
“Do the Bible’s Statements on
Head Coverings Apply Today?”
I would like to hear your explanation of 1 Cor. 11:2-16 where
it talks about woman wearing a head covering and if this
applies to us today. And why.

Thanks  for  your  letter.  You’ve  asked  a  rather  difficult
question  about  an  extremely  controversial  and  emotionally-
charged issue. For what it’s worth, I will offer my opinion
(we don’t have an official Probe position on this issue). But
I certainly don’t think I have any special insight into this
issue.

Commentators point out that Paul offers a number of reasons
why women should wear head coverings in the church. First, it
appropriately reflects the Divine order mentioned in vv. 3-6.
Second, it is based on creation (vv. 7-9). Here Paul seems to
allude to Genesis 2:18-24. Third, Paul mentions that the woman
should wear a covering because of the angels. Apparently,
angels observe church meetings and may be offended to witness
the  insubordination  of  wives  to  their  husbands  (in
particular), or the rejection of the Divine order by women in
general. Fourth, Paul offers an argument from nature (vv.
13-15). His point may be that just as a woman’s long hair is
her natural glory, and is given to her as a covering, so also
it is her glory to wear a covering in the church as a symbol
of subordination to her husband and/or to God. Finally, Paul
seems to argue for women wearing head coverings on the basis
of this being the universal practice of the church in the
first century (v. 16).

Of course, this is not the universal practice of the church
today. But should it be? Although I don’t know for sure, I
tend to think that the key issue in this passage (i.e. the
timeless truth which applies to all believers at all times and
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in  all  places)  concerns  subordination  or  submission.  In
particular, the man must understand that Christ is his head.
Just as Christ willingly subordinated himself to the Father
(Phil. 2:5-11, etc.), so also should man subordinate himself
to Christ and follow his example. Similarly, a woman should be
submissive to her husband (Eph. 5:22-33). It’s important to
understand  that  this  does  not  imply  inferiority.  Just  as
Christ is not inferior to the Father, so also the wife is not
inferior to her husband, nor is woman inherently inferior to
man.  However,  there  is  a  Divine  order,  also  reflected  in
creation, and men and women have different roles and different
responsibilities in that order.

Thus, I tend to think that the timeless truth of this passage
is that both men and women need to recognize and accept their
God-ordained position and purpose in both creation and the
church. Just as it would be completely inappropriate for a man
to refuse to subordinate himself to Christ, so also it is
inappropriate for a wife to refuse to submit to her husband
(or for a single woman to reject the Divine order, etc.). The
head-covering was a visible symbol of such submission in the
first century church. But I don’t think that head-coverings
are the real issue. The real issue is one of subordination to
the will of God and an acceptance of the Divine order. In a
sense, it’s the distinction between the letter of the law—and
its spirit.

At any rate, for what it’s worth, that’s my opinion.

Shalom,

Michael Gleghorn
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See Also:
• “What Do You Think About Headcoverings for Christian Women?”

• Sue Bohlin’s Blog Post: “Why I’m the Lady in the Hat”
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“Apostle  John:  Senile  Upon
Writing Gospel?”
“Could John Have Been Senile When He Wrote His Gospel?”

1) Approximately how old would the Apostle John have been when
he wrote his Gospel?

2) I assume he would have been very old; would his age have
affected the reliability of his Gospel and thus render it not
very  reliable,  i.e  by  becoming  senile  because  of  old  age
[sic]?

3) What exactly are the effects of being senile?

4) Does everyone elderly become senile, or is it possible to
be old and not senile?

5) Approximately what age do people usually become senile?

 

John was probably very young when Jesus called him to be His
follower. If John was around 20 years old at the time of
Jesus’ death, and if Jesus died around 33 A.D., and if John
wrote his Gospel around 90 A.D., then John would have been
approximately 77 years old when he wrote his Gospel. This is a
reasonable estimate.

There is no reason whatever to suppose that John was senile
when he wrote his Gospel. The author of John’s Gospel is
clearly someone in full possession of his mental faculties.
There is absolutely no indication that the author of this
Gospel was senile. Please note: Deut. 34:7 says that even at
age 120, Moses was still a vigorous man.
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As for your questions about senility, I will leave you to
explore that on your own. WebMD has a search engine which will
allow you to research senility and old age. You can find it
at: http://www.webmd.com/.

Hope this helps.

The Lord bless you,

Michael Gleghorn
Probe Ministries

“Where Do Historians Refer to
the  Earth’s  Darkness  During
the Crucifixion?”
I need some help finding where historians refer to the fact
that the sky got totally dark and the stars came out when
Jesus was crucified. I remember reading something from Julius
Africanus, I think it was, who mentioned this fact, but now
that I am looking for it I can’t find it. Didn’t Tacitus refer
to Julius’ comment also?

 
 

The historian Thallus, in A.D. 52, wrote a history of the
eastern Mediterranean since the Trojan War. Although his work
is lost, it was quoted by Julius Africanus in about A.D. 221.
This is mentioned by Gary Habermas in his 1996 book, The
Historical Jesus (pp. 196-97). Lee Strobel has a brief section
on this in his book The Case for Christ (pp. 84-85). The
historian Edwin Yamauchi quotes from a footnote by Paul Maier
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in his 1968 book, Pontius Pilate, as follows: “Phlegon, a
Greek author from Caria writing a chronology soon after 137
A.D., reported that in the fourth year of the 202nd Olympiad
(i.e., 33 A.D.) there was ‘the greatest eclipse of the sun’
and that ‘it became night in the sixth hour of the day [i.e.,
noon] so that stars even appeared in the heavens. There was a
great earthquake in Bithynia, and many things were overturned
in Nicaea.'”

This, at any rate, should help you track down the source from
Phlegon if you like.

Shalom in Christ,

Michael Gleghorn
Probe Ministries
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Crime  and  Punishment  –  A
Christian  View  of
Dostoevsky’s Classic Novel
Michael Gleghorn looks at the famous novel through a Christian
worldview lens to see what truths Dostoevsky may have for us. 
We learn that this great novel records the fall of man into a
degraded state but ends with the beginning of his restoration
through the ministry of a selfless, Christian woman.

Introduction and Overview
In 1866 the Russian novelist Fyodor Dostoevsky published Crime
and Punishment, one of his greatest novels. It’s a penetrating
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study of the psychology of sin, guilt, and redemption, and it
haunts the reader long after the final page has been read. It
tells the story of an intelligent, but impoverished, young
Russian intellectual named Raskolnikov. Under the unfortunate
influence of a particularly pernicious theory of society and
human  nature,  he  exalts  himself  above  the  moral  law,
grievously transgresses it by committing two murders, “and
plunges into a hell of persecution, madness and terror.”{1}

Raskolnikov  had  conceived  of  himself  as  a  great  and
extraordinary man, on the order of a Napoleon. He tried to
convince himself that he wasn’t bound by the same tired old
moral code that the vast mass of humanity lives in recognition
of, if not obedience to—the merely ordinary men and women who
accomplish  little  and  amount  to  less.  Nevertheless,  after
committing his horrible crime, he finds that he cannot escape
his  punishment:  he  cannot  silence  his  sensitive  and
overburdened conscience. In the end, when he can stand it no
longer, he decides to confess his crime and accept suffering
as a means of atonement.

Joseph Frank observes that Dostoevsky, the author of this
story, had “long been preoccupied with the question of crime
and  conscience.”{2}  In  one  of  his  letters,  Dostoevsky
describes  his  story  as  the  “psychological  report  of  a
crime.”{3} The crime is committed, he says, by “a young man,
expelled from the university . . . and living in the midst of
the  direst  poverty.”  Coming  under  the  influence  of  “the
strange, ‘unfinished’ ideas that float in the atmosphere,” he
decides  to  murder  an  old  pawnbroker  and  steal  her  money.
Dostoevsky describes the old woman as “stupid and ailing,”
“greedy” and “evil.” Why, it would hardly be a crime at all to
murder such a wretched person! What’s more, with the money
from his crime, the young man can “finish his studies, go
abroad,” and devote the rest of his life to the benefit of
humanity!

Inspired by these thoughts, the young man goes through with



the crime and murders the old woman. But, notes Dostoevsky,
“here is where the entire psychological process of the crime
is  unfolded.  Insoluble  problems  confront  the  murderer,
unsuspected and unexpected feelings torment his heart . . .
and he finishes by being forced to denounce himself.”

This, in brief, is the story of Crime and Punishment. In what
follows, we’ll take a closer look at the theory which led
Raskolnikov to commit his crime. Then we’ll consider why the
theory proved false when Raskolnikov actually attempted to put
it into practice.

The Ordinary and Extraordinary
Raskolnikov committed two murders, in part simply to see if he
really has the bravado to put his theories into practice. But
what are these ideas? Where do they come from? And why do they
lead Raskolnikov to such heinous actions?

Essentially,  Raskolnikov’s  theory,  which  was  partially
developed in an article on crime that he had written, holds
that all men, by a kind of law of nature, are divided into two
distinct classes: the ordinary and the extraordinary. This
theory, which finds some of its philosophical roots in the
writings of men like Hegel and Nietzsche, claims that ordinary
men exist merely for the purpose of reproduction by which, at
length,  the  occasional,  extraordinary  man  might  arise.
Raskolnikov  declares,  “The  vast  mass  of  mankind  is  mere
material, and only exists in order by some great effort, by
some mysterious process, by means of some crossing of races
and stocks, to bring into the world at last perhaps one man
out of a thousand with a spark of independence.” The man of
genius is rarer still, “and the great geniuses, the crown of
humanity,  appear  on  earth  perhaps  one  in  many  thousand
millions.”{4}

The  distinctive  features  of  the  ordinary  man  are  a



conservative temperament and a law-abiding disposition. But
extraordinary  men  “all  transgress  the  law.”  Indeed,  says
Raskolnikov, “if such a one is forced for the sake of his idea
to step over a corpse or wade through blood, he can . . . find
. . . in his own conscience, a sanction for wading through
blood.”{5}  So  the  extraordinary  man  has  the  right—indeed,
depending on the value of his ideas, he may even have the
duty—to  destroy  those  who  stand  in  his  way.  After  all,
Raskolnikov observes, such ideas may benefit “the whole of
humanity.”{6} But how can we know if we are merely ordinary
men, or whether, perhaps, we are extraordinary? How can we
know if we have the right to transgress the law to achieve our
own ends?

Raskolnikov admits that confusion regarding one’s class is
indeed possible. But he thinks “the mistake can only arise . .
. among the ordinary people” who sometimes like to imagine
themselves more advanced than they really are. And we needn’t
worry  much  about  that,  for  such  people  are  “very
conscientious” and will impose “public acts of penitence upon
themselves with a beautiful and edifying effect.”{7}

But as we’ll see, it’s one of the ironies of this novel that
Raskolnikov, who committed murder because he thought himself
extraordinary, made precisely this tragic mistake.

A Walking Contradiction
James Roberts observes that Raskolnikov “is best seen as two
characters. He sometimes acts in one manner and then suddenly
in a manner completely contradictory.”{8} Evidence for this
can be seen throughout the novel. In this way, Dostoevsky
makes  clear,  right  from  the  beginning  of  his  story,  that
Raskolnikov is not an extraordinary man, at least not in the
sense  in  which  Raskolnikov  himself  uses  that  term  in  his
theory of human nature.



In the opening pages of the novel, we see Raskolnikov at war
with himself as he debates his intention to murder an old
pawnbroker. “I want to attempt a thing like that,” he says to
himself.{9}  Then,  after  visiting  the  old  woman’s  flat,
ostensibly to pawn a watch, but in reality as a sort of “dress
rehearsal” for the murder, he again questions himself: “How
could such an atrocious thing come into my head? What filthy
things my heart is capable of. Yes, filthy above all . . .
loathsome!”{10}

This  inner  battle  suggests  that  Raskolnikov  has  mistaken
himself for an extraordinary man, a man bound neither by the
rules of society, nor the higher moral law. But in fact, he’s
actually  just  a  conscientious  ordinary  man.  The  portrait
Dostoevsky paints of him is really quite complex. He often
appears  to  be  a  sensitive,  though  confused,  young
intellectual, who’s been led to entertain his wild ideas more
as a result of dire poverty and self-imposed isolation from
his  fellow  man,  rather  than  from  sheer  malice  or  selfish
ambition.

In fear and trembling he commits two murders, partly out of a
confused desire to thereby benefit the rest of humanity, and
partly out of a seemingly genuine concern to really live in
accordance with his theories. Ironically, while the murders
are  partly  committed  with  the  idea  of  taking  the  old
pawnbroker’s money to advance Raskolnikov’s plans, he never
attempts to use the money, but merely buries it under a stone.
What’s  more,  Raskolnikov  is  portrayed  as  one  of  the  more
generous characters in the novel. On more than one occasion,
he literally gives away all the money he has to help meet the
needs of others. Finally, while Raskolnikov is helped toward
confessing his crime through the varied efforts of Porfiry
Petrovich,  the  brilliant,  yet  compassionate,  criminal
investigator,  and  Sonia,  the  humble,  selfless  prostitute,
nevertheless,  it’s  primarily  Raskolnikov’s  own  tormented
conscience that, at length, virtually forces him to confess to



the murders.

So while Raskolnikov is guilty, he’s not completely lost. He
still retains a conscience, as well as some degree of genuine
compassion toward others. Dostoevsky wants us to see that
there’s still hope for Raskolnikov!

The Hope of Restoration
After Raskolnikov commits the two murders, he finds himself
confronted with the desperate need to be reconciled with God
and  his  fellow  man.  From  the  beginning  of  the  story,
Raskolnikov  is  portrayed  as  somewhat  alienated  from  his
fellows. But once he commits the murders, he experiences a
decisive break, both spiritually and psychologically, from the
rest of humanity. Indeed, when he murders the old pawnbroker
and her sister, something within Raskolnikov also dies. The
bond that unites him with all other men in a common humanity
is  destroyed—or  “dies”—as  a  sort  of  poetic  justice  for
murdering the two women.

This death, which separates Raskolnikov both from God and his
fellow man, can only be reversed through a miracle of divine
grace and power. In the novel, the biblical paradigm for this
great miracle is the story of the raising of Lazarus. Just as
Lazarus  died,  and  was  then  restored  to  life  through  the
miraculous power of God in Christ, so also, in Dostoevsky’s
story,  Raskolnikov’s  “death”  is  neither  permanent  nor
irreversible. He too can be “restored to life.” He too can be
reconciled with God and man.

While this theme of death and restoration to life is somewhat
subtle, nevertheless, Dostoevsky probably intended it as one
of the primary themes of the novel. In the first place, it is
emphasized by Sonia, Porfiry Petrovich, and Raskolnikov’s own
sister, that only by confessing his crime and accepting his
punishment can Raskolnikov again be restored to the rest of



humanity. In this way, Dostoevsky repeatedly emphasizes the
“death” of Raskolnikov.

In addition, the raising of Lazarus is mentioned at least
three times in the novel. One time is when, in the midst of a
heated discussion, Porfiry specifically asks Raskolnikov if he
believes  in  the  raising  of  Lazarus,  to  which  Raskolnikov
responds that he does.{11} This affirmation foreshadows some
hope for Raskolnikov, for the fact that he believes in this
miracle at least makes possible the belief that God can also
work a miracle in his own life. Secondly, the only extended
portion of Scripture cited in the novel relates the story of
Lazarus. In fact, it’s Raskolnikov himself, tormented by what
he’s done, who asks Sonia to read him the story.{12} Finally,
at the end of the novel, the raising of Lazarus is mentioned
yet  again,  this  time  as  Raskolnikov  recollects  Sonia’s
previous reading of the story to him.{13} Interestingly, this
final  reference  to  the  raising  of  Lazarus  occurs  in  the
context of Raskolnikov’s own “restoration to life.”

Restored to Life
Near the end of the novel, Raskolnikov at last goes to the
police station and confesses to the murders: “It was I killed
the old pawnbroker woman and her sister Lizaveta with an axe
and robbed them.”{14} He is sentenced to eight years in a
Siberian labor prison. Sonia, true to her promise, selflessly
follows  him  there.  Early  one  morning  she  comes  to  visit
Raskolnikov.  Overcome  with  emotion,  he  begins  weeping  and
throws himself at her feet. Sonia is terrified. “But at the
same moment she understood . . . . She knew . . . that he
loved her . . . and that at last the moment had come.”{15}
God’s love, mediated through Sonia, had finally broken through
to Raskolnikov: “He had risen again and he . . . felt in it
all his being.”{16}

Although  Raskolnikov  had  previously  been  something  of  an



outcast with his fellow inmates, nevertheless, on the day of
his “restoration,” his relations with them begin to improve.
Dostoevsky writes:

He . . . fancied that day that all the convicts who had been
his enemies looked at him differently; he had even entered
into talk with them and they answered him in a friendly way.
He remembered that now, and thought it was bound to be so.
Wasn’t everything now bound to be changed?{17}

What’s more, Dostoevsky also implies that Raskolnikov is being
restored  to  relationship  with  God.  Picking  up  the  New
Testament  that  Sonia  had  given  him,  “one  thought  passed
through his mind: ‘Can her convictions not be mine now? Her
feelings, her aspirations at least . . .'”{18} And Dostoevsky
then concludes his great novel by stating: “But that is the
beginning of a new story—the story of the gradual renewal of a
man, the story of his gradual regeneration, of his passing
from one world into another, of his initiation into a new
unknown life.”{19}

So by the end of the novel, Raskolnikov, as a type of Lazarus,
has experienced his own “restoration to life.” He is ready to
begin  “his  initiation  into  a  new  unknown  life.”  And
interestingly,  the  grace  which  brings  about  Raskolnikov’s
restoration is primarily mediated to him through the quiet,
humble  love  of  Sonia,  a  prostitute.  Just  as  God  was  not
ashamed to have his own Son, humanly speaking, descended from
some who were murderers and some who were prostitutes—for it
was just such people He came to save—so also, in Dostoevsky’s
story, God is not ashamed to extend His forgiveness and grace
to a prostitute, and through her to a murderer as well. Crime
and Punishment thus ends on a note of hope, for the guilty can
be forgiven and the dead restored to life!

Notes

1. Fyodor Dostoevsky, Crime and Punishment, trans. Constance
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The Gospel of Judas [Michael
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Gleghorn]
According to Wilford and Goodstein, in an article for the New
York  Times  (April  7,  2006),  “The  26-page  Judas  text  is
believed to be a copy in the Coptic language, made around A.D.
300, of the original Gospel of Judas, written in Greek the
century before.” If this is the same text referred to by the
second century church father Irenaeus, then it probably dates
to the second half of the second century. This would put it a
full hundred years or so after the New Testament gospelsall of
which were authored in the second half of the first century
A.D.

The evidence seems to indicate that the Gospel of Judas is a
Gnostic document. These documents were universally rejected by
the early church fathersand for good reasons. In the first
place, unlike the New Testament documents (which date to the
first century A.D.), the Gnostic texts are late, dating to the
second to fourth centuries A.D. Because of this, the Gnostic
documents, unlike the New Testament documents, were definitely
not written by apostles or companions of the apostles. In
other words, the Gospel of Judas is not an eyewitness account
written by one of Jesus’ original followers. Finally, the
Gospel of Judas, like all Gnostic texts, contains teaching and
elements which are clearly unorthodox and heretical, at least
when judged by the standard of the New Testament gospels. It’s
for  reasons  such  as  these  that  the  church  fathers  (very
wisely,  in  my  opinion)  rejected  these  books  as  unfit  for
inclusion in the New Testament.

© 2006 Probe Ministries

This  is  a  very  quick  and  short  response  to  the  news
announcement about this “gospel.” For more in-depth analysis
of why the Gnostic documents are not trustworthy accounts of
the life of Jesus or His disciples, please see the Nag Hammadi
section of “Redeeming The Da Vinci Code” here. My colleague
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Patrick Zukeran has since written a longer assessment of this
document here.

“Why  Are  Pagans  and  Their
Religion Evil?”
I really want to understand how modern pagans are seen as evil
and how their religion is seen as evil; is everything that’s
not Christian evil? Is it not everyone’s personal choice?

You ask some very good questions. First, you ask why modern
pagans and their religion are seen as evil. I think what I
would say here is that, from a biblical perspective, modern
pagans are not necessarily any more (or less) evil than anyone
else. The Bible tells us that “all have sinned and fall short
of the glory of God” (Romans 3:23). Thus, according to the
Bible, all men and women are sinners. We have all thought,
said and done things which are displeasing to God and contrary
to His perfect moral standards. In this sense, we are all evil
and in need of God’s forgiveness and grace.

If, as the Bible teaches, Jesus really is the one and only way
to God the Father (John 14:6), then all other religions are
ultimately false. Of course, it’s important to remember that
this does NOT mean that everything they teach is false. For
example, many non-Christian religions say that we shouldn’t
lie,  steal,  commit  sexual  immorality,  or  murder.  Clearly,
Christianity agrees with this and teaches the same thing.
Further, Judaism, Unitarianism, and Islam teach that there is
only one God. Again, Christianity certainly agrees with this.

In  other  words,  other  religions  (including  various  pagan
religions) may certainly teach some things that are true and
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good. But if Christianity is really true, and if Jesus really
is the only way to God, then no other religion is ULTIMATELY
true (in all that it teaches). In this sense, then, Christians
would  consider  pagan  religions  “evil.”  That  is,  we  would
consider these religions evil because they are leading their
adherents astray and away from the only true God and the
Savior  Jesus  Christ.  If  Christianity  is  true,  then  these
religions will ultimately hurt (not help) those who follow
them.

Finally, many Christians believe that God has given people
free-will. God will not force anyone to become a Christian
against his/her will. He offers us salvation, forgiveness and
eternal life as a free gift, but He will not force it on us.
Thus, people do have a choice regarding what religion they
will follow. But God will hold everyone accountable for their
choices.  And  those  who  reject  His  gracious  offer  of
forgiveness and salvation through faith in Christ will be held
accountable for their sins and suffer the terrible fate of
eternal separation from God in hell. Again, passages like
Matthew  25:41-46  and  Revelation  20:11-15  make  this  quite
clear. This is why Christians believe it is so important to
tell people about Jesus and their need for Him. If He really
is the only way to God the Father, then it would be very
unloving of us not to tell people about this. Most Christians
simply want to see their friends, relatives, and co-workers in
heaven. They don’t want these people to be eternally separated
from God, the Ultimate Source of every good and perfect gift.

I hope this helps. If you’re interested in reading about the
Christian  plan  of  salvation,  please  visit  Bible.org  at
http://www.bible.org/page.asp?page_id=276.

The Lord bless you,

Michael Gleghorn
Probe Ministries
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“You  Should  Research
Reincarnation  and  the  Lost
Words of Jesus”
I came into your site because I was interested in what you had
to say about reincarnation. I got to looking around and first
I do whish to say that it is a wonderful site. I do have some
problems with it though. I have been baptized a Baptist. Of
course. I used to believe as you do. I have done alot of study
on the Bible and other religions. I still believe in Jesus and
that he died for my sins. I love the lord with all my heart
and soul. But I do not believe that my father would send me to
a place of fire and torment. I have the gift of discernment of
the spirit. This has been accepted by several churches in my
area. I can tell you all about a person after a short time
with them and I see spirits, ghosts demons whatever you wish
to call them. I can also see into the future somewhat. I do
not try to do any of this, it just happens when it happens.
This is a gift the lord gave me. Yet you people tell me I am
going to hell for it.

I have found several contradictions in the bible myself, a
book that I would at one time have died for. I spent a long
time asking God to show me the truth. I believe he did. And
still is.

I never picked up a bible till I was 24 years old. I went to
church when I was younger, but never payed a whole lot of
attention, because I did not feel they were teaching the true
word of God. I was 6 years old when I realized this. I am very
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happy that you love the lord so very much. But even Jesus
stated that the Bible would be Tampered with and those that
did it would be punished. So why is it so hard to believe that
it has happened? You are so ready to believe all the others
things that have come true so why not this? Alot of God’s word
was not even put in the Bible. Do some research yourself on
reincarnation and the old church, the older christian belief,
and you will find the lost words of Jesus. Did you know that
they destroyed the original Bible when they wrote the new King
James  Version,  and  then  told  everybody  that  it  was  the
original?  I  believe  that  you  have  to  worry  about  being
decieved also. Just like the rest of us we must learn the
truth for ourselves and stop depending on everyone but God. He
says do not trust man, but only him.

Hello _____,

Although (as you yourself realize) we would disagree about the
issue of reincarnation, it seems that the more fundamental
issue about which we would differ is the Bible — particularly
whether or not it is a trustworthy message from God.

You said you found some contradictions in the Bible, but you
didn’t say what they were. Have you ever attempted to see if
there  might  be  good  explanations  for  such  alleged  Bible
difficulties? If not, and if you’re interested in exploring
this issue, please allow me to recommend the following site:
www.tektonics.org. This site has explanations for hundreds of
alleged Bible difficulties.

You also said that the Bible was destroyed at the time of the
King  James  translation.  I’m  afraid  your  information  is
incorrect on this point. For instance, we have thousands of
New Testament manuscripts going all the way back to the early
second century. The King James translation wasn’t done until
1611 — hundreds of years after our earliest manuscripts (which
we still have). So it’s simply not true to say that the Bible
was destroyed at this time. If you would like to explore this
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issue  further,  please  visit  Bible.org  at
http://www.bible.org/topic.asp?topic_id=5. Here you will find
dozens  of  articles  about  the  Bible  by  very  competent  and
capable Christian scholars.

Hope these resources prove helpful. Thanks again for writing
and God bless you!

Michael Gleghorn
Probe Ministries

© 2006 Probe Ministries

“If  Child  Sacrifice  Is
Sinful, Why Did God Require
It of Abraham?”
According to Deut 18:10-12, “Let no one be found among you who
sacrifices his son or daughter in the fire…” OK, so at least
as  far  back  as  Moses’  time,  human  sacrifice  was  wrong  –
sinful.

But…why then would God test Abraham by asking him to make a
human sacrifice of Isaac? It seems to me that God is asking
him  to  do  something  sinful  to  prove  his  obedience  and
devotion. That goes against God’s character, doesn’t it?

Thanks for your question. Much has been written about Gen. 22.
Let me mention a few important points and refer you to some
more extensive answers.

First, notice Gen. 22:5: “So he said to his servants, You two
stay here with the donkey while the boy and I go up there. We
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will worship and then return to you.

The NET Bible comments, “It is impossible to know what Abraham
was thinking when he said, We will. . .return to you.” When he
went he knew (1) that he was to sacrifice Isaac, and (2) that
God intended to fulfill his earlier promises through Isaac.
How he reconciled those facts is not clear in the text. Heb
11:17-19  suggests  that  Abraham  believed  God  could  restore
Isaac to him through resurrection.”

Second, notice vv. 7-8, “Isaac said to his father Abraham, My
father? What is it, my son? he replied. Here is the fire and
the wood, Isaac said, but where is the lamb for the burnt
offering? 22:8 God will provide for himself the lamb for the
burnt  offering,  my  son,  Abraham  replied.  The  two  of  them
continued on together.”

Again,  the  NET  Bible  comments,  “God  will  provide  is  the
central theme of the passage and the turning point in the
story. Note Pauls allusion to the story in Rom 8:32 (how shall
he  not  freely  give  us  all  things?)”  (See
http://www.bible.org/netbible/gen22_notes.htm).

Finally, we must remember that God never allowed Abraham to
actually carry out the sacrifice. God never intended that he
actually sacrifice his son. He apparently intended to test
Abraham’s faith in, and love for, God. It’s a radical test, to
be sure, but one which God never intended for Abraham to
actually carry out.

For more information, please visit:

www.tektonics.org/gk/humansac.html1.
www.christian-thinktank.com/qkilisak.html2.
www.tektonics.org/whatis/whatfaith.html3.

Shalom,

Michael Gleghorn
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“What  About  Household
Salvation?”
What is your view on Household Salvation? (I am thinking of
two scriptures: Acts 11:14–“…and he will speak words to you by
which you will be saved, you and all your household” and Acts
16:31–“They said, ‘Believe in the Lord Jesus, and you will be
saved, you and your household.'”)

Thanks for your letter. My view on Household Salvation is that
each member of the household, upon hearing the Gospel message,
can be saved on the one condition of personal faith in Christ.
Acts 11:14 MAY be predictive (i.e. predicting that everyone in
the household would respond positively to the Gospel with
personal faith in Christ). Acts 16:31 makes it clear that
personal faith is the necessary condition for salvation. I
think  this  verse  is  just  a  shorthand  way  of  saying  that
whoever believes can likewise be saved. To hold that an entire
household could be saved on the basis of one member’s faith in
Christ would flatly contradict all the New Testament passages
that speak of the necessity of personal faith in Christ for
salvation.

Shalom,

Michael Gleghorn
Probe Ministries
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“If Angels Can’t Marry, Then
How Could ‘The Sons of God’
Father Giants?”
Hi Michael, I read your answer to “Is the Genesis Story of
‘The Sons of God’ True?” and have a question about it. Mark
12:25 tells us that angels cannot marry. So I’m confused as to
how the sons of God could have married women who then “bore
giants”?

Mark 12:25 is possibly the passage most often cited against
the view that the “sons of God” in Gen. 6 refers to fallen
angels. And, of course, this view may be correct.

It’s difficult to know with certainty what the passage in Gen.
6 means. However, when one considers how the phrase “sons of
God” gets used elsewhere in the Old Testament (e.g. Job 1-2;
etc.), it’s clear that it’s often used to refer to angels.
Also, New Testament passages like Jude 6-7 and 2 Peter 2:4f,
seem to lend support to this interpretation.

One  of  the  Bible.org  folks  addressing  this  issue  at
http://bible.org/question/who-are-%E2%80%9Csons-god%E2%80%9D-g
enesis-61-8 wrote this about the “marriage” issue:

“I  heartily  agree  with  Bob  Deffinbaugh’s  arguments  and
presentation of this passage in his commentary, Genesis: From
Paradise to Patriarchs which is on our web site in the Bible
Studies / Old Testament / Books / Genesis section. I believe
those  who  reject  this  view  do  so  through  exegetical
gymnastics because of their own refusal to believe this could
happen. They often refer to Christ’s statement about angels
not marrying, but this is talking about God’s normal plan for

https://probe.org/if-angels-cant-marry-then-how-could-the-sons-of-god-father-giants/
https://probe.org/if-angels-cant-marry-then-how-could-the-sons-of-god-father-giants/
https://probe.org/if-angels-cant-marry-then-how-could-the-sons-of-god-father-giants/
https://www.probe.org/is-the-genesis-story-of-the-sons-of-god-true/
https://www.probe.org/is-the-genesis-story-of-the-sons-of-god-true/
http://bible.org/question/who-are-%E2%80%9Csons-god%E2%80%9D-genesis-61-8
http://bible.org/question/who-are-%E2%80%9Csons-god%E2%80%9D-genesis-61-8


them. They were created as a host and were not to propagate
like mankind and fill the earth. This in no way says that
under Satan’s orders and power they could not leave their own
(idios, unique, peculiar, distinct, proper) domain (arche,
rule, sphere of rule, influence) and abandon their own proper
abode (oike,te,rion, habitation, dwelling place) (Jude 6).”

Since angels have the ability to assume human form, and since
fallen angels are said to sometimes “possess” human beings, it
seems to me possible that the “Sons of God” in Gen. 6 were
angels. But, of course, I don’t know this for sure. And I
certainly might be wrong.

If you’re interested in exploring this issue further, please
see some of the discussions on bible.org here.

Hope this helps.

Shalom in Christ,

Michael Gleghorn
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