
History  and  the  Christian
Faith
For many people in our world today “history,” as Henry Ford
once said, “is bunk.” Indeed, some people go so far as to say
that we really can’t know anything at all about the past! But
since the truth of Christianity depends on certain historical
events (like the resurrection of Jesus, for example) having
actually occurred, Dr. Michael Gleghorn shows why there is no
good reason to be so skeptical about our knowledge of the
past.

The Importance of History
Can  we  really  know  anything  at  all  about  the  past?  For
example, can we really know if Nebuchadnezzar was king of
Babylon in the sixth century B.C., or if Jesus of Nazareth was
an actual historical person, or if Abraham Lincoln delivered
the  Gettysburg  Address?  Although  these  might  sound  like
questions that would only interest professional historians,
they’re actually important for Christians too.

 But why should Christians be concerned with such
questions? Well, because the truth of our faith
depends on certain events having actually happened
in the past. As British theologian Alan Richardson
stated:

The Christian faith is . . . an historical faith . . . it is
bound up with certain happenings in the past, and if these
happenings could be shown never to have occurred . . . then
the . . . Christian faith . . . would be found to have been
built on sand.{1}

Consider an example. Christians believe that Jesus died on the
cross for the sins of the world. Now, in order for this belief
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to even possibly be true, the crucifixion of Jesus must have
occurred in history. If the account of Jesus’ death on the
cross is merely legendary, or otherwise unhistorical, then the
Christian proclamation that he died on the cross for our sins
cannot be true. As T. A. Roberts observed:

The truth of Christianity is anchored in history: hence the .
. . recognition that if some . . . of the events upon which
Christianity has been traditionally thought to be based could
be  proved  unhistorical,  then  the  religious  claims  of
Christianity  would  be  seriously  jeopardized.{2}

What actually happened in the past, therefore, is extremely
significant  for  biblical  Christianity.  But  this  raises  an
important question: How can we really know what happened in
the past? How can we know if the things we read about in our
history books ever really happened? How can we know if Jesus
really was crucified, as the Gospel writers say he was? We
weren’t there to personally observe these events. And (at
least so far) there’s no time machine by which we can visit
the  past  and  see  for  ourselves  what  really  happened.  The
events  of  the  past  are  gone.  They’re  no  longer  directly
available for study. So how can we ever really know what
happened?

For the Christian, such questions confront us with the issue
of  whether  genuine  knowledge  of  the  past  is  possible  or
whether  we’re  forever  doomed  to  be  skeptical  about  the
historical events recorded in the Bible. In the remainder of
this  article  I  hope  to  show  that  we  should  indeed  be
skeptical, particularly of the arguments of skeptics who say
that we can know nothing of the past.

The Problem of the Unobservable Past
It  shouldn’t  surprise  us  that  the  truth  of  Christianity
depends on certain events having actually happened in the
past. The Apostle Paul told the Corinthians: “if Christ has



not been raised, our preaching is useless and so is your
faith” (1 Cor. 15:14). For Paul, if the bodily resurrection of
Jesus was not an actual historical event, then faith in Christ
was  useless.  What  happened  in  the  past,  therefore,  is
important  for  Christianity.

But some scholars insist that we can never really know what
happened in the past. This view, called radical historical
relativism, denies that real, or objective, knowledge of the
past is possible. This poses a challenge for Christianity. As
the Christian philosopher Ronald Nash observes, “. . . the
skepticism  about  the  past  that  must  result  from  a  total
historical  relativism  would  seriously  weaken  one  of
Christianity’s  major  apologetic  foundations.”{3}

But why would anyone be skeptical about our ability to know at
least some objective truth about the past? One reason has to
do with our inability to directly observe the past. The late
Charles Beard noted that, unlike the chemist, the historian
cannot directly observe the objects of his study. His only
access to the past comes through records and artifacts that
have survived to the present.{4}

There  is  certainly  some  truth  to  this.  But  why  does  the
historian’s inability to directly observe the past mean that
he can’t have genuine knowledge of the past? Beard contrasts
the historian with the chemist, implying that the latter does
have objective knowledge of chemistry. But it’s important to
remember  that  individual  chemists  don’t  acquire  all  their
knowledge through direct scientific observation. Indeed, much
of it comes from reading journal articles by other chemists,
articles that function much like the historical documents of
the historian!{5}

But can the chemist really gain objective knowledge by reading
such articles? It appears so. Suppose a chemist begins working
on a new problem based on the carefully established results of
previous experiments. But suppose that he hasn’t personally



conducted all these experiments; he’s merely read about them
in scientific journals. Any knowledge not directly verified by
the  chemist  would  be  indirect  knowledge.{6}  But  it’s  not
completely lacking in objectivity for that reason.

While  historical  knowledge  may  fall  short  of  absolute
certainty (as most of our knowledge invariably does), this
doesn’t make it completely subjective or arbitrary. Further,
since most of what we know doesn’t seem to be based on direct
observation, our inability to directly observe the past cannot
(at  least  by  itself)  make  genuine  knowledge  of  history
impossible.  Ultimately,  then,  this  argument  for  historical
relativism is simply unconvincing.

The Problem of Personal Perspective
I recently spoke with a young man who told me that he gets his
news from three different sources: CNN, FOX, and the BBC. When
I asked him why, he told me that each station has its own
particular perspective. He therefore listens to all three in
order to (hopefully) arrive at a more objective understanding
of what’s really going on in the world.

Interestingly,  a  similar  issue  has  been  observed  in  the
writing  of  history.  Historical  relativists  argue  that  no
historian can be completely unbiased and value-neutral in his
description of the past. Instead, everything he writes, from
the selection of historical facts to the connections he sees
between those facts, is influenced by his personality, values,
and even prejudices. Every work of history (including the
historical books of the Bible) is said to be written from a
unique  viewpoint.  It’s  relative  to  a  particular  author’s
perspective and, hence, cannot be objective.

How  should  Christians  respond  to  this?  Did  the  biblical
writers reliably record what happened in the past? Or are
their writings so influenced by their personalities and values
that  we  can  never  know  what  really  happened?  Well,  it’s



probably true that every work of history, like every story in
a newspaper, is colored (at least to some extent) by the
author’s worldview. In this sense, absolute objectivity is
impossible. But does this mean that historical relativism is
true? Not according to Norman Geisler. He writes:

Perfect objectivity may be practically unattainable within the
limited resources of the historian on most if not all topics.
But . . . the inability to attain 100 percent objectivity is a
long way from total relativity.{7}

While historians and reporters may write from a particular
worldview  perspective,  it  doesn’t  follow  that  they’re
completely incapable of at least some objectivity. Indeed,
certain  safeguards  exist  which  actually  help  ensure  this.
Suppose a historian writes that king Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon
did not capture Jerusalem in the sixth century B.C. His thesis
can be challenged and corrected on the basis of the available
historical and archaeological evidence which indicates that
Nebuchadnezzar did do this. Similarly, if a newspaper runs a
story which later turns out to be incorrect, it might be
forced to print a retraction.

While complete objectivity in history may be impossible, a
sufficient degree of objectivity can nonetheless be attained
because the historian’s work is subject to correction in light
of the evidence. The problem of personal perspective, then,
doesn’t  inevitably  lead  to  total  historical  relativism.
Therefore, objections to the historical reliability of the
Bible  that  are  based  on  this  argument  are  not  ultimately
persuasive.

Problems with Historical Relativism
We’ve seen that historical relativism denies that we can know
objective truth about the past. While this poses a challenge
to biblical Christianity, the arguments offered in support of
this  position  aren’t  very  convincing.  Not  only  are  the



supporting  arguments  unconvincing,  however,  the  arguments
against this position are devastating. Let’s look at just two.

First, there are many facts of history that virtually all
historians  agree  on  –  regardless  of  their  worldview.  For
example, what responsible historian would seriously deny that
George  Washington  was  the  first  president  of  the  United
States,  or  that  Abraham  Lincoln  delivered  the  Gettysburg
Address? As one historical relativist admitted, “there are
basic facts which are the same for all historians.”{8} But
consider  what  this  means.  If  a  Christian,  a  Buddhist,  an
atheist, and a Muslim can all agree on certain basic facts of
history, then it would seem to follow that at least some
objective knowledge of history is possible. But in that case,
total historical relativism is false, for it denies that such
knowledge is possible.

Another reason for rejecting historical relativism is that it
makes it impossible to distinguish good history from poor
history, or genuine history from propaganda. As Dr. Ronald
Nash observes, “If hard relativism were true, any distinction
between truth and error in history would disappear.”{9} Just
think about what this would mean. There would be no real
difference between history and historical fiction! Further,
there would be no legitimate basis for criticizing obviously
false  historical  theories.  This  reveals  that  something  is
wrong with historical relativism, for as Dr. Craig reminds us,
“All  historians  distinguish  good  history  from  poor.”  For
example,  he  recalls  how  Immanuel  Velikovsky  attempted  “to
rewrite  ancient  history  on  the  basis  of  world-wide
catastrophes  caused  by  extra-terrestrial  forces  .  .  .
dismissing  entire  ancient  kingdoms  and  languages  as
fictional.”{10}

How did historians react to such ideas? According to Edwin
Yamauchi,  who  wrote  a  detailed  critical  analysis  of  the
theory, most historians were “quite hostile” to Velikovsky’s
work.{11} They were irritated by his callous disregard for the



actual historical evidence. In a similar vein, one need only
remember  the  tremendous  critical  response  to  some  of  Dan
Brown’s more outrageous claims in The Da Vinci Code. It’s
important to notice that when scholars criticize the theories
of  Velikovsky  and  Brown,  they  tacitly  acknowledge  “the
objectivity of history.”{12} Their criticism shows that they
view these theories as flawed because they don’t correspond to
what really happened in the past.

Well,  with  such  good  reasons  for  rejecting  historical
relativism,  we  needn’t  fear  its  threat  to  biblical
Christianity.

Determining Truth in History
How can we determine what actually happened in the past? Is
there any way to separate the “wheat” from the “chaff,” so to
speak, when it comes to evaluating competing interpretations
of a particular historical person or event? For example, if
one writer claims Jesus was married, and another claims he
wasn’t, how can we determine which of the claims is true?

Well as you’ve probably already guessed, the issue really
comes  down  to  the  evidence.  For  information  about  Jesus,
virtually all scholars agree that our most valuable evidence
comes from the New Testament Gospels. Each of these documents
can be reliably dated to the first century, and “the events
they record are based on either direct or indirect eyewitness
testimony.”{13}  They  thus  represent  our  earliest  and  best
sources of information about Jesus.

But  even  if  we  limit  our  discussion  to  these  sources,
different  scholars  still  reach  different  conclusions  about
Jesus’ marital status. So again, how can we determine the
truth? We might employ a model known as inference to the best
explanation. Simply put, this model says that “the historian
should  accept  the  hypothesis  that  best  explains  all  the
evidence.”{14} Now admittedly, this isn’t an exact science.



But as Dr. Craig reminds us, “The goal of historical knowledge
is to obtain probability, not mathematical certainty.”{15} To
demand  more  than  this  of  history  is  simply  to  make
unreasonable demands. Even in a court of law, we must be
content with proof beyond a reasonable doubt -– not beyond all
possible doubt.{16}

Keeping these things in mind, does the evidence best support
the hypothesis that Jesus was, or wasn’t, married? If you’re
interested  in  such  a  discussion  I  would  highly  recommend
Darrell Bock’s recent book, Breaking the Da Vinci Code. After
a careful examination of the evidence, he concludes that Jesus
was definitely not married — a conclusion shared by the vast
majority of New Testament scholars.{17}

Of course, I’m not trying to argue that this issue can be
decisively settled by simply citing an authority (although I
certainly  agree  with  Dr.  Bock’s  conclusion).  My  point  is
rather that we have a way of determining truth in history. By
carefully  evaluating  the  best  available  evidence,  and  by
logically inferring the best explanation of that evidence, we
can determine (sometimes with a high degree of probability)
what actually happened in the past.

Christianity is a religion rooted in history. Not a history
about which we can have no real understanding, but a history
that we can know and be confident in believing.
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“How Do I Deal with My Prof
Who Hates Christianity?”
I’m taking a class on the history of Antisemitism, but it has
turned  into  the  history  of  why  Christians  are  the  most
terrible  people  on  the  earth.  Can  you  help  me  refute  my
teacher? A few points I need to know about are: Why did the
gospel  writers  present  a  central  conflict  between  the
Pharisees  and  Jesus?  Why  was  such  a  conflict  extremely
unlikely? What would a Christian historian say about this? How
can I argue with an overly zealous antichristian? She thinks
the New Testament is completely false, only made up to morph
Jesus into the Messiah the gospel writers wanted him to be, so
I need evidence outside of the NT. I have read Case for
Christ, which is awesome, but there’s still a lot of stuff
from there that doesn’t help because she says the NT is false;
the evidence that it was written in too short of a time for
legend to creep in is false to her. Please help me with this
problem.

I  would  personally  not  recommend  arguing  with  an  overly
zealous anti-Christian for the simple reason that they are not
presently open to what you have to say. I would rather pray
for that individual, asking God to enlighten them to the truth
of  the  Gospel.  However,  there  is  certainly  a  place  for
confronting error with the truth and for healthy dialogue
about whether or not Christianity is true. With professors,
this  is  usually  best  done  one-on-one,  in  a  friendly  way,
outside of class. Your professor will not like being made to
look foolish in front of the class. (Who would?)

As for the other questions you ask, they can be somewhat
involved. For this reason, let me recommend some additional
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resources that will be helpful to you for future opportunities
of this kind.

• F.F. Bruce, Jesus and Christian Origins Outside the New
Testament (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans Publishing Co.,
1974).

• Gary Habermas, The Historical Jesus: Ancient Evidence for
the Life of Christ (Joplin, Missouri: College Press Publishing
Company, 1996).

• Craig Blomberg, The Historical Reliability of the Gospels
(Downers Grove, Illinois: Inter-Varsity Press, 1987).

If you look under Probe’s “Theology and Philosophy” section
and our “Reasons to Believe” (Apologetics) section you can
find many other helpful articles.

Also, bible.org has a number of excellent resources on their
site.  Articles  on  the  Bible  can  be  found  at
http://www.bible.org/topic.asp?topic_id=5  and  articles  on
Christology  can  be  found  at
http://www.bible.org/topic.asp?topic_id=6.

Finally, I have written a very short article dealing with some
of the available evidence from Tacitus, Pliny the Younger,
Josephus, the Babylonian Talmud, and Lucian which you can find
at:
www.probe.org/ancient-evidence-for-jesus-from-non-christian-so
urces-2/. My article is just a summary, written at a popular
level for radio, and I don’t know if you would find it helpful
or not.

I hope this information will be useful to you.

Best wishes,

Michael Gleghorn
Probe Ministries
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“Help  Me  Understand  These
Bible Contradictions”
I stumbled upon a website that has an exhaustive list of
apparent contradictions in the Bible. Now, I can go through
many of them and figure out that what is seen as an apparent
contradiction is nothing of the sort, but many of them leave
me searching vigorously for an answer. Can you help me on
these?

God is tired and rests [Ex 31:17, Jer 15:6]
God is never tired and never rests [Is 40:28]

and:

God is the author of evil [Lam 3:38, Jer 18:11, Is 45:7, Amos
3:6, Ezek 20:25]
God is not the author of evil [1 Cor 14:33, Deut 32:4, James
1:13]

Let’s begin with the first difficulty:

God is tired and rests [Ex 31:17, Jer 15:6]
God is never tired and never rests [Is 40:28]

This alleged difficulty confuses the issues of being tired, on
the one hand, and resting, on the other. Exodus 31:17 does say
that God “rested” or “ceased” His creative work on the seventh
day. It does not say that God was tired. Jeremiah 15:6 (at
least the relevant portion) might be translated, “I am weary
of relenting” or “I have grown tired of feeling sorry for
you”. The idea is not that God is “tired” in the sense of
“fatigued.” Rather, God is weary of holding back His righteous
judgment. Note what He says right before this phrase, “So I
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have unleashed my power against you and have begun to destroy
you” (Net Bible – netbible.bible.org). These are not the words
of a being who is tired in the sense of needing rest. These
are the words of one who is tired of restraining His righteous
judgment.

Thus, there is no contradiction with Isaiah 40:28, “He does
not get tired or weary.” For Exodus 31:17 does not say that
God was tired, and Jeremiah 15:6 does not mean that God was
tired in the sense of being “fatigued.” The Bible does say
that God rested, but it does not imply that this was due to
tiredness on God’s part. The Net Bible comments on Gen. 2:2 as
follows: “The Hebrew term (shabbat) can be translated ‘to
rest’ (‘and he rested’) but it basically means ‘to cease.’
This is not a rest from exhaustion; it is the cessation of the
work of creation.”

But what about the second alleged difficulty?

God is the author of evil [Lam 3:38, Jer 18:11, Is 45:7, Amos
3:6, Ezek 20:25]
God is not the author of evil [1 Cor 14:33, Deut 32:4, James
1:13]

Geisler and Howe have an excellent discussion of this issue in
their book, When Critics Ask: A Popular Handbook on Bible
Difficulties. I would heartily recommend this book, along with
Gleason  Archer’s  Encyclopedia  of  Bible  Difficulties.  Both
books  deal  with  just  about  every  Bible  difficulty  which
critics raise against the Bible. So what do they say about
this difficulty?

God is NOT the author of evil in the sense of “sin” or “moral
evil”  —  at  least  not  directly.  God  created  free  morally
responsible creatures (like human beings) who chose to misuse
their freedom to do what was morally evil. However, God is not
the author of this evil; human beings are. God made such evil
possible (by creating free moral creatures), but the creatures
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made such evil actual (by sinning, etc.).

However, God is sometimes the author of evil in the sense of
“calamities” or “non-moral evil.” Such calamities might also
be caused by Satan or demons (e.g. Job 1-2). However, God can
also bring about calamities as a form of judgment against sin,
etc.  God  does  punish  sin,  sometimes  through  various
calamities. But God is not the author of moral evil or sin.

I hope this makes sense. I would definitely recommend the
books mentioned above by Archer and Geisler. I would also
recommend  the  Biblical  Studies  Foundation  website  at
www.netbible.com. They have hundreds of articles on a variety
of biblical and theological issues.

The Lord bless you!

Michael Gleghorn
Probe Ministries

“Who  Controls  the  World–God
or Satan?”
A friend and I were discussing whose rule the world was under,
God’s or Satan’s. Of course we disagreed because I said God
ruled the world and allows Satan to take us through suffering
to make us strong and to test our faith. My friend feels that
the world belongs to Satan because Eve succumbed to Satan in
the Garden of Eden. Please clarify who controls the world
today.

Thanks for your letter. Satan has been temporarily granted a
tremendous amount of power over this world, as can be seen
from the following passages:
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John 12:31 – Now judgment is upon this world; now the ruler
of this world will be cast out.

2 Cor 4:4 – …in whose case the god of this world has blinded
the minds of the unbelieving so that they might not see the
light of the gospel of the glory of Christ, who is the image
of God.

1 John 5:19 – We know that we are of God, and that the whole
world lies in the power of the evil one.

But God is the One who ultimately rules and reigns over all
things. He is the Creator of all that exists (other than
Himself of course) and all things are ultimately subject to
His will and power. Many passages of Scripture bear this out –
e.g. Psalms 9:7; 22:28; 47:8; 59:13; 66:7; 97:1; 99:1; 103:19;
146:10, as well as passages such as Gen. 1-2; Job 1-2; John 1;
Eph. 1; Col. 1; Rom. 9-11; Rev. 19-22; etc.

Satan is a creature; God is his Creator. Satan cannot do
anything that the Lord does not permit him to do (see Job 1-2)
and God will one day cast Satan into the lake of fire for all
eternity (Rev. 20:10).

Shalom,

Michael Gleghorn
Probe Ministries

The Law of Rewards
Dr. Michael Gleghorn explore the biblical doctrine of eternal
rewards. The Bible promises believers heavenly rewards for
earthly obedience.

https://probe.org/the-law-of-rewards/


Introducing the Law of Rewards
The  hit  movie  Gladiator  begins  with  a  powerful
scene. Just before engaging the German barbarians
in battle, General Maximus addresses some of his
Roman soldiers. “Brothers,” he says, “what we do in
life echoes in eternity.” Although Maximus was a
pagan,  his  statement  is  entirely  consistent  with  biblical
Christianity,  particularly  the  Bible’s  teaching  on  eternal
rewards.

In  The  Law  of  Rewards,{1}  Randy  Alcorn
writes:  “While  our  faith  determines  our
eternal destination, our behavior determines
our eternal rewards”{2}. The Bible clearly
teaches that we are saved by God’s grace,
through personal faith in Christ, apart from
any works whatever (Eph. 2:8-9). But it also
teaches, with equal clarity, that we must
all  appear  before  the  judgment  seat  of
Christ, that we may be recompensed for what
we have done in the body, whether good or
bad (2 Cor. 5:10). This judgment (which is

only for believers) is not to determine whether or not we are
saved. Its purpose is to evaluate our works and determine
whether we shall receive, or lose, eternal rewards (1 Cor.
3:10-15).

Alcorn writes, “Our works are what we have done with our
resources—time, energy, talents, money, possessions.”{3} The
apostle Paul describes our works as a building project. At the
judgment seat of Christ the quality of our work will be tested
with fire. If we have used quality building materials (gold,
silver, precious stones), then our work will endure and we
will be rewarded by the Lord. If we have used poor building
materials (in this case, wood, hay, or straw), then our work
will be consumed and we will suffer the loss of rewards (1
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Cor. 3:10-15).

This raises some important questions. What are we doing with
the resources that God has entrusted to us? Are we seeking to
build God’s kingdom, in God’s way, empowered by God’s Spirit?
Or are we merely engaged in empire-building for our own glory?
Are  we  investing  our  resources  in  reaching  the  world  for
Christ, making disciples, and helping the poor and needy? Or
are we only concerned with satisfying our own immediate wants
and desires?

It’s here that the worldview dimensions of our subject can be
most clearly seen. Most of us would probably find it difficult
to use our resources in the service of God or our fellow man
if we thought that this life was all there is and that death
is the end of our personal existence. But Christianity says
that there’s more – a lot more. And if Christianity is true,
then  Maximus  was  right:  “What  we  do  in  life  echoes  in
eternity.” Randy Alcorn has observed, “The missing ingredient
in the lives of countless Christians today is motivation. . .
. The doctrine of eternal rewards for our obedience is the
neglected key to unlocking our motivation.”{4}

Questioning Our Motivation
Is  the  desire  for  eternal  rewards  a  proper  or  legitimate
motivation  for  serving  Christ?  Isn’t  it  somewhat  shallow,
maybe even selfish, for our service to Christ to be motivated
by a desire for heavenly rewards? Furthermore, shouldn’t we
serve Christ simply because of who He is, rather than for what
we can get out of it? To some people, the promise of eternal
rewards sounds like a crass appeal to our baser instincts. But
is it?

Before we jump to any unwarranted conclusions and possibly
overstate the case, we may first want to take a step back,
take a deep breath, and remind ourselves of a few things. In



the first place, as Randy Alcorn observes, “it wasn’t our idea
that God would reward us. It was his idea!”{5} If we search
the pages of the New Testament, we repeatedly find promises of
heavenly rewards for earthly obedience. Indeed, Jesus himself
urges our obedience in light of future rewards (Luke 6:35).
Not only that, in Matthew 6:20 he commands us to store up for
ourselves  “treasures  in  heaven.”  Now  this  leads  to  an
interesting little twist. In John 14:21 Jesus says, “Whoever
has my commands and obeys them, he is the one who loves me.”
We could make the argument, then, that the one who does not
seek to store up treasures in heaven is being disobedient to
Christ’s command and demonstrating a lack of love for him!

In a somewhat similar vein, Alcorn wrote:

It is certainly true that desire for reward should not be
our only motivation. But it is also true that it’s a fully
legitimate motive encouraged by God. In fact, the two most
basic things we can believe about God are first that he
exists, and second that he is a rewarder of those who
diligently seek him (Heb. 11:6). If you don’t believe God is
a rewarder, you are rejecting a major biblical doctrine and
have a false view of God.{6}

Of course, we must always remember that the Lord knows the
motivations of our hearts – and these will be taken into
account  at  the  judgment  seat  of  Christ  (1  Cor.  4:5).  In
addition, Jesus solemnly warns us: “Be careful not to do your
‘acts of righteousness’ before men, to be seen by them. If you
do, you will have no reward from your Father in heaven” (Matt.
6:1).

The  biblical  picture  of  rewards,  then,  would  seem  to  go
something like this. The Lord is absolutely worthy of our
obedience and service, whether we ever personally profit from
it or not (e.g. see Luke 17:10). Nevertheless, the Lord is a
rewarder of those who seek Him and He commands us to seek His
rewards as well! And when one really thinks about it, “Hearing



our  Master  say,  ‘Well  done’  will  not  simply  be  for  our
pleasure but for his!”{7}

The Life God Rewards
What kind of life does God reward? For what sort of works will
believers be rewarded when they stand before the judgment seat
of Christ? The simplest answer to this question, and the most
general, is that we will be rewarded for everything we’ve done
that was motivated by our love for the Lord and empowered by
His Spirit. Indeed, Jesus said that we would even be rewarded
for simply giving a cup of cold water to someone because he is
a follower of Christ (Matt. 10:42).

But the Bible specifically mentions many other things for
which we can also be rewarded. The New Testament describes as
many as five different crowns which will be given to believers
for various works of faithfulness, obedience, discipline, and
love. For example, there is the imperishable crown (1 Cor.
9:25),  which  appears  to  be  rewarded  for  “determination,
discipline, and victory in the Christian life.”{8} There is
the crown of righteousness which, according to Paul, will be
awarded by the Lord “to all who have longed for his appearing”
(2  Tim.  4:8).  There  is  the  crown  of  life,  “given  for
faithfulness to Christ in persecution or martyrdom.”{9} In the
book of Revelation, Jesus tells the church in Smyrna, “the
devil will put some of you in prison to test you, and you will
suffer persecution for ten days. Be faithful, even to the
point of death, and I will give you the crown of life” (2:10;
see also James 1:12). Additionally, there is the crown of
rejoicing  (1  Thess.  2:19;  Phil.  4:1),  “given  for  pouring
oneself into others in evangelism and discipleship.”{10} And
finally, there is the crown of glory (1 Pet. 5:4), “given for
faithfully  representing  Christ  in  a  position  of
leadership.”{11}

Of course, as Alcorn observes, “There’s nothing in this list



that suggests it’s exhaustive.”{12} Indeed, as we’ve already
seen, the Bible seems to say that we will be rewarded for
every act of love and service which we did for the glory of
God. But there’s another side to this discussion which we dare
not overlook. The Bible not only indicates that we can gain
rewards; it also warns us that we can lose them as well.

Paul compared the Christian life to an athletic competition in
which our goal is to win the prize. This is why, he told the
Corinthians, “I beat my body and make it my slave so that
after  I  have  preached  to  others,  I  myself  will  not  be
disqualified for the prize” (1 Cor. 9:27). The Bible suggests
that the works of some believers will be completely consumed
at the judgment seat of Christ (1 Cor. 3:15). Tragically,
these believers will enter heaven without any rewards from
their Lord. To avoid this catastrophe, let us heed Paul’s
advice and “run in such a way as to get the prize” (1 Cor.
9:24).

Power, Pleasures, and Possessions
What should we think about power, pleasures, and possessions?
Are they merely temptations that should be avoided, or genuine
goods that can be legitimately sought and desired? Although
some may find it surprising, each of these things is good—at
least considered simply in itself. Each finds its ultimate
source in God. And each existed before sin and evil corrupted
His good creation. God has always been powerful. He clearly
took pleasure in His work of creation, repeatedly describing
it as “good” (Gen. 1:4, 10, 12, 18, 21, 25, 31). And as the
Creator of all that exists (other than himself, of course),
everything ultimately belongs to God (1 Cor. 10:26). Indeed,
the Bible sometimes describes Him as the “possessor of heaven
and  earth”  (Gen.  14:19).  Clearly,  then,  there’s  nothing
inherently wrong with power, pleasures, or possessions.

So why have these things gained such tainted reputations?



Probably because they’ve so often been misused and abused by
sinful men and women. Indeed, describing sin and evil as the
misuse, abuse, perversion or corruption of some good gift of
God is part of a long and venerable tradition in the history
of philosophy and theology. And one doesn’t have to look very
far to find plenty of examples of man’s sinful misuse of
power, pleasures, and possessions. Just turn on the evening
news, or read the local paper, and you’ll find many such
examples. But we must always remember that it’s the misuse of
these  things  that  is  sinful  and  wrong;  the  things  in
themselves are good and desirable. And this is confirmed by
the teaching of Scripture.

Consider the kind of rewards God offers us. For faithful and
obedient  service  now,  He  promises  power,  pleasures,  and
possessions in eternity! Jesus made it clear that those who
are faithful with the little things in this life, will be
rewarded with great power and authority in the next (Luke
19:15-19).  He  taught  that  those  who  invest  their  time,
talents, and treasures in building God’s kingdom here and now
are laying up great treasures in heaven for themselves in the
hereafter (Matt. 6:19-21; 19:21). And pleasures? The psalmist
wrote of God, “In Thy presence is fullness of joy; in Thy
right hand there are pleasures forever” (16:11).

Randy  Alcorn  has  written,  “God  has  created  us  each  with
desires for pleasure, possessions, and power.”{13} We want
these things “not because we are sinful but because we are
human.”{14} Although our sinfulness can, and often does, lead
us to misuse these things, we’ve seen that they’re actually
good gifts of God. “Power, possessions, and pleasures are
legitimate objects of desire that our Creator has instilled in
us and by which he can motivate us to obedience.”{15} May we
faithfully serve the Lord, trusting him as “the Rewarder of
those who diligently seek him.”{16}



Investing in Eternity
A Christian worldview must be fleshed-out in the rough and
tumble world of our daily lives if we’re going to be salt and
light  to  the  surrounding  culture.  Now,  as  always,  true
disciples must be “doers of the word, and not merely hearers
who delude themselves” (Jas. 1:22).

In the Sermon on the Mount, Jesus told his followers:

Do not store up for yourselves treasures on earth, where
moth and rust destroy, and where thieves break in and steal.
But store up for yourselves treasures in heaven, where moth
and rust do not destroy, and where thieves do not break in
and steal. For where your treasure is, there your heart will
be also (Matt. 6:19-21).

Many of us read these verses and only hear Jesus’ command not
to store up treasures on earth. But if this is all we hear,
then we’re missing the main point that Jesus is trying to
make. As Alcorn observes, the central focus of this passage
“is  not  the  renunciation  of  earthly  treasures  but  the
accumulation of heavenly treasures. We’re to avoid storing up
unnecessary treasures on earth not as an end in itself, but as
a life strategy to lay up treasures in heaven.”{17} In a
sense, Jesus is calling us to adopt a long-term investment
strategy.

Think about the fate of all our earthly treasures. Isn’t Jesus
right? Won’t they either wear out, break down, rust, become
outdated, or get stolen? And even if none of this happens, we
can’t hold on to earthly wealth forever, can we? “Either it
leaves us while we live, or we leave it when we die.”{18} So
is it really smart to pour all our time and energy into the
accumulation  of  earthly  treasures?  Is  this  really  a  wise
investment strategy?

We’ve  been  discussing  issues  raised  by  Randy  Alcorn’s



excellent book, The Law of Rewards. I can think of no better
way to conclude than with this powerful and thought-provoking
citation:

Gather your family and go visit a junkyard or a dump. Look
at all the piles of “treasures” that were formerly Christmas
and birthday presents. Point out things that people worked
long hours to buy and paid hundreds of dollars for, that
children  quarreled  about,  friendships  were  lost  over,
honesty was sacrificed for, and marriages broke up over.
Look at the remnants of gadgets and furnishings that now lie
useless after their brief life span. Remind yourself that
most of what you own will one day end up in a junkyard like
this. And even if it survives on earth for a while, you
won’t. . . . When you examine the junkyard, ask yourself
this question: ‘When all that I ever owned lies abandoned,
broken, useless, and forgotten, what will I have done with
my life that will last for eternity?{19}

Notes
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Alcorn, The Law of Rewards (Wheaton: Tyndale House Publishers,
2003). If you’re interested in exploring this topic further,
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Life God Rewards: Why Everything You Do Today Matters Forever
(Sisters, Ore.: Multnomah Publishers, Inc., 2002).
2. Alcorn, 7.
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“Did  Christ  HAVE  to  be
Deity?”
Greetings Don,

I came across your website article concerning the deity of
Christ and thought I would respond. if you have the time and
interest, please entertain some of my thoughts and get back
with me if time allows. My questions surround the topic of the
necessity of Christ being deity. I accept that He is, but
wonder  if  He  MUST  be  for  both  the  atonement  and  eternal
salvation. What I would like to do is copy the text from my
interaction with a good friend yesterday. That way I won’t
have  to  rewrite  our  dialogue.  When  you  have  time,  please
interject if you would. WB is my good friend, a pastor. I am
DB.

WB:  Your  questions  about  Christ’s  deity  in  regards  to
salvation do sound like the JWs. “God can do it anyway he so
pleases” (even Calvin suggests this as well). If God wanted,
he could have made a world without the possibility for sin as
well. He can do it any way he pleases, but he has reasons for
doing it the way he does.
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DB: Yes, he does. But as God, he could do it any number of
ways. If you hold to the middle/knowledge position, you would
have to agree to this idea, and the idea that he chose the
best possible way to redeem mankind. That, in-and-of-itself,
doesn’t demand that Christ be deity.

WB: The early church fathers reasoned (there, I used the dirty
word “reason”) that Christ had to be God for our salvation to
be effectual. You have heard it before, even from me. Be
patient as I explain it again. If I sin against you, how long
does the sin remain? Answer: until you forgive me or until you
die. Even if I die first, the sin remains as an offense
against you.

DB: No problems here at all. I agree wholeheartedly.

WB: If I sin against God, how long does the sin remain? Until
he forgives me or until he dies. Since he does not die, and is
an infinite being, then the sin is eternal: actually, my sin
against  him  becomes  an  infinite  offense.  Now:  how  can  an
infinite transgression be forgiven? (I hope we don’t have to
revisit justification in all of this). Only an infinite being
can pay for an infinite sin — only an infinite being can
absorb an infinite curse and satisfy the infinite penalty of
an infinite crime. Only an infinite being can bear an infinite
wrath. If Jesus was a man, his death would have no efficacy.

DB: Here’s where questions arise on my part. I agree that my
sin  is  an  infinite  offense  against  God.  Actually,  God  is
eternal  and  infinite  and  we  are  neither  (in  the  absolute
definitions  of  those  terms–i.e.  “immeasurable  or  without
beginning or end”). Hence, maybe there is some reservation on
my part to claim I, a finite being, can commit an infinite
act. I suppose since we live forever (in glory or judgment),
our sins remain always or are cleansed and forgiven always;
hence, they are infinite or erased. All that being said (I’m
typing out my thoughts), I don’t feel it requires that Christ
must be deity to be a sufficient sacrifice for my sins. What



is required is a perfect sacrifice. If Christ was a created
being, one who was higher than angels and who took on the form
of man, lived a perfect, sinless life with free will (like
Satan but succeeding), his sacrifice would be sufficient. I
don’t understand how, using reason, it would not. Like us, he
would have had a beginning. Like us, free will. Unlike Adam,
he did not sin (even if he could have–if he was not deity,
this would give even more credence to the example that even
though he was a man, he did not sin vs. our position as
Trinitarians). As he was sinless, created or not, his perfect
example and sacrifice would be sufficient. It seems that if
there coexisted TWO forms of deity at the same time, and it
was possible for them to sin against each other as does man,
then a mediator, who would then have to be deity, would be
required. To require deity to be sacrificed for the sins of
finite man seems overkill and doesn’t pan out in my mind as
reasonable. It’s certainly plausible, but I don’t see how it
has to be. Please correct me here. If God requires a perfect
sacrifice, Jesus would have been a sufficient sacrifice if God
said he was having lived a perfect life (as a perfect man or
perfect Adam).

WB: The applicability of Christ’s atoning work to us as human
beings depends upon the reality of his humanity.

DB: Absolutely.

WB: The efficacy depends upon the genuineness and completeness
of his deity. DB: Not if God only requires a perfect, sinless
sacrifice  vs.  the  sacrifice  of  a  deity.  I  still  fail  to
understand why reason disallows this. It seems to me we are
predisposed  to  this  position  to  embrace  our  view  of  the
trinity vs. the other way around. Reason, in my mind, doesn’t
exclude this argument.

WB: The JWs reject this saying that God can do anything he
pleases. Okay, why didn’t he just let a muskrat die for our
sins then? The beauty of the cross is not that we have been



redeemed, but that the eternal Holy God was willing to undergo
the kenosis (humiliation from glory to earth to servant to
criminal to death to tomb).

DB: I agree–that is the beauty of the cross. But if God
created for himself a son with free will (much like Satan–and
NO, I don’t think they were brothers!!!) to be a sacrifice for
a lower mankind who despises them both and who hates them,
then his suffering and sacrifice on our part for the love of
his father, who he could disobey at will, is a lovely story as
well. That’s just as moving in my mind. If he was deity and
couldn’t sin (if he was impeccable), we can only glory in his
suffering, not his resistance to sin. Again, reason warrants
that conclusion.

WB: This reveals God. And it is this that is the centerpiece
of the Christian faith (our salvation was the result, and the
reason,  but  the  emphasis  is  on  the  grand  mystery  of  God
himself. (How boring it would be to send someone else to do
his dirty work).

DB: I addressed this above.

Hello ______,

Thanks for your e-mail. Don is overwhelmed with other duties
and asked me to respond in his place. I hope you understand.

Since you claim to accept the doctrine of Christ’s deity, I
will simply assume this is a belief we share. Thus, rather
than offering any arguments for this important doctrine, I
will  simply  assume  it  is  true  for  the  purpose  of  this
response.

Let me make just a few points by way of introduction. First, I
think you raise an important issue that needs to be carefully
considered and discussed. Second, I will have to reply in a
somewhat abbreviated fashion, merely outlining what I consider
to  be  some  important  points.  Third,  at  the  time  of  this



writing,  I  freely  admit  that  I  CANNOT  offer  a  conclusive
argument that it was necessary for Christ to be God in order
to  provide  an  acceptable  atonement  for  the  sins  of  man.
However, I want to offer a cumulative case for this position
which I think is nonetheless compelling. This will involve
both a response to some of your statements, as well as a
brief, positive presentation of some evidence which I think
makes it at least highly probable that Christ would indeed
have to be God to provide an acceptable atonement for our
sins. Finally, I offer these thoughts for your consideration
since you wrote to Probe requesting a response. Although I
have to reply rather quickly because of many other pressing
duties, I am also offering a tolerably thoughtful response
that I ask you to read carefully.

Please allow me to focus on your statements beginning with the
remark, “Here’s where questions arise on my part.” You state:

“I don’t feel it requires that Christ must be deity to be a
sufficient sacrifice for my sins. What is required is a
perfect sacrifice. If Christ was a created being, one who was
higher than angels and who took on the form of man, lived a
perfect,  sinless  life  with  free  will  (like  Satan  but
succeeding),  his  sacrifice  would  be  sufficient.  I  don’t
understand how, using reason, it would not.”

I wonder HOW you actually KNOW this to be true? Granted, you
MAY be right. But HOW do you really KNOW? I note that you
appeal to “reason” – a faculty for which I too have great
respect – but it’s important to remember that reason, like ALL
of man’s faculties, is fallen. This remark is not intended to
denigrate reason. But it’s common knowledge that man often
makes errors in reasoning about all sorts of things. Not only
that, we often begin our reasoning from false presuppositions,
which  often  results  in  correctly  reasoning  to  false
conclusions. Finally, we almost never have all the essential
information which we would need to reason to the right answer



–  even  if  we  didn’t  continually  commit  errors  in  our
reasoning.

I would argue that the question of whether or not it was
necessary  for  Christ  to  be  God  in  order  to  provide  an
acceptable  atonement  for  the  sins  of  man  is  the  sort  of
question  about  which  it  would  be  quite  easy  to  reason
incorrectly. I would also argue that YOU BEAR THE BURDEN OF
PROOF here. This is so for the simple reason that Christ was
in fact God (as you admit), and the Father did in fact send
His Son to be “the propitiation for our sins” (1 JN. 2:2).
Since God is a rational moral agent, it seems fair to assume
that He had some good reason for actually doing things as He
did. Not only this, I think it’s fair to ask whether God would
have sent His only Son as the sacrifice for our sins if He
could have achieved this end in some other way. It is at least
odd that God would have sent His only Son to do what a morally
perfect creature could just as easily have accomplished. Since
God did in fact send His Son, however, you clearly bear the
burden of proof in demonstrating that this was, in fact, not
necessary. I don’t think you can do so. Hence, I think your
argument is ultimately unsuccessful.

Let me briefly illustrate this last point from a section of
the dialogue between you and your friend:

WB: The applicability of Christ’s atoning work to us as human
beings  depends  upon  the  reality  of  his  humanity.  DB:
Absolutely. WB: The efficacy depends upon the genuineness and
completeness of his deity. DB: Not if God only requires a
perfect, sinless sacrifice vs. the sacrifice of a deity. I
still fail to understand why reason disallows this. It seems
to me we are predisposed to this position to embrace our view
of the trinity vs. the other way around. Reason, in my mind,
doesn’t exclude this argument.”

Concerning your final comments, I would agree that reason, in



itself, doesn’t necessarily exclude the possibility that God
only  requires  a  perfect,  sinless  sacrifice  rather  than  a
Divine one. But remember my comments on “reason” again. Just
because human reason cannot exclude the possibility that you
mention does not in any way prove that a Divine sacrifice was
not necessary! And since you bear the burden of proof here, I
must ask you HOW, specifically, you KNOW that God does NOT
REQUIRE A DIVINE SACRIFICE? Since this is what God actually
did, I would argue that it is more reasonable to believe it
was necessary than that it was not. Admittedly, this does not
PROVE  my  argument  is  true,  but  I  do  think  it’s  more
reasonable. And I am not obligated to assume the burden of
proof here anyway.

I think you make an interesting, and potentially revealing,
comment when you write:

“It seems that if there coexisted TWO forms of diety at the
same time, and it was possible for them to sin against each
other as does man, then a mediator, who would then have to be
diety, would be required.”

Again, I wonder HOW you KNOW this? Why, specifically, would a
Divine mediator be required? Certainly reason does not demand
this! Why would any mediator “be required” at all? It’s quite
possible that the gods could mediate their own dispute, just
as two men might do. It’s also possible that a man, or a
talking raccoon, could serve as a mediator. But here’s what’s
interesting. If your logic is valid, and a god must mediate
between gods, why would it not also follow that a God-Man must
mediate between God and man?

But here’s another point. The example of reconciling two gods
likely involves the reconciliation of equals. But this is not
the case when we consider the reconciliation of man to God.
Here, the parties are NOT equal. God is the Creator, man is
His creation. It seems at least reasonable to believe (and is



in fact true, I think) that the Creator may have a particular
character which requires that reconciliation be achieved ONLY
through a means which is perfectly consistent with all His
attributes. And this, of course, may radically limit the means
by which such reconciliation can actually be achieved. Again,
I personally think it would be odd for the Father to send His
only Son to accomplish on behalf of man what a morally perfect
creature was capable of. Indeed, you yourself confess:

“To require diety to be sacrificed for the sins of finite man
seems overkill and doesn’t pan out in my mind as reasonable.
It’s certainly plausible, but I don’t see how it has to be.”

But since this is what God actually did, you bear the burden
of proof in demonstrating that such a sacrifice was, in fact,
overkill! Since God is a rational moral agent, it is at least
reasonable to think that a Divine sacrifice may indeed have
been  NECESSARY.  And  if  it  was  necessary  it  cannot,  by
definition,  be  overkill.

Let me conclude with two more observations. First, we both
agree that Jesus was, in fact, the God-Man. I could easily
demonstrate from the Scriptures both that Jesus believed this
of Himself and that His disciples believed it as well. But
here’s  the  point.  Every  time  that  Jesus,  or  one  of  His
disciples, makes the claim that He is the ONLY way to God
there is, at least potentially, an implicit argument that only
a God-Man can reconcile man to God! I could quote many verses,
but let me offer just a few. When Jesus says to Nicodemus, “As
Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, even so MUST
THE SON OF MAN BE LIFTED UP; that whoever believes may in Him
have  eternal  life”  (JN.  3:14-15,  emphasis  mine),  He  is
speaking as the God-Man. I admit that it is not necessary to
interpret such a statement as requiring a Divine sacrifice,
but it certainly has this potential – and that’s something to
think about. In other words, since Jesus is the God-Man, He
could be implicitly understood as saying that ONLY such a One



as He is capable of reconciling man to God. It’s the same with
many  such  statements  of  Jesus  (e.g.  JN.  14:6,  etc.).  And
Jesus’ disciples, who also believed in His deity, repeatedly
claim that there is no other way for man to be reconciled to
God. For example, in Acts 4:12 Peter declares, “And there is
salvation in no one else; for there is no other name under
heaven that has been given among men, by which we must be
saved.” Again, this does not PROVE that a Divine sacrifice was
necessary (the burden is yours to show it was not), but it may
certainly be read as implying its necessity.

Second, consider this. In Paul’s famous verse on substitution,
2 Cor. 5:21, we read: “He (the Father) made Him (the Son) who
knew no sin to be sin on our behalf, that we might become the
righteousness of God in Him.” Luther referred to this as the
“Great Exchange.” Christ takes our sin on Himself and gives us
His righteousness in its place! Now an argument could be made
that, in order to be acceptable to God, man must be clothed in
His righteousness. If this is so, then it would seem to follow
that a Divine substitute was not superfluous, but ESSENTIAL.
For how could we become “the righteousness of God” in Christ,
unless Christ was actually God? It’s reasonable to believe He
could only give us God’s righteousness if He was, in fact,
God.  And  if  such  righteousness  is  essential  for  our
reconciliation  to  God,  then  it  follows  that  a  Divine
substitute would be necessary to achieve this goal. Again, I
fully admit that this argument is NOT CONCLUSIVE—it is merely
suggestive. But as I’ve said repeatedly (I’m sure you’re sick
of it!), you bear the burden of proof – not me. Thus, I think
I’ve  offered  some  good  reasons  to  believe  that  a  Divine
sacrifice was indeed necessary and not overkill. I also think
I’ve  demonstrated  that  you’re  far  from  proving  your  own
position (if in fact it’s actually your position; I’m not
saying it necessarily is).

Wishing you God’s richest blessings,

Michael Gleghorn
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“What  is  a  Christian
Perspective on Reiki?”
My friend is a Christian who practices Reiki and thinks that
it’s the Holy Spirit working through her. She has a heart for
healing and I don’t want to discourage her from pursuing that
or deny that the Spirit is at work in her. But I fear that
these counterfeits are keeping her from realizing her true
potential in Christ.

I guess I have two questions: how can I lovingly discuss with
her  what  the  Bible  says  about  these  practices,  when  she
doesn’t fully accept it as God’s Word; and can you tell me
more about Reiki from a Christian perspective?

Thanks for your questions. It’s terribly difficult to reason
with someone from the Scriptures if they do not already accept
their Divine authority. If she’s open to doing some reading in
the area, you may want to encourage her to look into what
conservative  scholarship  has  said  about  the  inspiration,
authority, and inerrancy of Scripture. A General Introduction
to the Bible, by Norman Geisler and William Nix is a fairly
exhaustive treatment of the subject. Many books on Christian
apologetics have chapters dealing with the trustworthiness of
the Bible. One book you may want to recommend is I’m Glad You
Asked,  by  Ken  Boa  and  Larry  Moody.  It  is  an  excellent,
beginner’s  level  text  in  apologetics  and  has  a  chapter
entitled, “How Accurate is the Bible?,” which might prove
helpful. Suffice it to say, until a Christian accepts the
Bible as the inspired word of God, it is difficult to use it
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as  the  final  authority  for  proper  Christian  belief  and
practice. Such a person can always claim that the texts they
don’t like are simply not inspired by God, etc. Thus, this is
a critical issue to deal with.

Having said that, I think you are exactly right about your
friend. There are very good grounds for rejecting Reiki if one
is willing to listen to the Bible. In a book entitled Basic
Questions  on  Alternative  Medicine,  a  corporate  project  by
members of the Center for Bioethics and Human Dignity (Grand
Rapids, Michigan: Kregel Publications, 1988), there is a short
chapter on Reiki (pp. 61-63). I will draw some information
from that chapter. Although Reiki claims to be an “ancient
healing practice that Buddha (and Jesus) used,” all records of
it were lost. It was allegedly rediscovered by Mikao Usui, a
Zen  Buddhist  monk,  in  the  mid-1800s  “during  a  psychic
experience.” Additionally, it is claimed that details about
lost  aspects  of  the  practice  have  “been  revealed  through
channeling.” Channeling is the New Age term for mediumship and
involves  contact  with,  and  usually  possession  by,  “spirit
guides.” The authors of this chapter state that a second-
degree Reiki practitioner “learns about spirit guides and how
to contact and use them in healing sessions.” They further
state that third degree Reiki masters give “complete control
of healing sessions to their spirit guides.” Healing sessions
appear to be based on the use of “life-energy” (i.e. ki, chi,
or  prana),  which  is  sent  from  the  practitioner  into  the
patient’s body.

The greatest concern would seem to be the identity of the
“spirit guides.” Since they are typically contacted in ways
expressly  forbidden  in  Scripture,  and  since  they  advocate
unbiblical ideas and practices, it is honestly quite difficult
to view them as anything other than the biblical demons. The
authors  of  this  chapter  conclude  by  stating:  “Reiki  is
antithetical to biblical Christianity. Channeling is a way of
communicating with spirits to obtain information not otherwise



accessible.  It  is  denounced  in  the  Bible  as  sorcery,
mediumship,  and  spiritism  (Lev.  19:26,  31;  20:6;  Deut.
18:9-14…).”

It seems to me that Reiki has the potential to be spiritually
harmful. I would pray for your friend and encourage her to
give serious consideration to the biblical warnings mentioned
above.

I wish you all the best with your friend.

Shalom,

Michael Gleghorn
Probe Ministries

+ + + + +

A former Reiki master who has become a Christian wrote this
testimony to Sue Bohlin:

“Reiki  is  something  that  is  very  mis-stated,  and
misunderstood, by those outside of the Reiki circle. Having
been in it, I can tell you everything you need to know. I will
tell you right up front that it was a hard one to shake, that
it was VERY real and beneficial, but that it is decidedly non-
Christian.

“I  highly  recommend  anyone  looking  into  it  to  just  stop.
Prayer is very powerful, and is our direct link to God through
Christ. If we petition directly for healing, it may come. If
we have faith that it WILL come, our chances are far better.
As with anything we are to test, does Reiki point either the
practitioner or the client to Christ? No. Big no. It uses a
Universal energy that is non-personal and can be manipulated.
You can pray to God, to the Earth Mother, to Mother/Father
God, etc. But it in fact leads you AWAY from Christ.

“It is all about what you FEEL in your hands, what you FEEL in
your  spirit,  what  the  client  FEELS  in  their



body/emotions/spirit. In that regard it is very very real. My
hands get hot, I hit a place of extreme peace and quiet, I
heal people who feel a tingle or hot spot or whatever. Their
headache,  menstrual  cramps,  emotional  distress,  bruises,
whatever, goes away. But is God glorified? No way. Is self
glorified? Yes.

“If it is so good and right, why do practitioners go on to
other  things  once  they  hit  Master  level?  The  teacher  who
taught me was going on to accupuncture and other new Reiki
teachings. Always something else, something new, something you
NEED  to  be  a  true  master.  Sound  familiar?  It  is  like
everything else in this world, but Christ. There is no lasting
peace, no connection with the universe, there is a big void in
your soul that is not going away. WE ALL NEED CHRIST! I told
my wife when she questioned my stopping in my search for peace
once I found Christ (she had followed my years of searching
through New Age theologies, etc) that Jesus Christ filled the
hole. All the puzzle pieces fell into place and everything
suddenly made sense. For a long time after that I tried to
make Reiki fit into Christianity but it didn’t. I prayed a lot
about it. God firmly and solidly showed me in Scripture how it
couldn’t work. The two major things against it, regardless of
how well it works, are 1) it does not point anyone to Christ
and in facts points people away from a single triune God, and
2) it is no different than all the pagan rituals in the Old
Testament that would have people pray to the rain god or
fertility god, etc. They must have worked or people wouldn’t
have kept praying to them, and God’s people wouldn’t have been
attracted to them. But either way it isn’t what GOD has asked
us to do. Everything we need is in Him. We can pray for any
healing we need.”



“Why Do You Believe the Bible
is Inspired and the Qur’an is
Not?”
I have read several of your articles on Islam, and have noted
you state several times your belief that the Qur’an is not an
inspired text, and the Bible is. Whilst I agree with you on
this, I would be interested in the reasons and evidence you
have for this belief.

Although  I  don’t  know  how  others  might  respond  to  your
question, my own view is this. First, the Bible claims to be
an inspired text: “All Scripture is inspired by God” (2 Tim.
3:16).  Of  course,  this  does  NOT  prove  that  it  really  is
inspired.  However,  if  the  Bible  nowhere  claimed  to  be
inspired, then we would hardly have good reason to believe
that  it  was.  Thus,  what  the  text  claims  for  itself  is
important.

Second, I think there is strong evidence to embrace biblical
inspiration for a number of reasons. For sake of time, let me
mention  only  one:  the  accurate  fulfillment  (in  the  life,
ministry, death and resurrection of Jesus) of very specific
Messianic prophecies (made centuries before Jesus was even
born). The specificity of these prophecies, and their accurate
fulfillment in the life of Jesus, constitutes strong evidence
for divine inspiration. After all, who else knows the future
with that kind of accuracy other than an omniscient God?

Finally, if the Bible is inspired by God, then it would seem
logically  impossible  for  the  Qur’an  to  also  be  divinely
inspired.  Why?  Because  both  texts  teach  very  different
doctrines, doctrines that are not logically consistent with
one another. For example, the Qur’an denies the doctrine of
the Trinity and the doctrine of the Incarnation, etc. But the
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Bible teaches both doctrines. Clearly, both texts cannot be
correct, for this would violate the law of non-contradiction.
Thus, if the Bible is inspired by God, then it logically
follows that the Qur’an is not (because it contradicts clear
biblical teaching on a number of important doctrines).

Hope this helps.

Shalom,

Michael Gleghorn
Probe Ministries

“Did Christianity Really Come
From Zoroastrianism?”
I am a Christian and have been one all of my life. I am
moderately well versed in apologetics. As far as I can tell,
as  of  now,  there  is  only  one  real  argument  against
Christianity and that comes from Zoroastrianism. I do not know
how much you know about this religion, but it was founded by
someone called Zoroaster or Zarathushtra who was born around
1200 BC and has a holy text called the “avesta.” It used to be
one of the most popular religions in the world, but has since
dwindled down to about 140,000 members, most in India.

The argument that people make is that the Jewish ideal of a
savior comes from Zoroastrianism, apparently there is a strong
savior  figure  in  Zoroastrianism  that  will  die,  become
resurrected, and then judge the dead. People claim that when
the Jews were taken in Babylon they were exposed to this faith
and adopted parts of it as their own; they say this explains
why the idea of a savior figure emerges in the parts of the
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Bible that were written during or after the Jews’ stay in
Babylon. People will then go on to say that Zoroastianism
developed many cults, particularly among Romans, about the
time of Jesus that claimed a divine figure will come to earth
and defeat “the bull” or something like Satan or the devil,
and then judge everyone. These people claim that this made the
acceptance of Jesus much more likely and also point out that
the three wisemen that went to see Jesus were called “magi”
which is a priest in Zoroastrianism. One of the tenants of
Zoroastrianism says that the savior figure will be found by
following a certain star, which is what the three wisemen did.
Also Zoroastrianism seems to hint that the savior will be born
by a virgin (but I am not sure of that).

People would claim that the prophecies that are fulfilled in
the  New  Testament  are  added  in  by  the  authors  and  would
counter the martyrdom of the authors as evidence for belief by
saying  that  they  eventually  grew  to  believe  it,  which  is
possible according to modern day psychology. They would then
say that Jesus was either made up, or a historical figure that
happened to be very intelligent but also insane in a way that
was not apparent to people around him. A very unlikely event,
but one that must be used to explain something amazing as the
spread of Christianity according to them.

Now I have of course not cited any evidence for my references
on the argument for Zoroastrianism leading to Christianity
which is because much of what I have learned is from people
who I think reference A History of Zoroastrianism by Mary
Boyce. I have not read that book (it is in two volumes I
believe), so I cannot judge its arguments, but from a purely
historical point of view, if Zoroastrianism really said all
the aforementioned material before Jesus was around and then
it traveled to Babylon, it does seem like a good argument
against Christianity.

I must admit that there some things wrong with this theory,
one is that Zoroastrianism is very big about purification by



fire, which Christianity never mentions, although it would be
possible to think that Zoroastrianism was diluted by the time
it got to Babylon and Christianity also does talk about hell
being very fiery. I do not know how much of the language the
avesta is written in we can actually translate, maybe all,
maybe not that much. And I also am well aware of people
distorting facts to suit their own purpose and I have no idea
how respected Mary Boyce is among historians. I would also
like  you  to  check  out  the  web  page
www.geocities.com/Pentagon/6315/religion/zoro.html  as  it
argues that Christianity is the result of a cult and cites
sources.

Please tell me your thoughts on this matter and on any other
argument  that  Christianity  resulted  from  cults  or  other
religions; it has been pulling at my heart for a while.

Thanks  so  much  for  writing!  The  argument  that
Judaism/Christianity borrowed from Zoroastrianism is, as yet,
unproven. In fact, if any borrowing was done, it was quite
possibly the other way around (i.e. Zoroastrianism borrowed
from Judaism/Christianity).

In  the  first  place,  the  evidence  actually  indicates  that
Zoroaster  wasn’t  even  born  until  about  the  time  of  the
Babylonian Captivity. Kenneth Boa states that his dates are
sometimes given as 628-551 B.C. (Cults, World Religions and
the Occult [Illinois: Victor Books, 1990], 45). Other scholars
give  similar,  though  not  identical,  dates  (e.g.  Herzfeld,
570-500  B.C.;  Jackson,  660-583  B.C  –  see  W.S.  Lasor,
“Zoroastrianism,” in Evangelical Dictionary of Theology, ed.
Walter Elwell [Michigan: Baker Book House, 1984], 1202). If
these dates are even relatively accurate then it is quite
possible  that  Judaism  did  not  borrow  from  Zoroastrianism.
Rather, it may actually have been Zoroaster who borrowed from
the religion of the Jewish captives in Babylon.

It is certainly true that Zoroaster spoke of such things as “…
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the coming of a savior and the resurrection of the body,” etc.
(Ibid., 44). But he may have borrowed these ideas from the
Jewish captives in Babylon. Indeed, it appears that all of
these ideas can be found in the Jewish Scriptures PRIOR to the
Babylonian Captivity.

For instance, even if we grant the contention of the person
who wrote the web article you referred me to, that Isaiah
offers the first, full monotheistic conception of God (e.g.
Isaiah 43:10-13), it by no means follows that Isaiah borrowed
this conception from Zoroastrianism! Indeed, Isaiah wrote his
book  BEFORE  Zoroaster  was  even  born!  The  period  in  which
Isaiah was writing was roughly that of 740-680 B.C. Thus, if
there  was  any  borrowing,  it  was  Zoroaster  borrowing  from
Isaiah–not  vice-versa.  Besides  this,  LaSor  argues  that
Zoroaster was not a true monotheist anyway, but a polytheist.
At most he was a dualist: “He exalted Ahura Mazda…as supreme
among the gods…and viewed the world as an agelong struggle
between Ahura Mazda and Angra Mainyu” (Ibid., 1202).

In addition, the coming of a savior is promised as early as
Gen. 3:15 in the Bible. This was long before the birth of
Zoroaster. Genesis was probably written between 1450-1410 B.C.
And there are numerous other Messianic prophecies before the
Babylonian  Captivity  (e.g.  in  Numbers  24:17  (Law);  Psalm
22–especially v. 1, 7-8, 14-18 (writings); Isaiah 52:12-53:12
(Prophets)). All of these prophecies were given BEFORE the
birth  of  Zoroaster  and  the  development  of  Zoroastrianism.
Thus, we need not think that Judaism/Christianity borrowed the
idea of a Savior from Zoroastrianism; likely it was just the
reverse.

The resurrection of the body seems clearly alluded to in Job
19:25-27. Although this book may have been written during the
time of Solomon (approx. 965 B.C.), the events themselves are
almost certainly from the patriarchal period (approx. 2000
B.C.). Additionally, Psalm 16:10, written by David long before
the  Babylonian  Captivity  also  alludes  to  the  physical



resurrection of the Messiah (see Acts 2:25-32). Thus, the idea
of  bodily  resurrection  (including  the  resurrection  of  the
Messiah) would seem to predate the advent of Zoroastrianism.

Finally,  angels  are  mentioned  in  the  Bible  frequently  in
Genesis (e.g. 3:24; 19:1; 28:12; etc). Thus, the biblical
doctrine  of  angels  is  also  prior  to  the  beginning  of
Zoroastrianism.

As for the NT authors adding in Messianic prophecies after the
fact, it is simply false. For example, a copy of the text of
Isaiah, dating to around the 2nd cent. B.C., was found among
the Dead Sea Scrolls. This copy of Isaiah is thus PRIOR to the
birth of Christ. The prophecies are genuine. Not only this,
they also predate the origin of Zoroastrianism as I mentioned
previously.

As  for  Jesus  being  either  unhistorical  or  insane,  both
conjectures are entirely without merit. The first flies in the
face of an immense amount of information from both ancient
Christian  and  non-Christian  sources  that  were  roughly
contemporary to Jesus. For instance, aside from the NT and
early Christian writers, there are references to Jesus in the
Talmud, Josephus, Tacitus, Pliny the Younger, etc. The second
notion,  that  Jesus  was  insane,  is  pure  speculation  with
virtually no evidence whatsoever to support it. People say all
sorts of strange things, but the evidence in support of these
theories is flimsy in the extreme. And the evidence against
such ideas is truly overwhelming.

I hope this sets your mind at rest a little. The ties between
Judaism/Christianity  and  Zoroastrianism  are  certainly
interesting, but the evidence is insufficient to say that the
former borrowed from the latter. Indeed, if any borrowing was
done,  it  was  likely  Zoroastrianism  borrowing  from
Judaism/Christianity.

God bless you,



Michael Gleghorn, Ph.D.
Probe Ministries

***

I thank you for answering my question. I would just like to
add to that response, which detailed how the Jews did not
“steal” from Zoroastrianism, that in Deuteronomy 18:10 the
Jews  are  forbidden  to  have  anyone  “pass  through  fire,”  a
practice that Zoroastrianism used and adopted. The passage
goes on to say that they are forbidden to do many things that
the other pagan cults did, such as the Zoroastrians. That
would  suggest  that  the  adoption  of  Zoroastrian  traditions
would be unlikely considering that they were forbidden to have
anything to do with them.

Thanks, ______, for this addendum!

Sue Bohlin
Probe Ministries Webmistress

“Is Tai Chi Always Related to
Eastern  Meditation
Practices?”
I was interested to read your response to the email regarding
Christians training in martial arts and I agree with it. I
have a related question. Is Tai Chi always related to Eastern
meditation practices? I like the peacefulness and gracefulness
of the movements but I am hesitant to learn it myself as I
fear it is another form Eastern meditation.

You ask a very good question. In Encyclopedia of New Age
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Beliefs, the chapter on “The Martial Arts” has a number of
interesting quotes, comments and practical advice useful for
Christians  considering  involvement  in  the  martial  arts
(Ankerberg  and  Weldon,  Eugene,  Oregon:  Harvest  House
Publishers,  1996;  pp.  351-378).

Probably the first question we need to answer is whether or
not Eastern meditation is inherently bound up with Tai Chi.
Can the physical exercises be separated from the meditative
elements of Tai Chi? Historically, “the development of Tai Chi
is often credited to Chang San-Feng (ca. 1260-1368)…His strong
interest in the I Ching and other occult pursuits were well
known and, in part, eventually led him to develop Tai Chi”
(Ankerberg & Weldon, 363). The origin of Tai Chi appears to
have strongly influenced the philosophical rationale for its
various  movements.  For  instance,  one  text  states:  “[T]he
movements of Tai Chi Chuan and the [I Ching] hexagrams upon
which  they  are  based  are  both  methods  of  describing  the
circulation of psychic energy in the body of the meditator”
(Da Liu, Tai Chi Chuan and I Ching, New York: Perennial/Harper
& Row, 1978; cited in Ankerberg & Weldon, 366).

But  does  this  mean  that  the  physical  movements  cannot  be
separated from the Eastern meditation practices? It seems to
depend on who you ask. One book on Tai Chi states, “The great
majority  [in  China]…have  always  engaged  in  it,  and  do  so
still,  quite  without  mystic  or  religious  purpose”  (Edward
Maisel, Tai Chi for Health, New York: Dell/Delta, 1972; cited
in Ankerberg & Weldon, 369). However, another source declares,
“The ancient and elegant system of Chinese exercise known as
T’ai Chi Ch’uan is designed primarily to maintain and enhance
health by giving full expression to the life-force, or ch’i,
of the universe, embodied in each of us…Tai Chi is more than a
mere  physical  exercise…it  is  a  silent  meditation,  an
energizing exercise…a daily ritual and prayer…It embodies the
vibrant philosophy of Taoism…” (Jerry Mogul, “Tai Chi Chuan: A
Taoist Art of Healing,” Part One, Somatics: The Magazine-



Journal of the Bodily Arts and Sciences, Autumn 1980; cited in
Ankerberg & Weldon, 369).

Personally, I would be hesitant to say that Tai Chi exercise
programs  ALWAYS  incorporate  Eastern  meditation  practices.
However, it would probably be true to say that they OFTEN
incorporate such practices. Thus, I would be extremely careful
about becoming involved with Tai Chi. Here are three important
principles to help one in making a wise, informed decision
about a Tai Chi exercise program:

1.  What  is  the  world-view  of  the  instructor  teaching  the
class? If the instructor embraces Eastern philosophical and
religious ideas this will almost certainly come out in how the
class is conducted. Ankerberg and Weldon write, “In large
measure, the religious or nonreligious nature of martial arts
instruction depends more on the instructor than on any other
factor” (354). If the instructor embraces Eastern ideas, I
would definitely avoid the class.

2. “It may also be prudent to observe an advanced class. This
will help the prospective student determine whether Eastern
philosophy  is  taught  only  as  the  practitioner  progresses”
(Erwin  de  Castro,  et  al.,  “Enter  the  Dragon?”  Part  2,
prepublication copy, Christian Research Journal, 1994; cited
in Ankerberg & Weldon, 373). Again, if you notice Eastern
ideas  surfacing  in  advanced  classes,  I  would  avoid  even
beginning your training there.

3. Carefully seek God’s guidance in prayer.

Like many of the issues we face in life, I doubt whether this
one is completely black or white. However, I would carefully
avoid involvement in any form of Tai Chi which incorporates
Eastern thought and practices. Since many programs likely do
incorporate  such  things,  I  would  be  very  cautious  about
becoming involved in this discipline. However, if you are able
to  find  a  completely  non-religious  program,  taught  by  an



instructor who does not hold any Eastern philosophical and
religious  ideas,  and  if  you  have  carefully  sought  God’s
guidance  in  prayer  and  have  a  clean  conscience  about
participating, then I doubt that the physical exercises are
somehow wrong or sinful in themselves. That’s my opinion, at
any rate.

God bless you,

Michael Gleghorn
Probe Ministries


