 
not of immediate gratification. It should also be noted that, textually speaking, following the preceding 
imperative statements found in verses 3 and 4 will yield positive results. That means the Psalm can be 
translated as above (NIV), or as “He will answer your prayer” (NET). However, in the original Hebrew, 
the text promises only a divine blessing, not a direct answer.

Second comes a motivation component. This is key, because the prayerful cannot hide their true 
intentions from God (Job 10:14; Ps 33:15, 44:21; Pro 17:3, 21:2; Is 29:15-17). Jesus, when tempted by 
the devil (Mat 4:1-11), reminded Satan not to test God (verse 7). Jesus was actually quoting Scripture, 
Deuteronomy 6:16. The consequence is destruction (6:15). That is not as harsh as it sounds. Keep in 
mind that God, according to the Bible, is not the author of destruction, man is (Prov 19:3; note that man 
also seems to blame God for this, which could account for the Bible promising destruction from God in 
these cases).

Third, the context of Bible promises includes not only the immediate verses, but also everything 
else the Bible says on that topic. Although there is plenty of New Testament material on prayer, I have 
been citing Old Testament sources to make this point clear. Jesus’ promise assumes that His audience 
knows everything I have just written.

Nothing in the Bible is written in a vacuum, apart from or separate from anything else. The Bible is 
a very interconnected volume, and it is important that one thing be understood in light of everything 
else on the same subject.

That said, let’s examine the verses in that so-called “prayer.”
Matthew 7:7 is the famous “Ask, Seek, Knock” passage. “Ask and you shall receive, seek and you 

shall find, knock and it will be opened unto you.” The atheists say

If “every one who asks receives“, then if we ask for cancer to be cured, it should be cured. 
Right? If “our Father who is in heaven gives good things to those who ask him“, then if we 
ask him to cure cancer, he should cure it. Right? And yet nothing happens.

We would not expect anything to happen. We can assume that the atheist asking is not obedient 
(Rom 3:23). We can assume he has the wrong motives (Ps 14:1-3; cf. Ps 89:46). The person knocking 
is only testing to see if there is someone behind the door. As Proverbs 19:2 points out, paths of ruin are 
created by men. Death, weather by our bodies failing, cancer, heart attack, stroke, or getting creamed 
by a bus entered the world through our own doing. God has never promised to deliver us from the 
consequences of our own sinful actions. Death will not be removed from the world as it is an age-old 
punishment for our sins. Cancer is, unfortunately, one way that death can take us.

Jesus did tell us to “Ask, Seek, and Knock.” But He also said that he came to fulfill the Law, not  
destroy it (Mat 5:17). Obedience to God’s commands are still very important, evening living in this age 
of grace. Only now we obey by choice, not by requirement.

Jesus tells us in Matthew 17:20 that we can move mountains with faith the size of a mustard seed. 
Nothing will be impossible! To that, Brain says:

If “nothing will be impossible to you“, then if we ask to cure cancer tonight, cancer should 
disappear. Right? Yet nothing happens. Note that if we take the Bible less-than-literally here, 
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the statement “nothing will be impossible to you” becomes “lots of things will be impossible 
to you,” and that would mean that Jesus is lying.

The assertion here is that Jesus is lying if we can find a single thing that is impossible for us to do 
through Him. But that is just a straw man. That site is asserting that it is impossible to cure everyone in 
the entire world from cancer in one night through only the power of prayer. No Christian has ever, or 
will  ever,  make this  assertion.  It  is  certainly possible.  But  God has  another  plan,  and as obedient 
Christians we must seek this alternative plan.

The use of Matthew 18:19, 21:21; Mark 11:24; and John 14:12-14 in the above prayer is just  
laughable.  Although  each  of  these  verses  promise  us  anything  we  ask  in  prayer,  they  attach  the 
condition of belief in Jesus. Not a single person who runs this “test” believes in Jesus in a way that 
would fulfill the requirements of those verses.

Brain cites Mark 9:23 and Luke 1:37. To that, I say that these verses only speak of possibility, not 
certainty. The statements are that all things are possible, not all things God will grant you. It would be 
nice if prayer worked that way, but as I have demonstrated above, prayer does not.

And the prayer offered in faith will make the sick person well; the Lord will raise him up. If  
he has sinned, he will be forgiven. Therefore confess your sins to each other and pray for each 
other so that you may be healed. The prayer of a righteous man is powerful and effective. [Jms 
5:15-16]

Remember that human beings are eternal. So death is not the end, and it is not a denial of prayer.  
Death  should  be  viewed as  a  calling  home.  The fact  that  confession  is  mentioned in  this  context 
indicates a “getting right with God” mindset to this verse. The verse expects death in some cases. In 
fact, death may be the most merciful answer to the offered prayer in some cases.

Then, this section closes with the following statement:

If you are an intelligent, rational human being, all of the examples mentioned above show you 
that the God of the Bible is imaginary. What Jesus says about prayer in the Bible clearly is not 
true.

No, these examples  only show that  God does not grant the frivolous prayers of skeptics with 
ulterior motives. What Jesus says about prayer should be checked against what the rest of the Bible 
says about prayer, since Jesus’ audience would have already known about the limitations discussed 
above.

Overall,  the article  represents  a  spoiled child’s  attitude to  prayer.  When a Christian prays,  he 
understands that God sometimes answers prayer “No,” “Wait” or in a very unexpected way. If someone 
will not make allowances for God to say “No” or “Wait” or to answer it in another way, then he has 
already hardened his heart to the Holy Spirit, and that is another matter altogether.

The prayer above is not a heartfelt, unselfish prayer as it proclaims. It is a test of God’s existence.  
God does not lightly dispense answers to prayer. He has a huge population on this planet to consider.  
Imagine the chaos if everyone on this planet got everything they wanted whenever they prayed. This  
would literally be a planet of lazy bums, and no one would appreciate anything they had.

People would take God for granted. He hates that (Ex 20:2-6). “No” answers or “Hold on a sec” 
from God should increase appreciation for the answers we do get, or a better answer than we expected 
later on. But atheists seem to call for bitterness and resentment whenever God says “No.” That is the 
attitude of a spoiled brat!

As finite minds, we are not capable of comprehending God’s infinite plan (Is 55:8-9). He built us  
to wonder about Him, not to understand Him. I cannot answer why He will not heal every cancer  
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patient on this planet, but as an obedient servant I can only trust that this is part of His plan and that it 
will bring Him greater glory than simply healing everyone overnight. 
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E S S A Y  # 7

Lesbianism and the Book of Ruth

Originally published as “Delayed Reaction: Lesbianism and the Book of Ruth” on October 26, 2007

This  is  one  essay  among  many  that  countered  the  short-lived  blog  Scmitz  Blitz,  which  was 
essentially a gay rights news blog kept by Elizabeth Schmitz. She posted items of interest to the gay and  
lesbian communities, and occasionally attacked the Bible as incoherent and outdated (especially with  
its prohibitions against homosexuality). I stepped up to defend the Bible and this is one of the essays  
resulting from that.

I’m may as well admit now that I mainly went after Elizabeth because she’s hot. Which is silly  
because I’m married, and she runs a site primarily dedicated to LGBT issues and news items, which  
likely means that she’s gay. Even if I was single, it’s not like I could have actually made anything  
happen.  Elizabeth  really  didn’t  have  great  arguments,  nor  was  she  particularly  challenging.  Her  
interpretations of the Bible were shallow and uninformed.

The Schmitz Blitz blog is still open, but nothing has been posted since May 2008.10

’ve taken her on before, and after almost a month-long delay, I’m here to take her on once again. 
Elizabeth Schmitz, of Schmitz Blitz, has this article11 in response to me.12 Elizabeth has posted an 
article that has a four-part argument in favor of Naomi and Ruth being lesbian lovers. The first part 

is the use of language; specifically, the word cleave, which is used to describe both Ruth and Naomi as 
well as marriage in general. The second part is the existence of many non-traditional relationships in 
the course of the Bible. The third part is the importance of lineage to the Hebrew people. And the final  
part refers to Ruth 4:16-17, where Naomi is like a second mother to Obed.

I
Elizabeth admits that the lack of detail within the text is a problem. This creates a bigger problem 

than Elizabeth may be aware of.  This allows us to  use a rabbinical  argument  from silence,  which 
basically states that if the Bible doesn’t explicitly state it, it didn’t happen.

The argument of He. 7 is similar to the rabbinic argument from silence, which assumed that 
nothing  exists  unless  Scripture  mentions  it.  Since  Genesis  says  nothing of  Melchizedek’s 
parents, genealogy, birth, or death, he serves as a type representing the eternal Son of God (v. 
3). . . . In rabbinical logic and reasoning, statements could be made which were “arguments 
from silence.” If the Bible didn’t specifically say something about a person, place, or incident, 

10 Schmitz Blitz can be found at <http://schmitzblitz.wordpress.com>.

11 http://schmitzblitz.wordpress.com/2007/09/28/lesbianism-and-the-book-of-ruth/  .

12 http://josiahconcept.org/2007/09/28/schmitz-blitz-shallow-understanding-of-love-and-the-bible/  .
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various conclusions could be drawn for the sake of the claim or discussion being presented.13

So, for the sake of this discussion, I can conclude that nothing happened between Ruth and Naomi. 
Even a casual search of the Bible will reveal that it is explicit where sex and sin occur. It rarely just  
says that two people bore a child; it explicitly states that the two people in question had sex. And it 
states that in unmistakable terms.  The same is true with sin.  The Bible deals very frankly with those 
subjects.

What about the rest of Elizabeth’s arguments?  First, in regard to language, she points out that 
“cleave” is used in both Genesis 2:24 to describe marriage, and in Ruth 1:14 to describe Ruth and 
Naomi’s relationship.  Granted, but there is no specific talk of sex or sexuality.  As I explained above,  
the Bible is very frank when discussing sex between two people.  It wouldn’t have stopped here.

Next, Elizabeth brings up several non-traditional relationships that occur in the Bible.  While she 
mentions Jacob having multiple wives, she neglects that this is not uncommon during patriarchal times.

Then she mentions Judah and Tamar.  I  will  only point out that the sex between these two is 
explicit in the text.

Abraham and Hagar is another relationship that Elizabeth mentions.  I should note that God honors 
His promise to raise a nation from Abraham’s offspring by promising Ishmael that he will sire 12 
princes, but that the covenant promises will only be given to Isaac, as Isaac is the descendant that God 
promised Abraham.

Likewise, with David and Bathsheba, God took their first child as punishment for the adultery and 
murder.   None of  these  non-traditional  relationships  help make a  case for  Ruth and Naomi being 
lesbian lovers.  Ruth and Naomi would have clearly been in the wrong, as with Abraham and Hagar and 
David and Bathsheba.  God punished those couples.  There is no reason to assume that He wouldn’t 
have punished Ruth and Naomi.

The third part to Elizabeth’s argument is that lineage is very important in the Old Testament, and 
that people go to great lengths to preserve their lineage.  True, but irrelevant.  No lineage is possible 
from a homosexual couple,  and the lineage is the man’s, not the woman’s.  This argument merely 
strengthens the position that Ruth and Naomi had only a platonic relationship.

The final piece of Elizabeth’s argument is that Naomi acts as the “second mother” in the way one 
would expect a modern lesbian couple to behave.  This argument is blatant eisigesis.  Nursemaids are  
not uncommon in the Bible.  What Elizabeth is doing is taking a modern relationship and reading it 
back into a culture where it never existed.  No one in that day would see Naomi as a “second mom” the 
way a lesbian life partner acts today because that practice was unheard of in those days.

The Bible, despite its frank dealing with sex, never mentions a sexual relationship between Ruth 
and Naomi.  Of the non-traditional relationships it mentions, the ones that are sinful in God’s eyes are 
punished by Him swiftly.  Lineage is irrelevant to a homosexual couple.  Nursemaids are not lesbian 
life partners.  Elizabeth’s arguments fall apart easily under scrutiny.14

13 http://users.aristotle.net/~bhuie/melchiz.htm  .

14 In the comment section, Elizabeth challenged me on why I still follow old tribal codes set down in 1400 b.c. I took up 
her challenge in another article, available at <http://josiahconcept.org/2007/11/02/why-do-i-follow-tribal-codes-from-
1400-bc/>.
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E S S A Y  # 8

Mass Genocide in the Bible

Originally published on March 4, 2009

The fact that God has ordered several genocides in order that the Israelites could occupy Canaan  
is a serious stumbling block for many critics of the Bible. In fact, this might be the single most leveled  
charge against God. Critics contend that if God were truly good, then he wouldn’t have ordered any  
such mass murder of “innocents.”

I argue constantly that this misunderstands who is actually “innocent” before God. Everyone sins,  
and everyone deserves death. And, in the case of the genocides ordered for the occupation of Canaan,  
God meant to preserve Israel undefiled for himself. Since the Israelites didn’t carry out the genocides  
as ordered, that doesn’t happen. The Israelites are later corrupted by the neighbors they had mercy on.

lthough it is rarely taught in Sunday School, there can be no doubt that mass genocide occurs  
with alarming regularity in the Old Testament. Just crack open a copy of Michael Earl’s self-
published wonder Bible Stories Your Parents Never Taught You and read a few chapters. Over 

and over again, Israel kills not just the soldiers of the territory they invade, but the women and children, 
too.

A
All of this takes place at the behest of God himself, who is the one that orders the killings to take 

place. God very often indicates that he wants no survivors left.
This, according to our most scathing critics, leaves a huge moral dilemma: how can we continue to 

call the Bible the “Good Book” if it contains more violence than the average video game? Was the 
bloodshed and violence necessary?

First understand where I’m coming from. All authority comes from God first. That leaves God as 
the  ultimate  authority  in  this  universe.  This  means  that  there  is  no  higher  court  of  appeals.  Any 
authority we exercise is a microcosmic reflection of the authority that God has granted us.

Second, the Bible is clear that the penalty for sin is death (see Gen 2:15-17 and Rom 6:14). Now 
that we have God as established as the ultimate authority and the penalty for sin established as death,  
let’s look at who is actually innocent before God.

According to Paul, no one is innocent before God. He establishes that the Gentiles are guilty in 
Romans 1, then tells the Jewish people that they are no better in Romans 2. Then he establishes that, 
while the Jews are under the Law, the Gentiles are a Law unto themselves, and both Jew and Gentile 
fail to live up to either the Mosaic Law or the natural order. That is where he makes the concluding  
proclamation that “all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God” in Romans 3:23.

So, if the Jews fail to follow the Mosaic Law, and the Gentiles fail to follow the natural order of  
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things,  and Paul can confidently declare that we all  fall  short  of God’s glory,  what follows? Most  
people don’t like to admit this, but the only conclusion one can possibly draw from this data is that we 
all deserve to die.

Whether that death comes to us peacefully at the end of a long and fulfilling life, suddenly in a car 
crash, or at the end of an Israelite’s sword because we occupied the Promised Land, we all deserve it.  
That’s all of us–combatants, women, children, and even infants. No one is innocent in the sight of God, 
we have all sinned and fall short of his glory.

But wait–it hardly seems fair, does it? Especially to the infant who has no chance to repent of his 
nature yet. But this life is no guarantee. Any of us could die at anytime. Death comes to us all–it is  
absolutely unavoidable. What we need to keep in mind, at this point in our history, is that we thank God 
not because he is fair, but because he is merciful. We’ll return to that point in a minute.

The only question that remains is, “Why did God order the deaths of so many people?” Well, I 
hope by now that the answer is obvious. I’ll go ahead and state it anyway: These people were not 
innocent before God. This was God’s judgment upon them for their sins. And what, you may ask, was 
their sin? Worshiping other deities and not seeking after the One True God.

In this day of religious freedom and pluralism, it seems totally barbaric that God would destroy 
people for simply not believing that he is the True God. After all, have we not the right to choose our  
own religion? In the United States, we do. But in God’s mind, we have no right to choose our religion. 
He is to be worshiped, and him alone. He created us and endowed us with the responsibility to seek his  
will and worship him.

But we don’t do that, as the apostle Paul has already noted in the first three chapters of Romans.  
Since I’ve already established that it is sinful not to seek God and that none of us seek God, I can 
conclude easily that we all deserve the penalty for that sin. What is the penalty for sin? Death.

If God were fair, then all of us should die in our sins and that would be that. Fortunately for us, 
God has created a path by which we can be saved from our sins. God isn’t being fair; he’s being 
merciful.  The path which he created is Jesus Christ.  Repent and follow Christ,  and God will  have 
mercy on your soul. You won’t get you deserve; you’ll instead get what you don’t deserve–eternal life 
in heaven.

What does that mean for the mass genocides recorded in the Bible? Unfortunately for those poor 
souls, God was being fair rather than merciful. They got the punishment that they deserved for the sins 
they committed. Remember, “poor” does not mean “innocent.” No one is innocent before God.

This  is  part  of  the  gospel  message–that  you  are  a  sinner  in  need of  being  saved.  That  many 
churches fail to teach this is alarming. But it is a symptom of our highly individualistic culture. People 
believe that they are basically good, and that they deserve heaven. They think that they start with an 
“A” in life and that the bad things that they do take points away from their final grade from God. This 
is the reason that people read a story like the slaughter of the Midianites and think that those “poor 
souls” didn’t deserve to die.

The truth is that everyone starts with an F. Only faith in Christ can earn you a better grade.

~ 25 ~



E S S A Y  # 9

Handle a Poisonous Snake, Get Bit, Die. Big Surprise!

Originally published on November 12, 2007

I used to talk with Jeff Haws of The Atheocracy all the time when I first started JCM. He was far  
more reasonable than most of the atheists I have interacted with before or since. I haven’t seen him in a  
while.  I  used to  be  far  more moderate  in  my views;  perhaps I  scared him off  as  I  became more  
conservative.

I blogged on the article because several atheist blogs linked to it as an example of “fundamentalist  
Christian  stupidity.”  What  I  hoped  to  accomplish  was  to  show  these  guys  that  most  Christians  
understand that handling poisonous snakes isn’t going to result in anything pretty. I also wanted to  
show that the verses used to back up the handling of poisonous snakes in worship were interpreted  
fallaciously.

In addition to the fact that the long ending of Mark was added later and isn’t inspired, I should  
have also mentioned that signs and wonders (and the handling of poisonous snakes is clearly intended  
to be a sign and wonder) are meant to convince unbelievers of the authority backing the Christian  
message. In other words, in a room full of believers worshiping God, a sign or wonder does nothing.

So there are many levels of stupidity which leads one to believe that handling poisonous snakes in  
a worship service is a good idea. It isn’t a good idea. Don’t do it. Run from the church that wants to do  
it.

y good friend Jeff Haws,15 as well as Rev. Dan from OutChurched16 and VJack from Atheist 
Revolution17 have posted on this little news item about Christians handling snakes.18 With 
this seemingly insignificant news item gathering a firestorm of attention from atheists, I 

thought it would be a good idea to address the issue from a Biblical perspective.
M

I consider myself a reasonable man of faith.  I believe in God’s Word as it espoused in the Bible.  I  
ascribe inerrancy only to the autographs–that is, the original manuscripts.  I believe that the Bible is 
written in clear, everyday language and doesn’t require a Master’s degree from seminary to interpret 
the myriad of passages within it.   This clear, everyday language must be considered for the use of 
literary devices–such as similes, metaphors, hyperbole, and others–as well as for context.

15 See http://atheocracy.wordpress.com/2007/11/11/christianity-really-is-snake-bit/.

16 See http://outchurched.com/2007/11/09/snake-handling-woman-dies-family-sues-hospital.html.

17 See http://atheistrevolution.blogspot.com/2007/11/more-snake-handling-idiocy.html.

18 See http://www.kentucky.com/news/state/story/224771.html.
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Part of context would be understanding that “you” in a direct quotation would apply in a general 
sense only to those people present when the quotation was uttered.

As a reasonable man of faith, I believe that if I were to handle a poisonous snake, that it would bite  
me, and without proper medical attention, I would die.  No big surprise there.  I believe that despite this 
promise in the Bible:

Go everywhere in the world, and tell the Good News to everyone. Anyone who believes and is 
baptized will be saved, but anyone who does not believe will be punished. And those who 
believe will be able to do these things as proof: They will use my name to force out demons. 
They will speak in new languages. They will pick up snakes and drink poison without being 
hurt. They will touch the sick, and the sick will be healed.  (Mk 16:15-18, emphasis added)

Earlier I spoke of context.  In context, Jesus said this to the eleven apostles (v. 14).  He did not give 
this statement as a general instruction to all of His followers.  That means that these are signs and 
wonders that accompany apostles.

Elsewhere, I’ve defended this passage by saying that promises made to the apostles are fulfilled by 
the church.  The church is guided by the Holy Spirit, and the Holy Spirit disseminates spiritual gifts to 
people as He sees fit (1 Cor 12:11).  This means that gifts such as those are given to the church, not to 
individuals.  Among the gifts mentioned by the Apostle Paul in the the entire passage from Corinthians 
12 (vv. 7-11), snake charming and poison drinking are conspicuous by absence.

I’m not going back on that stance.  But, I am going back on one thing: Mark 16:9-20 is not found 
in the early Greek MSS.  That means that this promise was likely not part of the autograph–which 
means that I cannot wholeheartedly ascribe inerrancy to it.

All said, I too can marvel with my atheist friends at the sheer stupidity of someone who would 
handle a poisonous snake as part of a worship service.  Even if I believed that the signs and wonders 
that accompanied apostles would be apportioned by the Holy Spirit to every Christian and was able to 
ascribe inerrancy to Mark 16:9-20, I still wouldn’t be surprised if this happened.  Ultimately, we should 
follow Jesus’ example and not test God (Mat 4:1-11; cf. Deut 6:16).
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E S S A Y  # 1 0

Are Christians to Kill Unbelievers?

Originally published as “Atheist Misunderstands the Bible... AGAIN!” on November 17, 2007

The article that follows isn’t the real article that made the tenth all time spot. The article that  
actually made it, “The Beatitude Says That the Bible Commands Christians to Kill Unbelievers”19 was 
extremely short and only linked to the article that follows.

As  far  as  I  know,  both  The  Beatitude  and  Vjack  are  aware  of  this  refutation.  Neither  has  
challenged it, yet both continue to use this argument.

Jack from the Atheist Revolution has really been catching my eye with his recent posts. I’m 
still in the middle of critiquing his view of the Bible’s early books. I have to answer one more 
question that he has proposed, which I will get to probably early next week. I’m going to be 

working quite a bit, and I still have a lot of reading to do for both this site and my new site.
V

On to VJack: his most recent post on Christianity and dehumanization can be summed up in the 
following paragraph from it:

When those who embrace Jesus are perceived as being better people than those who do not, 
we have an entryway to dehumanization. The Christian bible teaches that god has a chosen 
people who are favored above all others. This jealous god routinely kills those who disobey 
his commands and leads his followers in the destruction of multiple out groups. When god is 
on one’s side, one can do now wrong and one is has a certain moral superiority over all others. 
The  bible  teaches  Christians  that  non-Christians  are  evil,  admonishing  them  to  kill 
nonbelievers and persons who worship other gods.20

If I actually bought into VJack’s statement, “When god is on one’s side, one can do now [sic]  
wrong and one is has a certain moral superiority over all others,” then I would agree with the rest of his 
point.  Yes, the Jews were the chosen people of God, but they did plenty of things wrong during the  
course of being His chosen ones.  All of that is recorded throughout the books of Numbers, Joshua, 
Judges, Samuel, Kings, Chronicles, and the Prophets.  God never protects us absolutely from doing 
anything wrong; it is still our free will to sin.

Next,  I  don’t  believe  that  the  Bible  teaches  anywhere  that  Christians  are  morally  superior  to 
anyone.  It exhorts us to remain blameless–which indicates that we are not, in fact, blameless, since we 
must be exhorted to remain so.  Romans 3:23 succinctly states that “. . . all have sinned and fall short of 

19 http://josiahconcept.org/2009/05/12/the-beattitude-says-that-the-bible-commands-christians-to-kill-unbelievers/  .

20 http://atheistrevolution.blogspot.com/2007/11/dehumanization-torture-and-christianity.html  .
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the glory of God.”  All.  As in everyone: “Everyone has turned away. Together they have become rotten 
to the core. No one, not even one person, does good things” (Ps 14:3).

What does Paul say of Christians and sin?  After building a case for total depravity more harsh 
than the one I just stated above (see Rom 1:18-32), he goes on to say this: “Therefore you have no  
excuse,  O man,  every one  of  you who judges.  For  in  passing  judgment  on another  you condemn 
yourself, because you, the judge, practice the very same things” (Rom 2:1, emphasis added).

The bumper sticker says “Christians aren’t better.  We’re just forgiven.”  How true those words 
are!

Next, I don’t believe that Christianity dehumanizes anyone.  The Bible teaches that we are all 
made in the image of God (Gen 1:27).  Also relevant is the story of Peter’s vision in Acts 10.

VJack’s final assertion, “The bible teaches Christians that non-Christians are evil,  admonishing 
them to kill nonbelievers and persons who worship other gods” interested me since the Bible actually 
commands us to love our neighbor as ourselves, which is part of the Greatest Commandment.  And the 
Great Commission admonishes us to baptize every nation in the name of the Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit.  I’d argue that it is impossible to do those things if we are killing the people we are supposed to  
love and baptize.

The apostle Paul writes:

Don’t pay people back with evil for the evil they do to you. Focus your thoughts on those 
things that are considered noble.  As much as it is possible, live in peace with everyone. Don’t 
take revenge, dear friends. Instead, let God’s anger take care of it. After all, Scripture says, “I 
alone have the right to take revenge. I will pay back, says the Lord.” But, “If your enemy is  
hungry, feed him. If he is thirsty, give him a drink. If you do this, you will make him feel  
guilty and ashamed.” Don’t let evil conquer you, but conquer evil with good.  (Rom 12:17-21)

I checked VJack’s proof text for Christians commanded to kill non-Christians, and it happens to be 
this:

In one of the cities the LORD your God is giving you, there may be a man or woman among 
you  who  is  doing  what  the  LORD  considers  evil.  This  person  may  be  disregarding  the 
conditions of the LORD’S promise by worshiping and bowing down to other gods, the sun, 
the moon, or the whole army of heaven. I have forbidden this. When you are told about it, 
investigate it thoroughly. If it’s true and it can be proven that this disgusting thing has been 
done in Israel, then bring the man or woman who did this evil thing to the gates of your city, 
and stone that person to death.  (Deut 17:2-5)

Deuteronomy is  a  lousy book to use for a proof text  of anything.   In context,  this  book is  a 
suzerainty treaty between God and the nation of Israel, a nation that has since been destroyed.  This 
means that  the terms  of  the contract–especially the enforcement  clauses–are  no longer  binding on 
anyone.  Paul says of the law of Moses, “. . . the letter kills, but the Spirit brings life” (2 Cor 3:6). 
Since the law is no longer binding on us, we should look at why that rule was given and follow the 
reasoning behind it rather than rely on the actual words of the law.

The Bible is our written source book; by which we can objectively check how God reacts to certain 
actions or behaviors.  The penalties ascribed show that what we think of as minor sins, God actually 
views as a very big deal.  The law is really written in our hearts (cf. Ps 40:8 and Jer 31:33).  We need  
Christ, not the law (cf. Gal 3:24-26).

But I want everyone to notice something: VJack is wrong about the interpretation of this verse. 
Note that it  says “there may be a man or woman among you,” that is,  a Jew!  This verse is only  
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speaking of Jews, not the Gentiles.  VJack is seriously misrepresenting what the Bible says regarding in 
this matter.  I’ll close with the words of Christ:

You have heard that it was said, ‘You shall love your neighbor and hate your enemy.’ But I say 
to you, Love your enemies and pray for those who persecute you,  so that you may be sons of 
your Father who is in heaven. For he makes his sun rise on the evil and on the good, and sends 
rain on the just and on the unjust. (Mat 5:43-45)
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