“Why Were Women Unclean
During Their Period 1in the
Old Testament?”

Why were women unclean during their period in the O01ld
Testament? Also, why were the number of unclean days different
for the birth of a male child vs. a female child? Why doesn’t
this apply today?

Why were women unclean during their period in the 0ld
Testament?

i

We need to remember that being in a state of “uncleanness” was
not the same as sin. It’s more like being put on the bench
during a game. I believe the 0ld Testament’s emphasis on
cleanness and uncleanness was to weave the importance of
holiness and “separation unto the Lord” into the everyday
understanding of what it meant to serve the true and living
God. The distinction between cleanness and uncleanness
functioned as a continual reminder of the difference between
God (holy) and God’'s people (sinful and fallen).

Actually, I believe the ritual uncleanness of a woman’s
menstrual period had two purposes. First, it kept the
messiness more contained by restraining her activities,
especially sexually. Secondly, when sexual relations were
forbidden for seven days each month, it was a built-in
anticipation builder for both husband and wife for when they
could come back together again. Many married couples know the
joy of “reunion sex.” God's “off-limits for seven days” rule
insured “reunion sex” without somebody having to go away!
<smile>

Also, why were the number of unclean days different for the
birth of a male child vs. a female child?
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I couldn’t find a single commentator who could come up with a
reason apart from God’'s right to make the rules. However,
since the New Testament teaching is equal value of the sexes
(Gal. 3:28, “In Christ there is no male or female”), it may be
that the purpose of the gender INequity in the 0ld Testament
was to set up the contrast for the glory of grace in the New
Testament.

Why doesn’t this apply today?

It doesn’t apply today because the purpose of the 01ld
Testament civil law has been fulfilled. The laws were designed
to protect and provide for the purity of the Jews until the
Messiah came. Now, Christ has torn down the barrier between
Jew and Gentile, and the 0ld Testament law was a huge part of
that barrier—which is no longer necessary. (It should be noted
that moral laws, such as what we find in the Ten Commandments,
will never pass away because they are rooted in the very
character of God.)

Hope this helps!

Sue Bohlin
Probe Ministries

“Is the Genesis Story of ‘The
Sons of God’ True?”

Pertaining to the old days when the watchers went astray and
married women and bore giants—are these stories of any truth?

In the days of Noah, when a man in years was nearing his
death, say a just man, are there any hints as to what awaited
them in the afterlife of that period?
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Is there something, or has there ever been something,
commented on in scripture which disturbs the dead in their
rest?

Thank you for writing Probe Ministries. My own understanding
of Genesis 6:1-4 leads me to believe that “the sons of God”
mentioned here were indeed fallen angels. Whether or not the
offspring of their union with the daughters of men were the
giants referred to in v. 4 is difficult to say. The text may
indicate that at least some of these giants existed prior to
the sexual union of the sons of God with the daughters of men.
For my part, I certainly believe these stories are true. It is
quite possible that the sons of God in Genesis 6 are the
angels referred to by both Jude (v. 6) and Peter (2 Pet. 2:4).

There 1s not a great deal of biblical revelation concerning
the afterlife of the righteous in the days of Noah. But here
is something to consider. In Genesis 5:21-24 we have the story
of Enoch. Verse 24 states, “And Enoch walked with God; and he
was not, for God took him.” Although this verse does not give
us much information, it certainly suggests an afterlife in the
presence of God for the just and righteous who, like Enoch,
walked with God. [Note: also see Probe Answers Qur E-Mail: Is
There a Specific Reference to Heaven or Hell in the 0T? ]

Finally, although I'm not entirely sure what you are asking
about in your third question, there is an account in 1 Samuel
28 about King Saul and a medium, in which Saul asks the medium
to call up the prophet Samuel from the dead. In this case, God
allowed Samuel to return to deliver to Saul a message of
judgment against both he and Israel. When Samuel appears, he
asks Saul, “Why have you disturbed me by bringing me up?” (v.
15). Thus, this may be the sort of example you were looking
for. Of course, it’s important to point out that this is an
exceptional event. Normally, the dead are not permitted to
return to the land of the living after death (see Luke
16:19-31). However, in particular cases the sovereign Lord
may, for His own purposes, permit such a thing (as in the case
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of Samuel).
God bless you,

Michael Gleghorn
Probe Ministries

“If Jesus Was Crucified on
Friday, How Was He Dead for
Three Nights?”

I am looking for an answer to the “three days, three nights in
the tomb” prophecy. Jesus was only in the tomb three days and
TWO NIGHTS. I have seen the day portion of this prophecy
explained. However, I have never heard a convincing
explanation of how Friday and Saturday night can be three
nights. Help!

There are several views that address this question. One view
is that Jesus was crucified on Wednesday. 72 hours later
later, Saturday evening, He rose and the empty tomb was
discovered on Sunday.

Another view is that Jesus died on Thursday. I take the view
Jesus was crucified on Friday and rose on Sunday. All
prophecies state He will rise on the third day. (Matthew 16:
21, 17:23, 20:19, 27:64, Luke 9:22, 18:33, etc..) The events of
the gospels seem to correlate best with a Friday crucifixion.
Only one passage talks about him being in the grave three days
and three nights, Matthew 12:40. If not for this one passage,
all scholars would agree on a Friday crucifixion. So we are
really dealing with the question of one passage and how 1is


https://probe.org/if-jesus-was-crucified-on-friday-how-was-he-dead-for-three-nights/
https://probe.org/if-jesus-was-crucified-on-friday-how-was-he-dead-for-three-nights/
https://probe.org/if-jesus-was-crucified-on-friday-how-was-he-dead-for-three-nights/

that related in light of all the other passages?

In Jewish thinking, a part of a day is equivalent to a whole
day. Genesis 42:17 states that Joseph held his brothers 1in
prison for three days and in verse 18 states he spoke to them
on the third day and released them. 1 Kings 20:29 says Israel
and Syria camped for 7 days and then on the seventh day the
began battle. Other passages—Esther 5;1, 1 Samuel 30:12-show
similar thought. So 0ld Testament 1language shows the
expression “three days,” “third day,” and “three days and
three nights” are used to express the same period of time.
Rabbinic literature shows the same thing. Rabbi Eleazr ben
Azariah wrote in 100 A.D., “A day and night are an Onah
(period of time) and the portion of an Onah is as the whole of
it.”

So we conclude the expression “after three days,” “on the
third day,” and the “three days and three nights” are all one
and indicate the same time span.

Pat Zukeran
Probe Ministries

“How Did John the Baptist Get
the Idea to Baptize People?”

Where did John the Baptist get the idea to dunk people in
water and call it baptism? It can’t be the same as our baptism
today, depicting the death, burial, and resurrection; that
hadn’t happened yet. He preached baptism for the remittance of
sin. But where did the idea come from?

Thanks for your question. D.S. Dockery has a good discussion
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of this issue in his article on “Baptism” in the Dictionary of
Jesus and the Gospels [eds. Joel Green and Scot McNight
(Illinois: Intervarsity Press, 1992), 55-58].

Although the Jews practiced a form of proselyte baptism,
“there is no clear evidence prior to A.D. 70 that proselytes
underwent baptism as a requirement of conversion” (Ibid., 56).
Dockery presents the following arguments against the view that
Jewish proselyte baptism served as the model for John's
baptism (ibid., 56):

1. There is no clear reference to Jewish proselyte baptism
in the 0T, Philo, or Josephus.

2. Jewish proselyte baptism was self-administered; John’s
baptism was administered by John.

3. There are grammatical differences between how the term
“baptism” 1is used in the NT and how it is used in texts
mentioning Jewish proselyte baptism.

4. John baptized Jews, conditioned on their repentance;
Jewish proselyte baptism was only for Gentiles.

But if John did not get this idea from Jewish proselyte
baptism, where did he get it? Dockery thinks a more likely
borrowing occurred from the Qumran community. He does not,
however, commit John to having been an Essene. In support of
his thesis, Dockery offers the following arguments (Ibid.,
57):

1. Both the Qumran community and John stressed the
importance of repentance in relation to baptism.

2. Both viewed their ministries in terms of Isaiah 40:3.

3. Both baptized Jewish people.

However, there was one important distinction between the
Qumran community and John regarding baptism: the Qumran rite
was self-administered and practiced frequently, while John’s
baptism was administered by John and was a one-time rite of
initiation.



Thus, Dockery believes John got his idea for water baptism
from the Qumran community. Of course, it’s important to note
that if John originally received this idea from Qumran, he
nonetheless revised and adapted it to fit his own unique
purpose and calling as the one who was preparing the Jewish
nation to receive her Messiah. Also, it’s important to
remember that this is simply one scholar’s expert opinion. I
happen to think it a good one, but as he himself observes,
“.the background of John’s baptism remains fiercely debated”
(Ibid., 56).

God bless you,

Michael Gleghorn
Probe Ministries

“There Is No Compelling
Reason to Accept the Books of
the Bible as Special”

I have some comments and questions regarding your article on
the church canon-in particular, the last paragraph. You state
that:

“We show that it is true to unbelievers by demonstrating
that it is systematically consistent.”

However, there are numerous inconsistencies throughout the
bible-in both the old and new testaments—and in particular
throughout the gospels and the accounts of the life and death
of Jesus—as most non-believers can readily point out. While
the inconsistencies as a whole do not negate the viability of
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the scripture, it does indicate that the canon as it stands is
NOT systematically consistent.

You also state that:

“We make belief possible by using both historical evidence
and philosophical tools.”

Philosophical, yes—-but historical, no. Archeological and
historical research has done as much to prove as disprove the
scripture—at best a 50-50 balance.

And you also state:

“Once individuals refuse to accept the claim of inspiration
that the Bible makes for itself, they are left with a set of
ethics without a foundation.”

True-however, it is not sufficient to take the word of one
source in regards to origin or inspiration. In other words,
just because one book of the bible (a collection of documents
written at very different times and by very different authors)
says so isn’t sufficient to make it so for the whole. At the
time that portion of the bible was written, the whole did not
yet exist and the reference to inspiration could only be
referring to the work in which it appears.

If that is the argument-then there is no need for
philosophical or historical tools to aid in believe. You
cannot “have your cake and eat it too” in this case—either use
science (history, etc.) to prove the reliability and
uniqueness of the canon or base it on faith-one or the other,
not both.

It seems to me—that despite an otherwise well researched and
argued explanation of the canonization of the current
bible-there still is no compelling reason for the current
books of the bible to be held in any higher esteem than those
of the apocrypha or the writings of early church fathers.



Thank you for the thoughtful response to my essay on the
canonization of the Bible. Let me briefly respond to some of
your points.

However, there are numerous inconsistencies throughout the
bible in both the old and new testaments—and in particular
throughout the gospels and the accounts of the life and
death of Jesus as most non-believers can readily point out.
While the inconsistencies as a whole do not negate the
viability of the scripture, it does indicate that the canon
as 1t stands is NOT systematically consistent.

The question of consistency regarding the Gospels has been
hotly contested. Perhaps the problem partly lies in defining
what we mean by consistency. No one denies that the writers
were attempting to give different perspectives regarding the
events and ministry of Jesus. My view and the view of
conservative theologians 1is that the teachings of the four
Gospels are consistent even though individual details might
differ. Where some see inconsistency and conflict, others see
different perspectives of a single or similar event. The
Gospels were not written as a history text or as a
biographical work in the modern sense, to hold these texts to
this kind of standard would be placing unwarranted
restrictions on the writings.

Archeological and historical research has done as much to
prove as disprove the scripture at best a 50-50 balance.

The role of archaeology and historical evidence in affirming
the NT writings is also a complex one. You seem to be arguing
that if one places their faith in the teachings of the NT they
cannot use historical and archaeological evidence to defend
the texts in any manner. While I would agree that neither
archaeological nor historical evidence can prove that the
teachings of the Bible are theologically true, they can affirm
a number of things about the nature of the texts. First, they
give us expanding knowledge of the geographical setting of the



events that are described. Second, they help us to understand
the religious milieu of the time (ex. Nag Hammadi findings).
Third, they constrain the attempts of some to mythologize the
NT. The discoveries of the Well of Jacob, the Pool of Siloam,
the probable location of the Pool of Bethesda, and the name of
Pilate himself on a stone in the Roman theater at Caesarea
lend historical credibility to the NT text. Certainly the
reliability of the NT writings can benefit from positive
archaeological and historical evidence.

At the time that portion of the bible was written, the whole
did not yet exist and the reference to inspiration could
only be referring to the work in which it appears.

The high regard that the church Fathers had for the OT
writings did not transfer to the NT texts until the church was
forced to respond to threatening issues. Since some had been
disciples of Apostles, the urgency to define the canon was not
intense. Once given the need to do so in the second and third
centuries, believers held to those writings that affirmed the
tradition that had been handed down from the beginning. The
place given to the Apocrypha by the early church is another
issue which I address in my essay on those writings.

Thanks again for your comments.
Sincerely,

Don Closson

“I Have Questions about the
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Christian Canon”

I just read Don Closson’s article about the history of the
Christian Canon and found it to be interesting and helpful. I
have recently been looking deeper into my religion and other
Christian religions to get a better understanding of the
various beliefs. However, I have some questions.

Don mentions that the Church Fathers respected and quoted from
works that have generally passed out of the Christian
tradition. Why are these books no longer considered important?
It’s almost as though there were some kind of stock market
drop in the value of these writings. If certain writings were
so important as to guide the early Christians in what was
probably the most difficult time for the Church why do they
not hold the same value today? Also, were any of the early
teachings taken from the Apocrypha?

My other question is more of an observation. When you explain
the process of determining the Canon of the NT after the
Reformation you write, “As usual, the Catholic position rested
upon the authority of the Church hierarchy itself.” Then you
go on to say, “Instead of the authority of the Church, Luther
and the reformers focused on the internal witness of the Holy
Spirit.” To me this seems to be a very biased statement in an
otherwise objective article. From what I understand, the
Catholic Church also believes in the internal witness of the
Holy Spirit working through its leaders. And since the NT of
both Protestants and Catholics is the same (a surprising fact
I just learned and which your article was a little misleading)
would you not say it probably did inspire both groups?

Thanks for the thoughtful questions and observations. Let me
try to respond to each issue you raise.

Why don’t we read the writings of the Church Fathers today?

It appears that there has been an ebb and flow regarding the
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popularity of these writings among average believers.
Protestants may have carried the notion of Sola Scriptura too
far, fearing that spending too much time in the writings of
the early church might lead to an unhealthy elevation of these
works. However, there appears to be growth in both interest
in, and appreciation for, the works of the early church among
all Christians that might move us towards a better balance. I
recently finished Reading Scripture With The Church Fathers,
by Christopher Hall (an InterVarsity publication) and found
that his admonition to delve into the writings of the early
church an enticing one. Part of the problem is that many
Christians do not read theological works of any type, much
less serious works that are planted in a very different set of
cultural challenges. Theological writing is done in response
to the demands of pressing cultural questions and issues. The
foreignness of the cultural milieu surrounding the early
church can make reading the Church Fathers a considerable
effort. I do see a trend, especially among the post-baby-
boomer generations, towards desiring a deeper spiritual life,
one that is often exhibited by the leaders of the early
church. People are looking to that era for models of devotion
and authentic community that are often lacking in our modern,
and postmodern, society.

My bias against the Roman Catholic Church.

You are right, my statement is overly biased. I need to
revisit that section of the essay and restate my views. I do
not mean to say that the Catholic Church does not claim
guidance from the Holy Spirit, but that they have depended
more on the decisions of a centralized 1leadership
(magisterium) in deciding on the canon rather than on actual
use and acceptance by the universal church and individual
believers. Thanks for pointing this out. If you don’t mind I
am going to paste into this response a portion of an essay
that I wrote on the Apocrypha that might help explain my view.

In a recent meeting of Catholics, Protestants, and Eastern
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Orthodox theologians called the Rose Hill conference,
evangelical theologian Harold 0. J. Brown asks that we hold a
dynamic view of this relationship between the church and the
Bible. He notes that Catholics have argued “that the
church—the Catholic Church—gave us the Bible and that church
authority authenticates it.” Protestants have responded with
the view that “Scripture creates the church, which is built
on the foundation of the prophets and apostles.” However, he
admits that there is no way to make the New Testament older
than the church. Does this leave us then bowing to church
authority only? Brown doesn’t think so. He writes, “[I]t 1is
the work of the Spirit that makes the Scripture divinely
authoritative and preserves them from error. In addition the
Holy Spirit was active 1in the early congregations and
councils, enabling them to recognize the right Scriptures as
God’s Word.” He adds that even though the completed canon 1is
younger than the church, it 1is not 1in captivity to the
church. Instead, “it is the ‘norm that norms’ the church’s
teaching and life.”

Many Catholics argue that the additional books found in the
Apocrypha (Septuagint plus) which they call the deutero-
canon, were universally held by the early church to be
canonical. This is a considerable overstatement. However,
Protestants have acted as if these books never existed or
played any role whatsoever in the early church. This too is
an extreme position. Although many of the early church
fathers recognized a distinction between the Apocryphal books
and inspired Scripture, they universally held them in high
regard. Protestants who are serious students of their faith
cannot ignore this material if they hope to understand the
early church or the thinking of its earliest theologians.

On the issue of canonicity, of the 0ld Testament or the New,
Norman Geisler lists the principles that outline the
Protestant perspective. Put in the form of a series of
questions he asks, “Was the book written by a spokesperson



for God, who was confirmed by an act of God, who told the
truth in the power of God, and was accepted by the people of
God?” If these can be answered in the affirmative, especially
the first question, the book was usually immediately
recognized as inspired and included in the canon. The 0ld
Testament Apocrypha lacks many of these characteristics. None
of the books claim to be written by a prophet, and Maccabees
specifically denies being prophetic. Others contain extensive
factual errors. Most importantly, many in the early church
including Melito of Sardis, Origen, Athanasius, Gregory of
Nazianzus, and Jerome rejected the canonicity of the
Apocrypha, although retaining high regards for its devotional
and inspirational value.

A final irony in this matter is the fact that even Cardinal
Cajetan, who opposed Luther at Augsburg in 1518, published a
Commentary on All the Authentic Historical Books of the 0ld
Testament (1532) in which he did not include the Apocrypha.
Sincerely,
Don Closson

Probe Ministries

Please check out the related posts below for more information.

“Where Was God Between Cailn
and Abel, and Noah?”

I am conversing with a Wiccan. One of her reasons for turning
away from Christianity is that God was silent after dealing
with Cain and Abel up to the time of Noah and the flood. For
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nearly two thousand years pagan civilizations thrived, say in
Sumeria and Mesopotamia. Where was this monotheistic God at
this time in history? In her mind this God is uninvolved and
therefore heartless for bringing a flood. Where in the Bible
does it say God was involved with man during this time? I must
say this got me thinking. Can you please help me out here?

God was indeed involved in the affairs of His creation between
the time of Cain and Abel and the Flood. The clearest example
of His involvement (in a clearly miraculous sense) can be
found in Genesis 5:24 — “And Enoch walked with God; and he was
not, for God took him” (see also Heb. 11:5). Clearly, such an
event requires Divine intervention.

Obviously, this one example 1is enough to prove God’s
involvement in the affairs of men and the world between the
time of Cain and Abel and the Flood. But God is actually
constantly involved in the affairs of the world. In the first
place, the world only exists because God created it (Gen. 1:1;
John 1:1-3; Col. 1:16; etc.). And the universe is continuously
upheld in existence by the word and power of God (Heb. 1:3).
Thus, God’s involvement with His creation is continuous. And
God has revealed Himself to man not only in the Bible and
Christ (special revelation), but also in creation (Psalm
19:1-4; Rom. 1:18-23), providential acts of kindness (Acts
14:17), and conscience (Rom. 2:14-15) — all examples of what
is called general revelation. Such revelation 1is also
continuous and ongoing to all men, at all times, in all
places.

Shalom,

Michael Gleghorn
Probe Ministries



“How Do We Use Critical
Thinking with the Bible?”

I was involved in a religious cult for a number of years and
am still seeking. I’'ve done lots of bible reading and have
shared thoughts with many, many people. After reading some
info on your site, I was left wondering: If a person takes the
bible as the written word, how can it be that critical
thinking would have to be applied? Does it not say “My sheep
know my voice?”

My chief concern is that it would seem the most simple-minded
person should be able to hear the truth and recognize it.
Otherwise, truth is only for the intelligent. Does it really
need to be that complicated?

Dear ,

First of all, praise God for bringing you out of the cult! A
dear friend of mine is still working through the lies that
marked her 1life because of a cult’s influence on her entire
family. I am so glad you have supernatural assistance
available to you for working through the differences between
the lies and the truth, the deception and the light, just for
the asking!

I think of critical thinking as a filter through which we
examine truth claims. We ask questions of people and writings
to find out if they are reliable—questions like,

 What do you mean by that? (Defining terms)
 Where do you get your information?

 How do you know this is true?

 What 1f you’re wrong?

When it comes to the Bible, which claims to be the very word
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of God, these questions are still helpful. “What do you mean
by that?” is an important question to ask when we come to the
text. We need to discern whether something is literal or
figurative, historical or poetic or prophetic. That’s why it’s
so important to read and study the WHOLE Bible and not just
verses here and there. The writers (and God inspiring the
writers) had a definite meaning in mind when they wrote down
the biblical text, and it'’s important for us to bring our
understanding in line with their intent. For instance, when
Jesus said, “I am the vine,” did He mean He was green and
stringy? Or was He speaking in figurative language? When we
read the rest of John and see that He drew analogies a lot to
help us understand spiritual truth, we can see that He wasn’t
speaking literally at this point.

The answer to the question, “Where do you get your
information?” is that the Bible is revelation. God speaks to
us from “outside the box,” so to speak, from His throne in
heaven to us down on earth, giving us perspective and
understanding we could never figure out on our own. The Bible
claims to be God’s own thought, feelings and words, and the
worldview that results from reading the Bible 1is more
consistent with reality than any other worldview.

When we look at the reliability of the biblical documents, we
can see that we can trust that the Bible we have today has
been reliably handed down from the original documents (or very
very close). The support for the Bible being the actual word
of God is so strong that it answers the question “How do you
know this is true?” We have several articles on the issue of
biblical reliability that I invite you to read and enjoy:

Are the Biblical Documents Reliable?

Authority of the Bible

How I Know Christianity is True

I think you make an excellent point about even the most
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simple-minded person being able to recognize truth and respond
to it. That's one of the things I personally love about a
relationship with Christ and reading and studying the Bible:
God has communicated to us very clearly on the most important
issues, while still tantalizing us with the unfathomable
depths of His mind and spirit to keep us interested for all
eternity.

The fact that mentally retarded children can understand that
Jesus is God’s Son, He loves them and came to die on the cross
in their place, and then choose to trust Him as Savior and
Lord, shows me that the most basic and essential truths are
accessible to everyone.

Thanks for writing!

Sue Bohlin
Probe Ministries

“When Was the Book of Job
Written?”

When was the book of Job written? How do we know it was
written then since we don’t know who wrote the book and when
Job lived?

Top Ten Reasons Why We Believe the Book of Job was Written
During the Time of the Patriarchs

1. Job lived 140 years after his calamities (42:16). This
corresponds with the lifespans of the patriarchs. For example,
Abraham lived 175 years.

2. Job’'s wealth was reckoned in livestock (1:3; 42:12) which
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was also true of Abraham (Gen. 12:16) and Jacob (Gen. 30:43).

3. The Sabeans and Chaldeans (Job 1:15, 17) were nomads in
Abraham’s time, but in later years were not.

4. The Hebrew word (gsitah) translated “piece of silver”
(42:11) 1is used elsewhere only twice (Gen. 33:19, Josh.
24:32). Both times are in reference to Jacob.

5. Job’s daughters were heirs of his estate along with their
brothers (Job. 42:15). This was not possible later under the
Mosaic Law if a daughter’s brothers were still living (Num.
27:8).

6. Literary works similar in some ways to the Book of Job were
written in Egypt and Mesopotamia around the time of the
patriarchs.

7. The Book of Job includes no references to the Mosaic
institutions (priesthood, laws, tabernacle, special religious
days and feasts).

8. The name (sadday) is used of God 31 times in Job (compared
with 17 times elsewhere in the 0ld Testament) and was a name
familiar to the patriarchs.

9. Several personal and place names in the book were also
associated with the patriarchal period. Examples include (a)
Sheba — a grandson of Abraham, (b) Tema — another grandson of
Abraham, (c) Eliphaz — a son of Esau, (d) Uz — a nephew of
Abraham.

10. Job was a common West Semitic name in the second
millennium B.C. Job was also a name of a 19th-century-B.C.
prince in the Egyptian Execration texts.

Kerby Anderson
Probe Ministries



What’'s the NT Understanding
of Tithing?

I just finished reading your answer to the question concerning
the value of the 0ld Testament for New Testament Christians.
How then, do we explain tithing? Does this mean that we are no
longer bound to the command to give 1/10? Where in the NT does
it give directions concerning tithes and offerings?

Thanks in advance for your guidance and your wisdom!

You ask a very good question and you are essentially correct
in your observations. The 0ld Testament tithe, according to
some estimates, actually approximated closer to 23% in total
tithes and offerings! The New Testament, however, does not
specify a particular percentage that believers are required to
give. This being said, however, believers are most certainly
encouraged to give (see Rom. 15:26-27; 1 Cor. 16:1-4; 2 Cor.
8:7) and to give generously and liberally (see Rom. 12:8; 2
Cor. 9:11-13), each according to his own ability (Acts 11:29;
2 Cor. 8:12), with a willing, cheerful heart (2 Cor. 9:7).
Even those who are poor are permitted to give, and praised for
doing so (Mark 12:41-44; Luke 21:1-4; 2 Cor. 8:1-5). Paul sets
forth Jesus as the believer’s example for giving (2 Cor.
8:8-9). We should give out of a heart full of gratitude toward
God for what He’s done for us through Christ! It is clear,
then, that sacrificial giving is very much encouraged (2 Cor.
9:5) — though not commanded (2 Cor. 8:8).

Of course, believers should still be careful who they give to.
We must be good stewards of the resources which God has given
us, look into different opportunities for giving, and give to
those who are above reproach in their financial stewardship (2
Cor. 8:20-21).
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Although there are many passages in the New Testament which
address the issue of giving, the most detailed passage on this
subject can be found in 2 Corinthians 8-9.

Shalom,
Michael Gleghorn

Probe Ministries

See Also:
e Probe Answers Qur E-Mail: “What Does the Bible Say About
Tithing?”
e Probe Answers Qur E-Mail: “Where Should We Give Qur Tithe?”
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