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Introduction


 


At
the very heart of the message of the New Testament is a Hebraic approach to the
Almighty and His Good News. This approach is so vastly different from the Greek
(and modern, Western) mindset, that without some basic appreciation of this
foundational truth and perspective, the New Testament can be so totally misunderstood
and misused as to render it’s central message null and void.


 


In
his book “Distinctive Ideas of the Old Testament", Professor Norman
H. Snaith make this point very emphatically when he states that:   


 


“The aim of Hebrew religion was Da’ath Elohim
(the Knowledge of God); the aim of Greek thought was Gnothi seauton (Know
thyself).   


 


Between these two there is a great gulf
fixed.  We do not see that either admits of any compromise.  They
are fundamentally different in a priori assumption, in method of approach, and in
final conclusion… 


 


The Hebrew system starts with God. 
The only true wisdom is Knowledge of God.  ‘The fear of God is the
beginning of wisdom.’  The corollary is that man can never know himself,
what he is and what is his relation the world, unless first he learn of God and
be submissive to God’s sovereign will.   The Greek system, on the
contrary, starts from the knowledge of man, and seeks to rise to an
understanding of the ways and Nature of God through the knowledge of what is
called ‘man’s higher nature’.  


 


According to the Bible, man had no higher
nature except he be born of the Spirit. We find this approach of the Greeks nowhere
in the Bible. 


 


The whole Bible, the New Testament as
well as the Old Testament, is based on the Hebrew attitude and approach… “
 


 


The
great Jewish Rabbi Abraham Joshua Heschel wrote, "The Greeks learned in
order to comprehend. The Hebrews learned in order to revere. The modern man
learns in order to use" (‘God in Search of Man’ p34)


 


To
know God is to revere God. To revere God is to listen, to listen and act
(responsive hearing), to obey. Perhaps the most important text of Judaism
begins with this call. The Sh’ma[1]
opens with ‘Hear O’Israel …’! 


 


We
are called to love the Almighty, not just with our intellect, not just to try
to comprehend Him, but with our all; with our heart, with our mind, with our
very strength, our actions!


 


In
this book, I hope to demonstrate how seriously mistaken the Greek approach is,
and some of the great errors that have resulted from this approach.


 


For
example, when the word Torah was translated into ‘nomos’ in Greek and
then into ‘Law’ in English it lost a lot of its true meaning. Torah ("teaching"
or "instruction") is at the very heart and soul of Hebraic thought.



 


I
hope that by the end of this book, you will begin to appreciate how important
the Hebraic Mindset is and how ‘damaged’ the New Testament has become by the
deliberate editing of its truth to try to make it conform to a Greek or
Hellenistic mindset[2].







The Historical Reality:


 


One
of the greatest Biblical scholars of the last century was the late Professor
David Flusser of Hebrew University, Jerusalem.  He spent his lifetime studying
the Synoptic Gospels. As a result he gained an intimate knowledge of the life
and times of his Jewish brother Yeshua (Jesus).


 


As
part of his scholarship he became very familiar with not only the Gospels
relationship to the Tanakh (that is, the Hebrew Bible, called the ‘Old
Testament’ by Christians), but with the writings of Jewish scholars from the ‘inter-testamental’
period (approximately 500 BCE to 50 CE) and the many documents found in the
Qumran caves between 1947 & 1956 (known as the Dead Sea Scrolls).


 


Flusser
and his many ‘disciples’; scholars such as Robert Lindsey, David Bivin, Roy
Blizzard have written many papers and books highlighting that the New Testament
(NT) is full of Semitic syntax, vocabulary, idioms, and thought patterns. 


 


They
argue most pervasively, and with much evidence that:


·        
Hebrew was the primary spoken and written medium of the majority
of the Jews in Israel during the time of Yeshua; 


·        
Yeshua therefore did most, if not all, of his teaching in Hebrew; 


·        
That the original accounts of Jesus' life were composed in Hebrew
(as one might conclude anyway from early church history); 


·        
That the Greek gospels which have come down to us represent a
third or fourth stage in the written transmission of the accounts of the life of Yeshua;



·        
That Luke was the first gospel written, not Mark; and how this
affects our understanding,


·        
That the key to understanding many of the difficult or even
apparently unintelligible passages in the Gospels is to be found, not primarily
in a  better understanding of Greek, but in retroversion to, and translation  of,
the Hebrew behind the Greek (made possible by the often transparently
literalistic translation methods of the Greek translators). 


 


From
all of these factors, Professor Flusser became convinced that the majority of
the NT, and especially the Gospels, were first written in Hebrew and, when
quoting from the Tanakh, they did not quote from the Septuagint (which is the
generally accepted wisdom of today), but from Hebrew scrolls.


 


Given
that: 


·        
the
Hebrew Bible was first written predominately in Hebrew, (well before the
Septuagint (LXX) translation of the Pentateuch was begun in the 3rd
century BCE)[3];



·        
that
the authors of the NT were Hebrew (with the exception of Luke, a prosleytized
Gentile); 


·        
that
they primarily spoke Hebrew; and 


·        
that
they specifically used Hebrew in the Temple and synagogues; 


it seems highly probable that in composing
a Hebrew NT, a Hebrew commentary on the life and times of a Hebrew ‘anointed
one’ (Messiah Yeshua), that they would quote from Hebrew scriptures not Greek
translations thereof.


 


Before
going into some of the details and supporting evidence for this claim, let us
examine one of the great many examples that clearly led Flusser and his
‘disciples’ to this conclusion.


 


Consider
Luke 4:16-19


“And he came to Nazareth, where he had been brought up. And as
was his custom, he went to the synagogue on the Sabbath day, and he stood up to
read. And the scroll of the prophet Isaiah was given to him. He unrolled the
scroll and found the place where it was written, 


‘The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, because he has anointed me
to proclaim good news to the poor. He has sent me to proclaim liberty to the
captives and recovering of sight to the blind, to set at liberty those who are
oppressed, to proclaim the year of the Lord's favor.’”[4]


 


The evidence is now
well established that Hebrew scrolls would have been read in the synagogues in
Yeshua's day, and that Hebrew was still the commonly spoken language
(especially in regard to biblical matters). 


 


Thus, when Yeshua read
from Isaiah 61, he would clearly have read something very similar to the Isaiah
scroll found at Qumran[5].
This scroll is quite incredible. It is a complete scroll of Isaiah and is now
the oldest version of Isaiah in existence (dated at around 100 BCE). When
scholars studied this Hebrew scroll they found it to be virtually identical to
the next oldest in existence, the Masoretic Hebrew Isaiah scroll from around 700
- 1000 CE.


 


Thus, we can
confidently consider that Yeshua’s quote would have been identical, or very
near to identical to the Great Isaiah scroll of Qumran and the Masoretic Isaiah
of 700 CE.


 


Below is an English
literal translation of the Great Isaiah scroll chapter 61:1-2:


“The
spirit of the LORD is upon me, because the LORD has anointed me; he has sent me
to bring good news to the oppressed, and to bind up the brokenhearted, to
proclaim freedom for the captives, and release from darkness for the
prisoners; to proclaim the year of the LORD’s favour, …”[6]


 


Almost all NT translations
though appear to quote from the LXX here and instead have something very
similar to the ESV:


“The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, because he has
anointed me to proclaim good news to the poor.


He
has sent me to proclaim liberty to the captives and recovering of sight to
the blind, to set at liberty those who are oppressed, to proclaim the year
of the Lord's favor.”


 


The Septuagint in
English (Sir Lancelot C.L. Brenton 1851) has:


“The
Spirit of the Lord is upon me, because he has anointed me; he has sent me to
preach glad tidings to the poor, to heal the broken in heart, to proclaim
liberty to the captives, and recovery of sight to the blind; to declare
the acceptable year of the Lord,”


 


Luke was a proselyte
and follower of Yeshua. If, as Flusser argues so effectively (especially in his
book, ‘Jesus’), Luke first wrote in Hebrew then he would have quoted Isaiah 61
correctly, and not used the LXX!


 


Given that almost
every version we have today of Luke appears to use either a LXX version[7] or parts therefore mixed
with some other early manuscripts we may not be able to ascertain, this is very
strong evidence for the deliberate introduction of the LXX base to the NT.


 


Which leads us to
argue that:


The Septuagint (LXX) was not the
primary translation or version of the TaNaK quoted in the New Testament.


 


But it gets worse. There
are many examples where there is strong evidence that the LXX has been altered
over the last 2000 years to conform to popular translations of the NT. 


 


One such glaring
example is Romans 3: 13-18. This passage has a great many problems as outlined
in some depth in an article by Frank Selch, ‘The Enigma of Romans 3’[8]. Frank is able to show
quite conclusively that the verses of Romans 3:13-18 were written back into the
LXX in the early Christian centuries. 


 


Thus we are
confronted with the very challenging discovery that:


The Septuagint has been seriously
tainted even to the point of redaction[9]
so as to agree with many NT mis-translations (i.e. translations that agreed
with neither the Hebrew versions of the Tanakh or the earlier versions of the
LXX).


 


What
follows is an attempt to expand upon this argument and provide convincing
evidence of its veracity, as well as analysing the impact of this apparently
deliberate distortion and mis-appropriation of Scripture.


 


Once
established, it is then important to see what doctrinal beliefs have been
introduced and supported by this faulty understanding and application, as well
as what alternative articles of faith should instead be acknowledged and
promoted. These questions and issues I would argue are very serious and
foundational to both our individual and corporate lives, and to the momentous events
of the approaching ‘last days’.


 











The Language of the New Testament




There are a number of very significant facts, some of which have really only
become well-identified in recent decades after hundreds of years of
mis-information, leading to unhelpful and wayward conjecture, promoted as God
ordained truth.


 


One
of these very significant facts is the true language of the New Testament. 


 


It
was argued and popularly believed for a great many years that the original
autographs[10]
of the NT were predominantly, if not totally written in Greek. 


 


Certainly,
if the apostles and authors of the books of the NT spoke and wrote in Greek, it
would make reasonable sense that they may well have used a Greek version of the
Tanakh (that is, the Septuagint).

 


When
scholars over the last few hundred years have looked for the earliest copies of
the NT that still remain in some reasonable form, they have only found Greek,
and some Aramaic versions or portions. Without further interrogation and
investigation it would seem fairly natural and reasonable to assume that these
Greek versions are all that remain simply because they are all that was ever in
circulation. i.e. If there were no, or very few, Hebrew versions or
translations of the NT written in the first few decades after the time of
Yeshua, we would clearly not expect to find any portions of them remaining
today.


 


Also,
if we had no reason to assume any deceit or vested interests were involved in
the publication of NT copies and translations then we would probably not delve
any deeper into the non-existence of Hebrew, or even Aramaic, versions.


 


However,
the evidence is now quite strong that Hebrew and Aramaic were languages of the
Jewish people living in Israel in the first century[11],
and it appears for a number of very significant reasons that the New Testament
was first written in these languages.


 


What
are these facts and reasons for this more recent understanding?


 


Firstly,
a number of noted scholars have argued that at least portions of the New Testament
were originally penned in a Semitic tongue. This argument has especially been
asserted of the four Gospels, Acts, and Revelation.


 


For example: “When
we turn to the New Testament we find that there are reasons for suspecting a
Hebrew or Aramaic original for the Gospels of Matthew, Mark, John and for the
apocalypse.”


- Hugh J. Schonfield; An Old Hebrew Text
of St. Matthew's Gospel; 1927; p. vii


 


It also appears that the evidence is very
strong that the Gospel of Matthew was originally written in Hebrew. All of the
"Church Fathers", both East and West, testified to the Semitic origin
of at least the Book of Matthew, as the following quotes demonstrate:


 


Papias (150-170 C.E.)


“Matthew composed the words in
the Hebrew dialect, and each translated as he was able.”


Ireneus (170 C.E.)


“Matthew also issued a written
Gospel among the Hebrews in their own dialect.”


Origen (c. 210 C.E.)


“The first [Gospel] is written
according to Matthew, the same that was once a tax collector, but afterwards an
emissary of Yeshua the Messiah, who having published it for the Jewish
believers, wrote it in Hebrew.”


Eusebius (c. 315 C.E.)


Matthew also, having first
proclaimed the Gospel in Hebrew, when on the point of going also to the other
nations, committed it to writing in his native tongue, and thus supplied the
want of his presence to them by his writings. Pantaenus... penetrated as far as
India, where it is reported that he found the Gospel according to Matthew,
which had been delivered before his arrival to some who had the knowledge of
Messiah, to whom Bartholomew, one of the emissaries, as it is said, had
proclaimed, and left them the writing of Matthew in Hebrew letters.


Epiphanius (370 C.E.)


“They [the Nazarenes] have the
Gospel according to Matthew quite complete in Hebrew, for this Gospel is
certainly still preserved among them as it was first written, in Hebrew
letters.”


Isho'dad (850 C.E.)


“His [Matthew's] book was in
existence in Caesarea of Palestine, and everyone acknowledges that he wrote it
with his hands in Hebrew... ”


 


It has only been in recent times since
the discovery and translation of the Dead Sea Scrolls that the evidence for the
priority of Hebrew has really become convincing though. 


 


We now know that Israel in the first century of the Common Era
was a land where Hebrew, Aramaic & some Greek were commonly spoken (along
with Latin due to the Roman occupation). Hebrew though remained the language of
the Temple & synagogues and the primary language of all religious writings
of that era.


 


To further detail this finding, following is part of an article
by David Bivin of the “Jerusalem School of Synoptic Research”:


“Indeed, now over three decades since the
discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, it is becoming increasingly evident that the
spoken and written language of the Jews of the Holy Land at the time of Jesus
was Hebrew. 


 


Even apocryphal books (1 Maccabees, Ben
Sira, Judith, Tobit) and other Jewish literature of the period (Jubilees, The
Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs) which have come down to us in Greek
versions have been found to be translations from Hebrew into Greek for the
Greek-speaking Jews of the Diaspora. 


 


Ben Sira (Ecclesiasticus), for example,
was known only in Greek until less than 90 years ago. Fragments of the Hebrew
text of this book then began to come to light, and today we have almost
two-thirds of the book in the original Hebrew, the most recent discovery in
1964 occurring at the Masada excavations in the Judean desert.


 


As more and more discoveries come to
light and scholarly research into ancient sources continues, we are learning
that at least to the end of the first century A.D., and even later, the
principal language of the Jews in the Holy Land was Hebrew. 


 


The Dead Sea Scrolls are almost entirely
in Hebrew; the Mishnah (the so-called "Oral Law") is in Hebrew; the
later rabbinic commentary on Scripture, the Midrash, is also mostly Hebrew. 


 


Of the thousands of parables in the
rabbinic literature, so consonant with the style of Jesus' teaching, only two
are in Aramaic, all the other being Hebrew. 


 


All Jewish coins minted between 103 B.C.
and A.D. 135 have Hebrew inscriptions, except for one coin of Alexander
Jannaeus…. 


 


On the basis of his study of Matthew's
Gospel and other literature contemporary with the Gospels, an Israeli scholar,
Yehoshua M. Grintz, in a monograph entitled "Hebrew as the Spoken and
Written Language in the Last Days of the Second Temple,"[12]
has asserted that "Hebrew was the only literary language of that
time; and to this alone we can attribute the fact that the new (Christian) sect
of 'unlearned and ignorant men' (Acts 4:13) set out to write its
main book, intended for its Jewish members, in this language." 


 


Grintz further pointed out that Hebrew
was a vehicle for communication with Jews who lived outside the Land of Israel.
Already at the beginning of the Christian era Hebrew was a kind of lingua
franca for the many-tongued Jewish Diaspora. Recall, for example, the scene
(described in the Book of Acts) of the Jewish pilgrims in Jerusalem on the Day
of Pentecost: "... we hear, each of us in his own native language"
(Acts 2:8). 


 


… Hebrew remained the language of
Jewish Palestine and its masses of people throughout the New Testament period
and until the final revolt against Rome in A.D. 135.”[13]


 


So if most, even possibly all, of the NT was originally written
in Hebrew, why does it appear today, that where the NT quotes from the
Pentateuch (The Five Books of Moses), it appears almost exclusively to quote
from a Greek version, that is from the Septuagint?


 


It
is plausible that to reach the Gentile world at some point these books of the
NT were translated in to Greek. To those in the Gentile world (who mostly were
not Hebrew readers or speakers) who would read these NT books in Greek it would
seem sensible to use the Septuagint as the Tanakh (Old Testament) version
(which they most likely had access to) and thus the direct quotes would also be
copied on translation from this version for consistency’s sake.


 


This
scenario may be plausible, although it is fraught with a great many issues and
inconsistencies.


 


When,
the late Professor David Flusser (Hebrew University) introduced the realization
that the normal language of the teaching of Jesus, and especially of his parables,
was not Aramaic (or Greek) but Hebrew, he enabled a reconstruction of parts of
that teaching through careful comparisons of the text of Luke and Matthew with
Jewish sources. 


 


In doing so, Flusser[14]
has shown that the use of the Septuagint in quoting from the Tanakh, appears to
be an adaptation of the original autographs some time after their
translation into Greek.


 


A
significant part of Flusser’s approach as a linguist fluent in over 9 languages
including Greek and Hebrew, was to translate the Greek versions of Luke, for
example, back into Hebrew. When he did this, he was able to show how good a fit
such ‘reverse-translations’ were, as well as highlight small but significant
portions where this does not work.


 


While the introduction of the Septuagint
may appear then to have been a valid and appropriate editorial ‘enhancement’
with the translations into Greek, this change has brought about a great many
deliberate and devious distortions leading to doctrines that are incompatible
with the teachings of the Tanakh; that is with the divine instructions of the
God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob. 


 


In fact, there are a number of instances
where the Greek translators poor understanding of Hebraic customs and
commandments, meant that even accidental errors were made. One example is the
incorrect recounting of a story which makes Yeshua guilty of breaking a
commandment.


 


It was accepted that on the Sabbath it was
permissible to pick up fallen heads of grain and rub them between the
fingers. According to Rabbi Yehuda, also a Galilean like Yeshua, it was even
permissible to rub them in one's hand. Some of the Pharisees though found fault
with Yeshua’s disciples for most likely behaving in accordance with their
Galilean tradition. 


 


That is, it is most probable that these
Galileans, picked the fallen heads of grain, rubbed them together and ate them.
But what we read in Greek (see Matt 12:1-2[15]
in the footnote) is that they ‘plucked’ the heads of grain. 


 


It seems fairly clear then, that when the
original Hebrew account (written by someone who knew the customs and even the
local differences in interpretation) was translated into Greek, the translator,
not knowing these customs, and perhaps trying to make the scene more colourful,
added the statement about plucking the wheat and thus introduced the one and
only act of transgression of the Torah recorded in the synoptic Gospels[16].







And thus, while the original Hebrew may
well have been inspired, the Greek translation clearly wasn’t.











Semitic Idiomatic Expressions


 


“There are close to 28 000 Greek
manuscripts or fragments containing all or part of the NT. The alarming fact is
that “every one of these handwritten copies differs from every other one”! This
being the case then, which one was the Greek manuscript breathed-out by the
Almighty? (If we believe that the original autographs were inerrant and
inspired). 


 


For example, in the text of
Ephesians 1:18, one Greek manuscript reads, “the eyes of your heart being
enlightened”, whereas a different Greek manuscript reads, “the eyes of your understanding
being enlightened”. Now which word represents the actual word which the Almighty
inspired to be written - “heart” or “understanding”?


 


If the original text was not
Greek, but Hebrew or Aramaic, the different Greek readings are easily explained
as being translations. In Hebrew idiom the heart is the seat of the mind or
thoughts, whereas in Greek idiom (as with English) the heart is the seat of the
emotions. Thus one translator rendered the Hebrew word for “heart” by the Greek
word for “heart”, while the other rendered it by the Greek word for
“understanding”. 


 


Both renderings then are valid;
one as a “literal” translation of the Hebrew word (carrying also the danger of
being misunderstood as “emotions” by the Greek or English reader); the other as
a translation of the Hebrew concept. Thus variant Greek manuscripts may not
necessarily be in conflict with one another if we consider them to be
translations of an inspired Hebrew or Aramaic original.”[17]


 


Evidence for a Semitic (and especially a Hebraic
background) for the New Testament is found in the abundance of Semitic
idiomatic expressions in the NT text. 



Idiomatic expressions are phrases whose literal meanings are nonsense, but
which have special meanings in a particular language. For example, the English
phrase "in a pickle" has nothing to do with pickles, but means to be
in trouble. When translated into Hebrew it is meaningless.


 


Several Semitic idiomatic expressions
appear in the NT, the following are only a few:


 


• "good
eye" meaning "generous" and "bad eye" meaning
"stingy" (Mt.6:22-23; Lk. 11:34)


• "bind"
meaning "prohibit" and "loose" meaning "permit"
(Mt. 16:19; 18:18)


• Use of the word
"word" to mean "matter" or "thing" (1Cor. 12:8) 


“For to
one is given the word of wisdom through the Spirit, and to another the word of
knowledge according to the same Spirit;”


• Use of the word
"Heaven" as a euphemism for "God" (Mt. 5:3; 21:25, Lk.
15:18; Jn. 3:27)


 


Here are a couple of examples which
highlight the issues that arise from the somewhat poor quality of the Greek
translations from the Hebrew and/or Aramaic originals:


 


Mt. 26:6 = Mk. 14:3


And when Y'shua was in Bethany
at the house of Simon the leper,


 


Lepers were not permitted to live in the
city (see Lev. 13:46). Since ancient Hebrew and Aramaic were written without
vowels, there was no distinction between the Aramaic words GAR'BA (leper) and
GARABA (jar maker or jar merchant). Since in this story a woman pours oil from
a jar it seems that Simon was most probably a jar merchant or jar maker, and not
a leper.


 


Acts 8:26


So he [Phillip] arose and went.
And behold, a man of Ethiopia, a eunuch of great authority under Candace the
queen of the Ethiopians, who had charge of all her treasury, and had come to
Jerusalem to worship.  Acts 8:27 NKJV


 


The man in Acts 8:27 appears to be a
proselyte to Judaism since he seems to be making the Torah-required pilgrimage
to Jerusalem (Deut. 16:16). The Torah, however, forbids a eunuch both from
becoming a proselyte Jew, and from worshiping at the Temple (Deut. 23:1). This
also raises the question of why one would become a eunuch (that is, be
castrated) for the sake of the Kingdom of God. After all eunuchs are excluded
from the assembly of Israel. (Deut 23:1). 


 


The word for "eunuch" in the
Aramaic manuscripts of both of theses passages is  (transliterated as m'haym-ne
(pl)), can mean "eunuch" but can also mean "believer" or
"faithful one". This is much more likely to be the intended meaning
here.


 


Mt. 19:24 = Mk. 10:25 = Lk. 18:25


...it is easier for a camel to
go through the eye of a needle than for a rich man to enter the Kingdom of God.


The Hebrew word for "camel"  is [image: ] (transliteration
= gamel), The Aramaic word for ‘rope’ (gamla) is the same word except with an
aleph at the end. i.e. [image: ]. 


 


Thus it is quite likely that this phrase
was originally in Hebrew or Aramaic and when translated an error was made. 


 


The most conclusive evidence for Hebrew as
the principal language behind not just the Synoptic Gospels, but the New
Testament in its entirety, is the text itself. The New Testament is literally
filled with Hebraic markers: Hebrew vocabulary, Hebrew syntax, Hebrew idioms,
Hebrew thought patterns, and Hebrew theology. 


 


Moulton and Howard have compiled an
impressive 72-page-long list of Hebrew expressions and idioms found in the New
Testament in their Grammar, Vol. 2, pgs. 413-485. 


 


The late Professor David Flusser of the
Hebrew University in Jerusalem, who was also a member of The Jerusalem School
for the Study of the Synoptic Gospels, has emphatically stated, "Of the hundreds of Semitic idioms in the Synoptic
Gospels, most can be explained on the basis of Hebrew only, while there are no
Semitisms which could only be Aramaic without also being good Hebrew."



 


Joining Professor Flusser are such notable
scholars as Pinchas Lapide (Bar-Ilan University, Tel Aviv), Frank Cross
(Harvard University), William Sanford LaSor (Fuller Seminary), Harris Birkland,
and J.T. Milik. Even Moshe Bar-Asher, the prominent Aramaic scholar at the
Hebrew University, has stated that he believes the Synoptic Gospels go back to
an original Hebrew--and not Aramaic--document.


 


Many NT scholars fluent in both Hebrew and
Greek, confirm that the Greek of the Synoptic Gospels; the first fifteen
chapters of the Book of Acts; the Book of Hebrews; and the Book of Revelation;
as well as vast portions of the remaining portions of the NT text, is not Greek
at all, but Hebrew in Greek dress. 


 


Matt 5:17-18


"Don't think that I have
come to abolish the Torah or the Prophets. I have come not to abolish but to
complete. Yes indeed! I tell you that until heaven and earth pass away, not so
much as a yod or a stroke will pass from the Torah -- not until
everything that must happen has happened”.


 


When Yeshua spoke of the permanency and
unchanging nature of Torah in Matthew 5:17, he not only spoke in Hebrew but he
spoke of Hebrew letters and pointing. While the terms have been translated into
Greek and English, it takes very little digging to see that these terms derive
from Hebrew as they represent the smallest letters and markings used in writing
Hebrew.


 


Let us instead assume for a moment that the
NT was indeed originally penned in Greek because the authors were Greek
speakers and were writing the NT to address Greek speaking communities,
especially outside of Israel.


 


Now with this assumption look at these 2
verses in John (remember as well, that John was most likely written as late as
around 65-68 CE[18]).



 


Firstly
John 1:41 (KJV)


"We have found the Messias,
which is, being interpreted, the Christ."


 


This, at least, is
the translation of the Greek into English (in 1611). Appreciating that ‘Christ’
is derived from the Greek term ‘Christos’ and ‘Messias’ or Messiah is a
translation of the Hebrew term ‘Mashiach’, what jumps out at us as strange?


 


It would seem that someone
writing a Greek document, would therefore be thinking in Greek. We might then
expect him to use Greek terms and thus use the word ‘Christos’ as his primary
term for describing Yeshua’s role. As an afterthought, he might then mention
what this term means in Hebrew.


 


From
the available evidence only some 50 odd years ago, it was believed by most
leading scholars, that the predominant language in Israel was Greek. That is
the disciples all spoke Greek, including the author of the Gospel of John. So
speaking Greek and especially living in Greece itself he sits down around 68 CE
to write his Gospel and naturally writes in Greek.


 


Surely
he would then have written in reflecting on Andrews encounter “We have found the’ (in Greek) Christos”. Writing IN Greek to a Greek
speaking and perhaps predominately Greek-born audience (in this scenario), I
doubt that he would even add the insertion ‘that is, being interpreted the
Messiah’.


 


Someone
else, then comes along to translate for the Jewish people who still speak that
dying language Hebrew and adds “which being interpreted is, Mashiach (Messiah)”.


 


Would
this not be a reasonable and plausible scenario? The fact that we have the
phrase the other way round at least suggests does it not, that the exact
opposite scenario is more reasonable?


 


That
is, given that the phrase is in reverse, it seems reasonable that Andrew and
John, etc all spoke Hebrew and that John was speaking to a Hebrew audience in
Hebrew (and then someone added the ‘which being interpreted is the Christ’ when
translating into Greek. 


 


I thought this was
fairly obvious and did not need any further or more simplistic explanation
until I was told of an article titled ‘The “Hebraic Roots” Regression to
Moses: The Peril of Rewriting Scripture’[19]
by David Maas in the August 2011 edition of ‘Focus on the Kingdom’ (produced by
Sir Anthony Buzzard).


 


In this article,
David Maas using the same scripture to argue for the exact opposite conclusion!



 


He writes: “Similarly,
although “Messiah” transliterated into Greek letters is found twice in the
Gospel of John (1:41, 4:25), its Greek equivalent “Christ”or Christos is used approximately
530 times. Furthermore, both John 1:41 and 4:25 translate “messiah” for that
gospel’s original Greek-speaking audience (“which is, being interpreted,
Christ”).”


 


Just to be clear
here that Mr. Maas is using this reference to argue that the NT was originally
written in Greek, his article opens with: “The push to use key
Hebrew words and names instead of English terms (or Spanish, French, etc.),
along with ideological and doctrinal factors, has produced voices claiming
the New Testament was originally penned in Hebrew. This becomes a “slippery
slope” by which the unwary slither into far more serious traps.”


 


The title of this
article by itself may also suggest the writer has clearly adopted Replacement
Theology, which is borne out by the whole tenor of the article.


 


So this lead me to
consider how I might better explain this verse and it’s implications regarding
the original language used.


 


The Hebrew for “We
have found the Messiah …” transliterated in English is “Matzanu et HaMashiach”.



 


Assume for a
moment, that you are the translator of this verse and you read this Hebrew
sentence. You then translate it into another language (presumably Greek) as the
equivalent of “We have found the …” and you come to this very special word.
While it means ‘anointed one’, it is a very unique Hebrew word, so as the
translator, you leave it in the text as much as possible (we see some variants
of it), but you then go on to explain it’s meaning in the language you are
translating into. Thus you end up with something like “We have found the Messiah,
which being interpreted, is the Christ”, which is just as our Bibles have it.


 


Perhaps you might
argue that though the author of the Gospel of John was Hebrew; spoke and
thought in Hebrew; remembered all the followers of Yeshua and Yeshua
predominately speaking in Hebrew; but choose to write his account in Greek.  


 


If he first then
did write the whole Gospel in Greek, we would surely expect him to write in a
way to help his non-Hebrew readers understand some very Hebrew concepts. For
example the prologue of John is completely Hebraic. If an Hebrew author choose
to record such a Hebraic concept as described in John 1:1, he would have surely
composed it very differently in Greek, so that the incredible confusion that
has arisen from this Hebraism would have been reduced.


 


The
excerpts of a quote below from Professor Flusser (though a little out of
context) shows the Hebraic nature of John 1:1-3:


“The famous prologue
to John's Gospel (1:3) states that "through him (the Word) everything came
to be: no single thing was created without him". The weight of this
statement is well known, but it is less known that the verse repeats, even in
its wording, a Jewish commonplace. 


 


We read in the Book
of Jubilees that God "has created everything by His word" (12:4), and
so it is also said in Wisdom of Solomon 9:1. Even more similar to John's
prologue is the wording of two sentences in the Dead Sea Scrolls: "By
His (God's) knowledge everything came to be, and everything which is happening
— He establishes it by his design and without Him [nothing] is done" (1QS
XI: 11). "By the wisdom of Thy knowledge Thou didst establish their
destiny ere they came into being, and according [Thy will] everything
came to be, and without Thee [nothing] is done" (1QH
1:19-20). 


 


Another witness for
the Jewish roots of Jn 1:3 is the benediction "that everything became to
be through His word" (m. Ber. VI:2-3).”    - ‘Judaism
and the Origins of Christianity’ by Flusser p267.


 


So Flusser helps us
identify that John’s prologue is Hebraic and was not significantly altered to
be understandable by a Greek (pagan) audience. The evidence of how wrongly this
prologue is understood by the Gentile world (and that includes most of
Christianity), is surely evidence that, if the Almighty had inspired the
Gospel of John to be first written in Greek, He would have helped John to
express this concept very differently and avoid the incredible and on-going
confusion that the prologue in particular has caused. 


 


The same argument
and conclusion can be reasonably made from the story of the Samaritan women
(she was not Greek either) at the well in John 4:25 "I
know that Messias is coming, which is called Christ: when he is come, he
will tell us all things”


 


Clearly, no native
Hebrew/Aramaic speaking women,  even if she knew Greek would make such a
statement. Remember, she is speaking to the Hebrew Yeshua. At least some of our
NT versions place ‘which is called Christ’ in brackets to somehow
acknowledge she would not have said this. This at the very least shows she was
speaking Hebrew or Aramaic. Again it appears we have a translator’s addition
here which is only really needed when the text is being translated from Hebrew
to Greek.


 


Scholars believe
that the Gospel of John was written around 68 CE. If written by a Hellenized
Jew or a Greek writer some 35+ years after the resurrection; and written to a
Greek audience, if would be most unlikely that Hebraic words and concepts such
as Mashiach would have been included at all.


 


Look at Acts 26:14-15 “We all fell to the ground; and then
I heard a voice saying to me, in Hebrew, 'Sha'ul! Sha'ul! Why do you keep
persecuting me? It's hard on you to be kicking against the ox-goads!' I said,
'Who are you, sir?' and the Lord answered, 'I am Yeshua, and you are
persecuting me!” 


 


How
empathic is this that Yeshua spoke Hebrew (even after his resurrection). He had
not become some Greek or Gentile ‘Christian’. He was, and IS, still an orthodox
Jew.


 


Yeshua
came to His People. His disciples, the authors of the NT were Jewish and
primarily trying to continue his mission; that is, to bring the Good News of
the Kingdom of God (Luke 4:43) to the children of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, and
to any from amongst the Gentiles who were willing to be grafted into the
cultivated Olive Tree. The mindset and language of these sons of Abraham was
Hebrew; the primary language of the Land of Israel in the first century was
Hebrew. 


 


It
is also now clear that the original autographs of the NT were written in Hebrew
and quoted from a Hebrew Tanakh (Torah, Writings and Prophets). While the NT
authors may have been familiar with the Septuagint (at least the Apostle Paul
as he was a Torah scholar), they clearly did not quote from it.


 











The redaction of the Septuagint:


 


In
this chapter, I wish to highlight a few translation issues that point to a
disturbing conclusion. 


 


First
though, a brief historical overview of how the Septuagint came into being may
be helpful. 


 


There is considerable debate about how the
Septuagint came into being. The generally accepted view is that the Torah (the
first 5 Books of Moses) was translated into Greek (in the 3rd century BCE) by
Ptolemy III.  King Ptolemy (in Alexandria, Egypt) apparently gathered
seventy-two sages and placed them in seventy-two houses without telling them
why he had brought them together. He went to each one of them and told him,
"translate for me [into Greek] the Torah of your master Moses.”[20]


 


This was the first translation in Jewish
history. The Greeks were people who valued education and intellectual pursuits
― something the Jews also valued and very much admired. Many of Jews also
saw the Greek language as a beautiful language.


 


However, today many Jewish scholars and
leaders believe that the translation of the Torah into the Greek language was a
national disaster for the Jewish people. In the hands of the non-Jewish world,
the now accessible Hebrew Bible has often been used against the Jews, and has
been deliberately mistranslated. 


 


In fact, this event is also recorded as an
awful tragedy in Megillat Taanit, composed during Mishnaic times, not more than
a century or two after the fact[21]. 
 


 


It is not known exactly when the other
books of the Hebrew Bible (OT) were translated into Greek and became part of
what is considered the Septuagint today, but it appears the first versions were
produced before Second Temple times (that is, before the birth of Yeshua). 



“The grandson of Ben Sira (132 B.C.), in the
prologue to his translation of his grandfather's work, speaks of the "Law,
Prophets, and the rest of the books" as being already current in his day.
A Greek Chronicles is mentioned by Eupolemus (middle of second century B.C.);
Aristeas, the historian, quotes Job; a foot-note to the Greek Esther seems to
show that that book was in circulation before the end of the second century
B.C.; and the Septuagint Psalter is quoted in I Macc. vii. 17. It is therefore
more than probable that the whole of the Bible was translated into Greek before
the beginning of the Christian era.” (Swete, "An
Introduction to the O. T. in Greek," ch. i.)


 


“The (Septuagint) translation,
which shows at times a peculiar ignorance of Hebrew usage, was evidently made
from a codex which differed widely in places from the text crystallized by the
Masorah.”[22]



 


It appears that the NT has been
significantly altered in a number of key areas. Those areas are scriptures that
are used by the church as support for a number of uniquely Christian doctrines;
such as, doctrines of blood atonement; doctrines of exclusiveness; doctrines
which seek to separate the Church from its Jewish/Hebraic heritage and
doctrines that argue for the abolition of the Torah and the role of repentance
in salvation.


 


These alterations appear to have been
‘supported’ by both the use of the Septuagint, and the alteration of the
Septuagint, so that it conforms to the new ‘translations’ of the NT.


 


Thus, in this section I will introduce a
few of these translation issues as well as some of the evidence for the
redaction of the Septuagint.


 







Translation Issues:






Luke
4:16-19


“And he came to Nazareth, where he had been brought up. And as
was his custom, he went to the synagogue on the Sabbath day, and he stood up to
read. And the scroll of the prophet Isaiah was given to him. He unrolled the
scroll and found the place where it was written, 


‘The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, because he has anointed me
to proclaim good news to the poor. He has sent me to proclaim liberty to the
captives and recovering of sight to the blind, to set at liberty those who are
oppressed, to proclaim the year of the Lord's favor.’”[23]


 


This
passage was discussed in the introduction. To summarise, the phrase “and release from darkness for the prisoners;…”
(quoting from Isaiah 61) has been replaced with “… recovery of sight to the blind; …”


 


Luke, as Flusser so
ably demonstrates (see ‘Jesus’ by Prof. David Flusser, p 50), first wrote in
Hebrew about an event in a Hebrew synagogue, where Yeshua read from a Hebrew
scroll. The Septuagint would NOT have been used in these circumstances, and so
the conclusion has to be that a deliberate redaction has been made of Luke’s
gospel, so that Luke appears to quote from the LXX.


 


Romans 3: 10-18:


 


10
As it is written, There is none righteous, no, not one:


11
There is none that understandeth, there is none that seeketh after God.


12
They are all gone out of the way, they are together become unprofitable; there
is none that doeth good, no, not one.


13
Their throat is an open sepulchre; with their tongues they have used deceit;
the poison of asps is under their lips:


14
Whose mouth is full of cursing and bitterness:


15
Their feet are swift to shed blood:


16
Destruction and misery are in their ways:


17
And the way of peace have they not known:


18 There is no fear of God
before their eyes.


 


This
passage is perhaps among the very best evidence that the use of the LXX in the
NT demonstrates deliberate tampering of a most serious kind. The problem here
though is difficult to spot for those of us who do not speak Greek and Hebrew.


 


I
will endeavour to highlight and summarise the issue. For a much more in-depth
review I recommend ‘The Enigma of Romans 3:10-18’[24] by Frank Selch, which
addresses this passage’s problems in detail.


 


This
passage is unusual to begin with in that it is a construct from several verses
in the Tanakh. The problem is that these verses have been taken totally out of
context. 


 


The
passage then becomes even more problematic, in that some of these verses appear
to have then been joined together in Psalm 14 of the Septuagint. That is, it
appears an editor or editors have altered the Septuagint (or at least some of
the versions of it that we now have), so that it is now an exact copy of
the NT passage.


 


Consider
v10:


10
As it is written, There is none righteous, no, not one:


 


This
passage from the NT is supposed to be a quote from the Hebrew Scriptures, from
the Tanakh.  However, it is not a quote from the Tanakh. Nowhere does the
Tanakh say that there is no one who is righteous.


 


The
Tanakh does state that there is no one who does good:


 


Psalms
14: 1, 3-4


1
The fool has said in his heart, "There is no God." They are corrupt,
they have committed abominable deeds; There is no one who does good.


3
They have all turned aside, together they have become corrupt; There is no
one who does good, not even one.


4
Do all the workers of wickedness not know, who eat up my people as they eat
bread, and do not call upon the Lord?


5
There they are in great dread; For God is with the righteous generation


 


Verse
1 doesn’t just say though that there is no one who does good, that’s only the
last part of the verse. How does the verse start out? It is the fool who says
there is no God – it is the fool who is wicked, and there is not one person who
says this, who is good. 


 


Look
carefully at verse 4. This further emphasizes that those who do not do good are
the wicked. In other words, the statement is not universal; there are righteous
(non-wicked) who do good. We then see in Ps 14:5 that they are in fact many who
are righteous.


 


The
following are just some scriptures that attest to this:


 


Genesis
6:9


These
are the records of the generations of Noah. Noah was a righteous man, blameless
in his time; Noah walked with God.


 


Genesis
7:1


Then
the Lord said to Noah, "Enter the ark, you and all your household, for you
alone I have seen to be righteous before Me in
this time.


 


Exodus
23:7


Keep
far from a false charge, and do not kill the innocent or the righteous, for I
will not acquit the guilty.


 


Numbers
32:11-12


11
'None of the men who came up from Egypt, from twenty years old and upward,
shall see the land which I swore to Abraham, to Isaac and to Jacob; for they
did not follow Me fully,


12
except Caleb the son of Jephunneh the Kenizzite and Joshua the son of Nun, for
they have followed the Lord fully.'


 


1
Kings 14:8


and
tore the kingdom away from the house of David and gave it to you--yet you have
not been like My servant David, who kept My commandments and who followed Me
with all his heart, to do only that which was right in My sight;


 


1
Kings 15:5


because
David did what was right in the sight of the Lord, and had not turned aside
from anything that He commanded him all the days of his life, except in the
case of Uriah the Hittite.


 


2
Kings 23:25


Before
him there was no king like him who turned to the Lord with all his heart and
with all his soul and with all his might, according to all the law of Moses;
nor did any like him arise after him.


 


Psalms
97:10-12


10
Hate evil, you who love the Lord, Who preserves the souls of His godly ones; He
delivers them from the hand of the wicked.


11
Light is sown like seed for the righteous and gladness for the upright in
heart.


12
Be glad in the Lord, you righteous ones, and give thanks to His holy name.


Psalms
106:3


How
blessed are those who keep justice, who practice righteousness at all times!


 


Proverbs
13:5-6


5
A righteous man hates falsehood, but a wicked man acts disgustingly and
shamefully.


6
Righteousness guards the one whose way is blameless, But wickedness subverts
the sinner.


 


Job
1:1


There
was a man in the land of Uz whose name was Job; and that man was blameless,
upright, fearing God and turning away from evil.


 


Jeremiah
20:12


Yet,
O Lord of hosts, You who test the righteous, Who see the mind and the heart;
let me see Your vengeance on them; For to You I have set forth my cause.


 


Psalms
32:11


Be
glad in the Lord and rejoice, you righteous ones; and shout for joy, all you
who are upright in heart.


 


There
is however a passage in the Tanakh that states that there is no one who does
good.  It is Ecclesiastes 7:20 “Indeed, there is not a
righteous man on earth who continually does good and who never sins.”


 


Here
we can see that people can be righteous even though there is no one who is
always good. Righteousness is not about perfection, it’s about a connection
with God that brings a swift response of repentance upon the understanding that
transgression has taken place.


 


Now,
you may start to see some of the anomalies or contradictions evident in the NT,
and even in the same epistle. For example we read in Romans 1:17, the Apostle
Paul endorsing Habbakuk,  and quoting Hab 2:4 ‘…but
the ﻿﻿just [righteous] shall live
by his faith[fullness]… ‘.  If we were to take Romans 3:10 as
correctly quoting scripture, we would appear to have a serious contradiction
here.


 


It
could be possible that Ps 143:2 was the scripture being referred to in Romans
3:10:  ‘Do not enter into judgment
with Your servant, for in Your sight no one living is righteous.‘  Frank
Selch points out though that the Hebrew does not say ‘in
your sight’ but ‘before your face’. We can
perhaps now recognize that in this context, that is, when compared with the
righteous of the Almighty, no man’s righteous comes close; it is cast into such
a shadow as to make this a valid comparative statement.   To repeat there are a
great many scriptures that indicate that there are righteous amongst the living.






The next
verse (v11 There is none that understandeth, there is none that seeketh
after God.) is just as problematic.


 


Consider
the cry of King David (Ps 27:8) ‘When You said, “Seek My
face”, my heart said to You, “Your face, LORD, I will seek.”, and (Ps
40:16) ‘﻿Let
all those who seek You rejoice and be glad in You; let such as love Your
salvation say continually, “The Lord be magnified!”.


 


Also
 Isaiah writes, ‘With my soul I have desired You in the night,
yes, by my spirit within me I will seek You early…’ Isa 26:9 and ‘Listen
to Me, ﻿you who ﻿follow after righteousness, you who
seek the Lord…’ Isa. 51:1.  


 


Note
also that v 12 states that there is not a single person who does good as well
as yet in 2 Kings 22:2 we read: ‘And he (Josiah) did what was
right in the sight of the Lord, and walked in all the ways of his father David;
he ﻿did not turn aside to the right hand
or to the left.’ 


 


Consider
also all those of faith mentioned on Hebrews 11; the parents of John the
Baptists, Zechariah and Elizabeth, Anna the prophetess, Simon, the disciples
and all their converts. 


 


Clearly,
this reference if truly from the Tanakh (possibly from Ps 14), and actually written
by the Apostle Paul, must only refer to Gentiles, to unbelievers, not to the righteous
men and women of faith. Yet, when we read this reference in its context in
Romans 3, especially the context of the verses immediately following, we get a
very different picture. 


 


We
get an argument that appears to argue against these men and women of faith and
against the power of Torah to bring repentance, righteousness and salvation.
The signs of corruption and deliberate distortion become increasingly evident.


 


Now
we came to the most glaring deception, so blindingly powerful that many see it as
in fact very strong evidence that the NT did quote from the LXX!


 


Research
a few well known scholars who have written commentaries on Romans and you will
likely find many stating that in Romans 3: 10-18 the Apostle Paul has quoted
excerpts from a number of different places in the Tanakh (including Ps. 14:1-3;
Ps 5:9; Ps. 10:7; Isa. 59:7,8; Ps. 36:1).


 


You
might also find though some like the famous Adam Clarke  (1762–1832)[25] indicating that Romans
3:13-18 is in fact a direct quote of Ps 14 in the Septuagint: “This and all the following verses to the end of the 18th Romans 3:13-18 are
found in the Septuagint, but not in the Hebrew text; and it is most evident
that it was from this version that the apostle quoted, as the verses cannot
be found in any other place with so near an approximation to the apostle's
meaning and words.” 


 


Note
that Adam Clarke states ‘with so near an approximation’, yet the Greek
versions are not just close they are identical! 




Quoting Frank Selch (The Enigma of Romans 3:10-18): 


“The LXX came into
being approx. 200 plus years before the Christian era.  Is it at all feasible
that Psalm 13 [Masoretic Psalm14] contained that inclusion which is there
today?  In all likelihood no, since the verses are a collection from other
Psalms and wisdom writings and need not be there.


 


The following
segment from Romans 3:13-18 is from the NKJV:


 


‘Their throat is
an open sepulchre; with their tongues they have used deceit; the poison of asps
is under their lips: whose mouth is full of cursing and bitterness; their feet
are swift to shed blood: destruction and misery are in their ways; and the way
of peace they have not known: there is no fear of God before their eyes.’


 


And this one is a
copy of Psalm 14:3 [Ps.13 in the Greek text] from the ‘English Translation of
the Greek Septuagint Bible, The Translation of the Greek Old Testament
Scriptures, Including the Apocrypha’; as compiled from the Translation by Sir
Lancelot C. L. Brenton 1851


 


‘Their
﻿﻿throat is an open ﻿tomb; with their tongues they have
practiced deceit the poison of asps is under their lips whose ﻿
﻿mouth is full of cursing and bitterness. Their ﻿feet are swift
to shed blood; Destruction and misery are in their ways; and the way of peace
they have not known there ﻿is no fear of God before their eyes.’


 


Here is the Greek
text of Romans 3:13-18


τάφος  
νε γμένος ὁ λάρυγξ α
τῶν,
ταῖς
γλώσσαις α τῶν ἐδολιοῦσαν, ἰὸς  
σπίδων ὑπὸ τὰ χείλη α
τῶν·ὧν τὸ στόμα   ρᾶς καὶ πικρίας
γέμει, ὀξεῖς οἱ
πόδες α τῶν ἐκχέαι
αἷμα,
σύντριμμα καὶ
αλαιπωρία ἐν ταῖς ὁδοῖς α τῶν, καὶ ὁδὸν εἰρήνης ο κ
ἔγνωσαν ο
κ ἔστιν
φόβος θεοῦ  
πέναντι τῶν ὀφθαλμῶν α τῶν. 


 


And here is the
text of Psalm 14:3b [13] form the LXX


‘…τάφος   νε
γμένος
ὁ λάρυγξ α τῶν ταῖς γλώςαις α τῶν ἐδολιοῦσαν ἰὸς   σπίδων ὑπὸ τὰ χείλη α τῶν ὧν τὸ στόμα   ρᾶς καὶ πικρίας γέμει ὀξεῖς οἱ πόδες α τῶν ἐκχέαι αἷμα σύντριμμα
καὶ
ταλαιπωρία ἐν ταῖς ὁδοῖς α τῶν καὶ ὁδὸν εἰρήνης ο κ
ἔγνωσαν
ο κ ἔστιν
φόβος
θεοῦ   πέναντι τῶν ὀφθαλμῶν α τῶν.


 


The two portions
are identical!”


 


So,
is this a slam dunk proof that the LXX was indeed used after all (as most
Christian scholars have indeed argued for a great many years)? 


 


NO!



 


Because
even Adam Clarke went on to state: “The verses in
question, however, are not found in the Alexandrian MS. But they exist in
the Vulgate, the AEthiopic, and the Arabic. As the most ancient copies of
the Septuagint do not contain these verses, some contend that the
apostle has quoted them from different parts of Scripture; and later transcribers
of the Septuagint, finding that the 10th, 11th, and 12th, verses were quoted
from the xivth Psalm, Ps 14:10-12 imagined that the rest were found originally
there too, and so incorporated them in their copies, from the apostle's text.”[26],[27]






Pause
and consider carefully! 


 


Adam
Clarke acknowledges (and this was over 150 years ago!) that the earliest
versions of the LXX (first compiled in Alexandria), do not contain this portion
that is so perfectly quoted in Romans 3! That is, the Romans 3 quote we have
today has been added by the translators at some stage. It is not a translation
of the original; it is not inspired by any stretch of the imagination, but
instead a great forgery (however well intentioned the editors may have been in
their redaction)!


 


Have
others noted this before? Yes, Douglas Moo's opinion (from his NICNT
commentary, ‘The Epistle To the Romans’, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996)
writes: “The inclusion of Romans 3:13-18 in several
MSS of the LXX of Psalm 14 is a striking example of the influence of
Christian scribes on the transmission of the LXX. (See S-H for a thorough
discussion). (p. 203, fn. 28) [S-H refers to A Critical and Exegetical
Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, by William Sanday and Arthur C.
Headlam (ICC. Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1902)]”


 


Douglas
Moo is stating that the Septuagint's rendering in Psalm 14:3 is a direct
insertion copied back from Romans 3:13-18 by Christian editors and translators.



 


Clearly
something very deliberate and most questionable is evident here. Further, very
few, if any Hebrew manuscripts have this version of Ps 14. The Dead Sea Scrolls
portion 11QPs(c) contains Ps. 14:1-6 in Hebrew. Below is a translation in
English of this Psalm:


 


Psalm 14: 


1 The fool says in his heart, “There is
no God”. They are corrupt, they commit vile wickedness; there is no one who
does good.


2 YHWH looks down from heaven upon
humankind to see if there are any who are wise, any who seek after God.


3 They have all gone astray; they are all
alike corrupt; there is no one who does good – no, not even one.


4 Do they never learn, all those
evildoers who devour my people as humans eat bread, and who do not call upon
the YHWH?


5 Toward this place they will be in
mighty dread, for God is with the company of the righteous.


6 You evildoers frustrate the plans of
the poor, but YHWH is their refuge. 


 - See p
515 ‘The Dead Sea Scrolls Bible’ Martin Abegg Jr, Peter Flint & Eugene
Ulrich 1999


 


Given
the existence of this Hebrew version of Ps 14 at the time that the Apostle Paul
first wrote Romans, and given the evidence I have referred to that indicates
that Hebrew was both the main spoken language in Israel during the Second
Temple period[28],
and the language in which the Jewish scribes and the Jewish authors of the NT
wrote; then this is much more likely the version that Paul would have quoted.


 


So,
we might ask again at this point, why was this deliberate change made to the
Septuagint and the NT, and what are the implications and ramifications of this
deliberate tampering with versions of the LXX and it would appear by inference,
the NT?


 


I
will address this in the last section of this article, but to put it bluntly, it
all comes back to Doctrine, to the deliberate attempt to write into the NT, the
doctrines of men, rather than accept the doctrines and teachings (Torah) of the
Almighty and His Messiah! 


 


Hebrews
10:5-7: 


In
the middle of this quote from the Tanakh are the words “… Sacrifices and offerings you have not desired, but a body
have you prepared for me;” (v5).


 


However,
the  correct words here are : “Sacrifices and
grain offerings you don't want; burnt offerings and sin offerings you don't
demand. Instead, you have given me open ears;”
- see JPS
Tanakh, 1917 edition. 


 


Check
this out in your favourite version of the Bible – in most, if not virtually all,
you will find the corrupted version in Hebrews and something very similar to
the Tanakh  version (taken from the Masoretic Hebrew text) above in your ‘Old
Testament’ section of the same Bible!


 


You
might well ask, how come the same version of the Bible uses a quote of the OT
in the NT which doesn’t match with it’s own OT version? Is this carelessness, a
conspiracy or what?


 


Also
where did the text ‘but a body you prepared for me’ actually come
from? 






It
appears that some versions of the Septuagint have this rendition. Here
perhaps, you may start to see part of the problem that scholars like the late
Professor David Flusser have so effectively illustrated. 


 


To
repeat, the NT and Septuagint we have today have both seen some serious
redacting (‘editorial licence’), and it appears that these changes have been
made to support doctrinal positions of Christian theologians. 


 


Consider
Luke 11:20 “But if it is by the finger of God that I
cast out demons, then the kingdom of God has come upon you.”


 


“In Hebrew the nomen regens [governing noun] would appear in the
construct or with a suffix and hence would be anarthrous [without an article].
In the NT this Semitic construction makes its influence felt especially
where a Semitic original lies behind the Greek (hence
“translation-Semitisms”), but occasionally also elsewhere in Semitizing
formulae (“Septuagintisms”).


 


Although scholars recognize the numerous Semitisms in Luke’s
gospel, explanations vary as to whether Lukan Semitisms are a result of the
evangelist’s imitation of Septuagintal Greek or whether the idioms attest to a
Semitic undertext. In Exodus 31:18 the expression
“finger of God” appears in connection with the inscription of the Torah upon
stone tablets. 


 


There, as in Luke 11:20, “finger” appears
in the instrumental case, אלהים באצבע  (be-etsba elohim, by the finger of God). Yet, in the
Septuagint’s translation of Exodus 31:18, “finger” is not anarthrous, but
occurs in good Greek style, with the article—τῷ δακτύλ  τοῦ θεοῦ (to daktylo tou theou, literally, “by the finger of the God”)[29].


 


If
the Semitism of Luke 11:20 is a result of Luke’s imitation of the Septuagint’s
style, as most scholars claim, then how is it that Luke’s idiom is more Hebraic
than the Septuagint upon which he supposedly relies? The evidence suggests that
this is not a Septuagintism but, in Blass and Debrunner’s words, a
“translation-Semitism.” That is, Luke’s text seems to rest upon a literal
translation of a Hebrew source.



I would like to conclude this section with what is possibly the strongest
and yet most basic and fundamental proof that the Septuagint was not an
inspired version of the Tanakh (or even of the Pentateuch), and that, if we
believe the NT to be inspired in its original version (autographs) it also
could not have used the LXX as its base text of the Tanakh.


 


Certain
words, being so unique to a culture and language, lose meaning on translation.
Thus we have a question as to how to deal with translating a word that is unique
in the language being translated from. Normally, the use of a ‘loan’ word or
some other word close in meaning may suffice. What about when the word in
question is the very special Name of the Creator.


 


This
question and argument[30]
is a result of the uniqueness of the name of the Almighty, the tetragrammaton,
YHWH. It is also founded in the absolute holiness of the God of Abraham, Isaac
and Jacob.


 







The Name of God:


God
is infinite. That does not mean that He is simply everywhere (in space) because
the Almighty is out of space and time, as He created space and time. As the
maker of this Universe we inhabit, He can be in the past, the present and the
future, as He exists outside of ALL time.


 


As
we though, are limited both in our physical nature and in a Universe
limited in space and time, it is really impossible for us to grasp anything close
to the full nature of who our Creator is. Our finite minds, in attempting to
describe, or even just give a name to the Almighty, are faced with an
inadequacy of language and thought.


 


The
Almighty, also tells us He is Holy. That is, He is separate. No ‘thing’ is this
created Universe is totally separated from every, or any other ‘thing’. In
fact, all our physical bodies contain matter created from the light that was
present at the very beginning of creation!


 


We
might wonder how the Almighty might try to share with us finite creatures some
sense of His uniqueness; His Holiness and His ‘beyond time’ eternal nature.


 


It
appears He has in fact given us a name that helps to identify Him in this way.
That name is YHWH[31]
(the Hebrews letters, Yud-Heh-Vav-Heh).


 


It
is intriguing that He gave this name to Moses but that, even though He is the
God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, He did not share this Name with them. We learn
this from  Exodus 6:2-3: “God spoke to Moses; he said
to him, "I am YHWH. I appeared to Avraham, Yitz'chak and Ya'akov as El
Shaddai, although I did not make myself known to them by my name, YHWH.” (CJB)


 


This
incredible name was given to Moses and the Jewish people when the Almighty
‘separated’ them unto Himself. He made them Holy. He made them a Holy Nation. 


 


It
seems to me, that part of His sharing with them His unique name, was to remind
them of their separation from the world (so that they could be a light[32]
unto the world). This name, YHWH can not be translated into any other language
on the planet. It has no simple meaning. While it includes meanings like Lord
or Master, it goes way beyond such meanings.


 


Thus
the translation of YHWH into the Greek word ‘kurios’ or into English as
Lord (whether in lowercase as Lord or capitalised as LORD) must inevitably lose
some of its inspiration and power.






The
use of the name YHWH should, in a strange way perhaps, also distance us from
the Almighty to remind us of our limitations, which in turn should encourage a
greater dependence on the infinite, eternal God Himself. This in turn helps
lead us on the path of our ultimate task – to build the best relationship we can
with our Holy God; a relationship which in turn requires us to become
increasingly holy[33].


 


What
does the Tanakh tell us about the reverence we should have for this unique
name? In Deuteronomy 32:3 we learn: "For I will proclaim the name of YHWH. Come, declare the
greatness of our God!


 


And
in Deuteronomy 28:58 "[You must] fear this
glorious, awesome Name, YHWH your God".


 


In
Malachi we learn also of the respect and honour we must give this name:  “For the day is coming,
burning like a furnace, when all the proud and evildoers will be stubble; the
day that is coming will set them ablaze," says YHWH of Hosts, "and
leave them neither root nor branch. 2 But to you who fear my name, the
sun of righteousness will rise with healing in its wings; and you will break
out leaping, like calves released from the stall. 3 You will trample the
wicked, they will be ashes under the soles of your feet on the day when I take
action," says YHWH of Hosts. 4 "Remember the Torah of Moshe my
servant, which I enjoined on him at Horev, laws and rulings for all Isra'el.”
(Mal 4:1-4).


 


Also
the high priest in the Holy Temple in Jerusalem, wore a gold plate on his
forehead - upon which was written the Name (YHWH) of God. The Talmud says that
while wearing this plate, the high priest was required to continuously
concentrate on the Name of God written there. 


 


So
it seems that although God Himself is unknowable and un-nameable in any
absolute sense (we can’t pigeon-hole Him, or label and discard Him) the
Tetragrammaton, YHWH is the highest declaration of His majesty, eternity and holiness
in all creation. It is therefore considered most sacred.


 


So
when this scared name is replaced by ‘kyrios’, (the Greek word for
‘master’ or ‘lord’ or ‘sir’), in the Septuagint, it is replaced by a name that
does not carry the same inspiration and authority. It is replaced by a name
that is used many times to refer to human ‘masters’, not just to the Almighty.



 


In
a very similar way, when it is replaced in English by Lord (in the KJV by LORD
– i.e. in uppercase), the same problem occurs. The name of the Almighty has
lost something of its sacredness and holiness (separation).


 


As
Frank Selch states so eloquently and emphatically in ‘The Kyrios Question’
(Sept 2011)[34] 


“God is the Master of the human
race, but the term Master is unfitting for Him because He is someone no human
being can ever hope to emulate in full. The Eternal One also said, ‘My glory I
will not give to another…’ (Isa.42:8; 48:11), which makes the Greek ‘kyrios’ an
unfitting title for the Sovereign of the Universe, because it is a title that
can be applied to virtually anyone as the Bible has demonstrated. 


 


The term YHWH is unique, it is absolutely holy, because it belongs
to One alone and He alone is the Asher Ehye Asher Ehyeh (Exod. 3:14) Who
defined Himself as YHWH for all eternity. That term also cannot be adequately
translated into Greek or any other language. 


 


None of these titles that God set apart for Himself are meant to be
translated, because once they are, they will lose their intrinsic and absolute
holiness that is reserved for the Only ONE Who Is ONE!” 


 


The
clear implication here is that IF the New Testament when first written (that
is, the original autographs), was inspired and inerrant, THEN the authors would
not, and could not, possibly have quoted from a Greek translation such as the
Septuagint, or from any other translation such as Aramaic or Latin. To do so
would have been to lose the imprimatur of the King of the Universe and hence to
lose His absolute inspiration and power.


 


As
I believe in the inspiration of the NT autographs, I am convinced that they did
NOT use the LXX as their Hebrew Scripture base text.















Addressing Some Counter Arguments:


 


Before
discussing the implications of this understanding I would like to briefly
address some of the arguments made in Mr David Maas’ article The
“Hebraic Roots” Regression to Moses: The Peril of Rewriting Scripture’ published
in ‘Focus on the Kingdom’ (August 2011).


 


Firstly,
Maas makes a big point of the lack of Hebrew terms in the Greek NT. Surely it
is not at all surprising that a Greek translation uses Greek words for common
concepts such as God, Master (Lord), and even the Messiah’s name. All languages
have appropriate words for most of these terms. The more telling problem here
is the lack of appropriate words for YHWH (translated into ‘kyrios’ –
see discussion above) and Torah (translated into ‘nomos’ i.e. law)[35].


 


David Maas also
seems to think the quote below (Matt 27:46) is further evidence that the NT was
originally written in Greek, yet this is a very troubling quote as ‘Eloi,
Eloi,
lama
sabachthani?’ is neither an entirely Hebraic nor Aramaic phrase. 


 


Matthew
27:46 (KJV) “And about the ninth
hour Jesus cried with a loud voice, saying, Eli, Eli, lama sabachthani? that is
to say, My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?”


 


Mark
15:34 (KJV) “And at the ninth hour Jesus cried
with a loud voice, saying, Eloi, Eloi, lama sabachthani? which is, being
interpreted, My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?”


 


In fact, the whole
narrative of this phrase and the reported reaction of some of the Judean bystanders
is presented to us in such a fragmented and distorted manner as to bring into
question the whole account. Rather than having any implied stamp of authority,
a close investigation suggests that it is a Greek construction, at least in
part. That is, it may be a made up story, composed by Greek rather than Hebrew
or Aramaic authors, and therefore another editorial ‘addition’ to the original
inspired writings.


 


The words ‘Eli’
(meaning ‘my God’) and ‘lama’ (why) could be legitimate transliterations of
Hebrew but the rest is questionable.


 


The Septuagint
translation (from Hebrew) of Judges 5:5 indentifies ‘Eloi’ as a Hebrew
transliteration:


“The
mountains were shaken before the face of the Lord Eloi, this Sina before the
face of the Lord God of Israel” (Judges 5:5 ’The Septuagint with Apocrypha: English’  by Sir Lancelot C.L. - 1851).


 


This is intriguing
as ‘Eloi’ is not a legitimate transliteration of Hebrew. Greek does not possess
the letter H in its alphabet, but indicates the sound with a diacritical mark[36], which is usually at the
beginning of a word.  Hebrew does have the letter H though.  


 


In Judges 5:5 the
term ‘Elohei’ is used toward the end of the verse in speaking of YHWH as the
God of Israel. Because there are no vowels indicated, the word appears as:
Elohi.  This cannot be properly transliterated due to the absence of H in
Greek, so the Greek form is given thus: eloi.  


 


The literal
translation of the verse, from Hebrew is,  ‘The
mountains ﻿quaked before YHWH, this Sinai, before YHWH Elohei of Israel.‘ 
Note in the LXX translation by Lancelot that ‘Eloi’ is used.


 


Thus the term
‘eloi’ in the LXX clearly stands for God  - not ‘my God’ and yet it is used in
Mark 15:34 as if it meant ‘my God’.  


 


Returning to
Matthew 27, Yeshua is believed to be quoting from Psalm 22:1 here. The
Hebrew text of the corresponding phrase in Psalms 22:1 reads (transliterated),
 ‘Eli, Eli, lama azavtani’.  


 


So while ‘Eli, Eli’
is correct as a transliteration of ‘my God, my God’ and ‘lama’ is correct for
the word ‘why’, the question is, does ‘sabachthani’ have the same
meaning as  ‘azavtani’?


 


‘Sabachtani’ is not
a Hebrew (or Aramiac) word, but ‘shavaqta’ (meaning ‘to abandon, to desert, to
leave behind’) is.  It seems possible then that ‘sabachthani’  is merely a
corruption of the word.  In transliterations the Hebrew ‘s’ can become a ‘sh’
or the other way around and the ‘b’ often becomes a ‘v’.   


 


As the closest
Hebrew/Aramaic term to ‘sabachtani’ is  ‘zevahtani’, a
conjugated verb that derives from the root verb  ‘zavah’,
meaning [to] sacrifice/slaughter [a sacrificial animal], another possibility is
that this word was intended. As this word is never used in the Hebrew Bible, it
would seem unlikely. Also it would render this phrase as "My God, My God,
why have you slaughtered me?", which seems most improbable. 


 


The Targum
Yonathan, an ancient interpretive translation (around 800 CE) of the Hebrew
Bible into the Aramaic vernacular, has  ‘Eli, Eli, metul mah shevaqtani’
(essentially the same as Stern’s Complete Jewish Bible). The phrase
 ‘metul mah’ is
interchangeable with the word  ‘lama’.  The conjugated verb
 ‘shevaqtani’
derives from the Aramaic root verb  ‘shevaq’, [to]
leave/forsake. 


 


As mentioned above,
It also seems possible then that the Aramaic  ‘shevaqtani’ could
have become ‘sabachtani’ in the process of transliteration. That is, the
Greek comes to us via a Aramaic translation of a Hebrew original.


 


Of course, it is
challenging to consider that Yeshua was quoting Psalm 22:1, as given his
constant communion with his ‘Father and our Father’[37], we may not have expected
him to feel forsaken. On the other hand, King David wrote these words in the
Psalm, and he too had a very close relationship with the Almighty. In fact,
King David is recalling here in Ps 22 that his God had listened and intervened
on behalf of his ancestors and so, when feeling abandoned for a time, he cries
out in pain.  


 


A few years ago
there was a shocking terrorist attack at a Yeshiva (House of Torah Study) in
Jerusalem where some boys were murdered by an Islamic terrorist as they studied
the Tanakh. The head of the Yeshiva was quoted at the memorial service for the
victims, also calling out Ps 22:1. 


 


Even the strongest
and most devoted and faithful of men can feel abandoned by their Father at the
darkest moments of their lives. Thus, I find it believable that even Yeshua
could have quoted these words.


 


Also problematic
though is the next verse: “And some of the
bystanders, hearing it, said, This man is calling Elijah.” 


 


In Hebrew, Elijah’s
name when transliterated becomes ‘Eliyahu’. The shortened form is Eli. This is
not the case for Aramaic or Greek. So this would seem to suggest that the
phrase was in Hebrew.  Given Yeshua’s Galilean dialect and his being in great
pain and anguish, his words may not have been very clear to the Judeans
listening, and this may explain how they may have misunderstood what he was
saying. A bigger question, that still makes this verse problematic though is:
‘Why would he say, ‘Elijah, why have you forsaken me’?


 


So it appears we
have considerable confusion and possibly editorial ‘enhancements’, and
Greek constructions, etc. How does this confusion relate to the question of a
Greek or Hebrew original? 


 


I would suggest
that if the original books of Mark and Matthew were in Hebrew, and the
translators were not experts in Hebrew, and perhaps were even translating from
Aramaic versions (that is, that the Hebrew autographs may have first been
translated into Aramaic), then we might expect such a confused state of affairs
to exist. 


 


So again, this
passage offers no support for a LXX original and worse it is another passage
which suggests some deliberate distortions and editorial reconstructions have
occurred.


 


Maas
goes on to argue that Stephen (Acts 6:1-6) must have spoken some Greek. While
he quite likely did, as many were multi-lingual[38],
Maas shows a lack of depth in his understanding of Second Temple times here. He
assumes that the group of ‘Hellenized Jews’ mentioned here, were Greek
speaking. This is not necessarily so. Jews who were ‘Hellenistic’, were simply
those who had adopted Greek practices and as a result discarded much of their
Hebraic culture and even their Torah observance. 


 


Some
appreciation of the chronology of the early Christian period may help here.
Scholars believe that the martyrdom of Stephen occurred in 32 or 35 CE[39]


 


It
was not until some 10 years later (around 45 CE) that we have the events at
Cornelius’ house. These events marked the first time that Gentiles were
becoming part of the community of faith without becoming Jewish. This was a
considerable challenge to the Apostles[40].


 


Together,
this is strong evidence that the Hellenized Jews[41]
in Israel were not Greek and were most likely still speaking Hebrew as their
main language.


 


So
while there is evidence that many were able to speak Greek, there is actually
little explicit evidence that they actually did so at all frequently. This is
especially so for the more religious Israelites like the Pharisees and Yeshua’s
followers. As lovers of Torah, they celebrated Hanukah every year (John
10:22-23), a festival that remembered the overthrow of the Hellenistic King Antiochus
IV Epiphanes, and a return to Hebraic and Biblical practice. If these
Hellenized Jews were also followers of Yeshua, they too would have been
developing their appreciation of Torah and turning from their Greek ways.


 


Maas
goes on to argue that the early church had no hesitation in using Greek and
other non-Hebraic terms. The real question here is what does the evidence
indicate and chronologically where does this evidence come from? 


 


Well,
they are clearly significant difficulties here in having accurate information
but the earliest accepted NT manuscript fragment (P52 -a portion of John’s
Gospel) is dated around 117-138 CE[42].


 


There
is now considerable evidence that the ‘Christian Church’ separated from its
Jewish roots in a major way sometime after the destruction of the Temple (70
CE) and the time of the Council of Yavne (around 80 CE). 


 


Because
of the
real paucity of original documentation from 61 CE to around 100 CE, it is
difficult to be sure when the significant shift in the Gentile
Churches doctrinal position began (as evidenced by the writings of Clement[43]) but it was clearly well
entrenched by 120-140 CE.


 


Therefore,
any writings of ‘Church Fathers’ and others, if written after 100 – 140
CE would understandably be in Greek, as the church had become Hellenized by
this time. Even the Didache (a Greek document), which may have been written as
early as 100 CE was largely based on Hebrew originals and sources. A Hebrew
Dead Sea Scrolls document which scholars have named ‘The Two Ways’ has been
uncovered from which the Didache has copied/translated without substantial
changes (see Didache 3:1-6 for example)[44].


 


David Maas argues
that the Didache (written in Greek) quotes passages from the ‘Greek’ NT. While
the NT autographs were written before the Didache, the ‘Greek’ Didache is, In a
number of places quoting from Hebrew sources and is therefore clearly a
translation (at least in part). Therefore it offers no support whatsoever to
the contention that the NT was first written in Greek.


 


In fact, when we
add the Didache to the apocryphal books 1 Maccabees, Ben Sira,
Judith, Tobit as well as Jubilees, and The Testaments of the
Twelve Patriarchs (which, as discussed earlier, were all thought to be
originally Greek documents as that was all that had been found), we have a lot
of Hebrew documents thought to have been written in Greek. That is, scholars
have found that most Hebrew documents written in Israel in the inter-testamental
period and at least up to 100 CE, were written in Hebrew. The NT is also a
Hebrew document, based on Hebrew sources, written initially for a Hebrew
audience. Likewise, it makes sense that it was also written in Hebrew, not
originally in Greek. 


 


To reiterate
Flusser, ‘… the Greek gospels which have come down to
us represent a third or fourth stage in the written transmission of accounts
of the life of Yeshua.’


 


Maas then indicates
that “all surviving ancient manuscripts of the NT or part thereof are in
Greek”. This is true, but hopefully when you reflect upon all the many
thousands of these manuscripts or fragments being different from each other
(see Chapter 3) and the evidence that I have presented of deliberate distortions
and the disturbing anti-semitic actions of the translators, is it not at all
surprising that we have no Hebrew originals? The ‘Church’ has clearly had a
vested interest in there being none to find. 


 


Sadly, it seems
most of today’s Christian apologists also have the same vested interest. The
great majority certainly display a ‘Replacement Theology’ perspective, as well
as a strongly Hellenistic rather than Hebraic spirit.


 


It is also possible
that the Hebrew versions were so popular in the early days of the movement that
they were simply worn out from overuse. Remember, ‘lack of evidence is not
evidence of lack’.


 


There is much more
that could be said about the Maas article but I will finish here with just two
points regarding his inferences. He argues that “…
In light of Jesus’ command to preach the Gospel to all the nations, writing or
translating the church’s core documents into Hebrew would make little sense.”!


 


Yeshua came to the
lost sheep of the House of Israel, a people who spoke Hebrew. The Gentiles who
joined, or were grafted into this ‘cultivated Olive Tree’ were, at least in the
early days of the ‘church’, ‘God-fearers’, that is Gentiles who attended the
Jewish synagogues where Hebrew was read and spoken. 


 


The most
foundational ‘Church’ document is the Tanakh, that is the Scripture that the
Apostle Paul referred to in 2 Timothy 3:15-17 “From
infancy, you have known the holy Scriptures which are able to make
you wise for salvation through faith, which is in Christ Jesus. Every Scripture
is God-breathed and profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, and
for instruction in righteousness, that the man of God may be complete, thoroughly
equipped for every good work.”


 


Given that Paul’s
letters were most likely written sometime between 50 – 60 CE, and most of the rest
NT between 60 -70 CE or later, it is clear that the Apostle Paul was not
referring to the NT.


 


This ‘core’
document, the Tanakh, was originally written in Hebrew. Given all that has now
been learned about these Hebrew disciples of a Hebrew Messiah, anointed by a
Hebrew God, the God of Israel, also writing the NT in Hebrew seems to make a
lot of sense!


 


It is disappointing
to see a scholar like Maas resort to the fallacious ‘Ad Hominem’ approach when
he describes those like me, who argue for Hebrew autographs for the NT as
having a ‘Satanic agenda’. He argues that if our position, in rejecting the NT
as having been inspired in Greek, is accepted then ‘…
believers will have almost nothing to stand on …”.


 


What about being
like the Bereans?! What about the Tanakh that Yeshua did not come to destroy
but to complete?! What about Yeshua himself?! 


 


In fact, in
acknowledging the contradictions and falsehoods that clearly exist in the NT
documents as we have them today, we can come to a greater appreciation and
understanding of the incredible truths that the NT does illuminate for us.


 











The Doctrinal Implications:


 


I have tried to present the case here for
the New Testament to primarily, if not totally, have Hebrew as its original
language of composition. I have not in any way been exhaustive and dealt with
every single book of the NT, although I believe the arguments presented here,
though primarily focussing on the Synoptic Gospels and the Epistles of Paul,
can fairly be applied to most, if not all of the NT.


 


Added to this, I have tried to highlight
some of the many very serious issues regarding deliberate distortions of the
original text.  For example, I recommend you reconsider Romans 3:10-18. What
doctrine is being falsely promoted here? If this doctrine is not true, what is?
What understanding does the Tanakh instead promote? I leave this issue to your
prayerful study and reflection.


 


In introducing the implications of these
arguments I had earlier in this article spoken of some uniquely Christian
doctrines; such as, doctrines of blood atonement and doctrines of
exclusiveness. 


 


Some of these doctrines, including
‘Replacement Theology’ seek, even if not intentionally, to separate the Church
from its Jewish/Hebraic heritage. Often coupled with them are doctrines that
argue for the abolition of the Torah and for a reduced role for repentance in
the process of salvation.


 


Rather than go into any detail on these
doctrines that may need revisiting, I wish to make just a couple of points and
leave the rest to the believers own personal journey of seeking and discovering
truth. 


 


Firstly, a very
valid and fundamental question is, what can we believe and what remains when we
remove the distortions that can be identified?


 


My answer is a
great deal! Firstly, the bedrock of our faith is surely to have the ‘faith of
Yeshua’[45],
which was the faith of Abraham, and that is faith(fullness) or trust, in the
God of Israel who is so clearly introduced to us through the Tanakh. Nothing
written here in anyway reduces the centrality; the foundation; that is the Hebrew
Scriptures, that Yeshua and the Apostle Paul knew and loved.


 


Secondly, there is
very little in the way of questions or controversy over the words of Yeshua.
Most significantly, Yeshua when asked what was required to inherit the Kingdom,
answered ‘obey the commandments’. He also said that his brothers and
sisters were those who ‘do the will of the Father’. Both John the
Baptist and Yeshua said ‘Repent, for the Kingdom is at hand’.


 


Thus, repentance
and obedience seem to be central to faithfulness. That is, if we are to put our
trust in the Almighty as Yeshua and Abraham did, then we are called to turn
back to Him and to live lives of obedience and submission to Him.


 


To conclude, below
is a paraphrase of a quote from my article ‘The Resurrection and Jewish
Skepticism’[46]:


 


The use of the
Septuagint, combined with the distortions that it’s use appears to have
facilitated, “ .. has led to an almost maniacal and unbelievable degree of
anti-Semitism in the world and especially within many circles inside Christianity
(the religion that purports to follow a Jewish Messiah). 


 


Further, this
anti-Semitism lead mainstream Christianity to loose itself from its Hebraic
roots …


 


The Hellenistic
adoption and overthrow of Christianity has also led to a great many other
beliefs that contradict the TaNaK such as the immortality of the soul. …


 


While the very poor
witness of Christendom may not be well known to the world at large, to the
Jewish world which knows its Hebrew Bible, the TaNaK, and knows it in the
original Hebrew language, the witness they see is not good. 


 


They see a
Christian world, which has in many ways distorted ‘their’ Scriptures as it has
mistranslated them, or misused them in the New Testament and associated
writings. 


 


They see a witness
which has much ‘bad fruit’ and so quite correctly and perhaps justifiably,
reply to Christendom to look in the mirror as they quote Matthew 7:16-20, as
well as Luke 13:6-9 and then John 15:2-16. 


 


A most significant
portion of John 15 is verse 10: “If you keep my commandments, you will abide
in my love, just as I have kept my Father's commandments and abide in his
love.” 


 


From a Biblical and
Jewish perspective, Christianity has little idea of what Jesus meant here, or
of how to live this truth 24/7.” 


 


The Creator and
King of the Universe[47]
has revealed Himself through nature and through the Holy Bible. The Hebrew
Scriptures are the lowest common denominator for both Judaism and Christianity,
and the most fundamental and foundational written revelation of the Almighty to
the world.  


 


When the incredible
and unique revelation of the resurrection of Yeshua, is added to this foundation,
and properly understood and integrated, the result is a much more holistic and
balanced worldview than most could possibly imagine.


 


The great and
awesome Day of YHWH approaches. The incredible revelation of Isaiah 49 beckons![48] It is time to get our
house in order; to be united in purpose and truth with our Jewish brothers so
that we can speak the love and comfort of HaShem into this lost and hurting
world.


 











Responding to further questions
and criticisms


 


Hebrews 1:10


One
of the objections that I have received to the original publishing of some of
this material above was that Hebrews 1:10 is problematic unless the LXX version
of Ps 102:25 is used (where Hebrews quotes from Ps 102).  


 


Ps
110:3 was also raised as another example of a verse that was considered more
appropriate in the LXX when it’s Messianic nature was considered.


 


To
best appreciate the argument regarding the LXX version of Ps 102 within the
context of Hebrews 1, I would recommend reading Appendix 3 of Sir Anthony Buzzard’s
excellent book ‘Jesus was Not a Trinitarian’.


 


Hebrews
1:8-14 reads as below: “But of the Son he
says,  "Your throne, O God, is forever and ever, the
scepter of uprightness is the scepter of your kingdom. You have loved
righteousness and hated wickedness; therefore God, your God, has
anointed you with the oil of gladness beyond your companions."
(quoting Ps 45:6-7) 


And  


"You, Lord, laid the foundation of
the earth in the beginning, and the heavens are the work of your
hands; they will perish, but you remain; they will all wear out
like a garment, like a robe you will roll them up,  like a
garment they will be changed. But you are the same, and your years will have no
end." (Quoting Ps 102:25-27)


And to which of the angels has he ever said,   "Sit
at my right hand   until I make your enemies a footstool for
your feet"? (quoting Ps 110:1) Are they not all ministering
spirits sent out to serve for the sake of those who are to inherit salvation?”


 


In
this segment of Hebrews 1 we see three significant Messianic references. The
phrase  ‘But of the Son he says’ clearly
indicates that the author of Hebrews is
referring to the Tanakh (to Scripture) and when we look for these three
references we see the author is referring to verses from Psalms 45, 102 &
110, which he argues declare the role of Yeshua as the Son of God and Messianic
King.


 


In
quoting these verses, it is important to appreciate that the writer in typical
Hebraic style is not just alluding to the verses quoted, though they carry the
most significant information but to the immediate context of those verses (and
in the case of Psalm 110 especially, most likely the whole Psalm). When the
originals readers and listeners heard these quotes from a Psalm, they would
have been drawn to reflect on the whole Psalm (For example, you can see Yeshua
expects his listeners to know the whole of Psalm 8 when he quotes only half of
Ps 8:2 – see Matt 21:16.).


 


It
is also important to appreciate that in the first instance, none of these
Psalms were necessarily seen as Messianic but were written for a specific
occasion.


 


For
example, Psalm 45 was written in the first instance for the marriage of a King
of Israel (most likely Jehu). It was only later added to, and seen as a
Messianic prophecy.


 


Below
are some excerpts from commentary on Ps 45 and Ps 102 in ‘A Critical And
Exegetical Commentary On The Book Of Psalms’ By Charles Augustus Briggs,
D.D., D.Litt. Professor Of Theological Encyclopædia And Symbolics Union
Theological Seminary, New York And Emilie Grace Briggs, B.D. (1906):


 


“Ps. 45 is a song celebrating the
marriage of Jehu. The king is the fairest of men (v.3a. b). He is a
warrior who rides forth in his chariot and pierces the heart of his enemies
with his arrows (v.4–6). He embodies all precious ointments in himself. He and
his queen at his right hand are royally arrayed (v.8c–10). She is urged to
forget her people, and in her beauty be satisfied with her godlike lord and the
homage of the people (v.11–13)… Glosses set forth the perpetuity of the throne
of God and His sceptre of righteousness (v.7–8a), and wish the king a goodly
posterity of kings (v.17–18a). …


Messianic significance was given to the
Ps. because of v.7–8a, which, when applied to the king, ascribes to him godlike
qualities, such as the Messiah alone was supposed to possess. But this
gloss was later than the Ps., and its Messianic interpretation later
still.”




Similarly for Psalm 102. Quoting Briggs:


“Ps. 102 is composite: (A) A prayer of afflicted Israel,
beseeching Yahweh to answer in a day of distress (v.2–3); the peril is so great
that he is about to perish (v.4–6); he is desolate and reproached by
enemies (v.7–9). It is his greatest grief that he has been cast off by his God
(v.10–12). (B) expresses confidence that the time has come when
the everlasting King will have compassion on Zion and build her up from her
ruins, and that all nations will see His glory and revere Him (v.13–18). The
story will be told to all generations of His interposition for the salvation of
His people, that His praise may be forever celebrated in Jerusalem,
where all nations will eventually gather to serve Him (v.19–23. 29).
Glosses reassert the seriousness of the situation (v.24–25a), and
contrast the everlasting creator with the perishable creature (25b–28)… Zion
has been destroyed by the enemy; her buildings are in ruins, mere stones
and dust; and yet these are precious to the servants of Yahweh, because
they are the remains of the holy city of the divine presence and worship.
(In verse 16 - the nations the kings of earth – we see) the
restoration of Zion will have universal significance to the nations and
especially to their kings; and the result of it will be that they will
revere Thy name Thy glory], (and) take part in the worship
of the God of Israel… Two different glossators made insertions; the
former v.24–25a from Is. 38:10, the so-called song of
Hezekiah: He hath brought down my strength in the way; He
hath shortened my days. I say: O my God, take me not
away in the midst of my days]. These two pentameter lines are more in
accord with the plaintive tone of the original Ps. than with the calm
assurance of the later Maccabean Ps. in which it inserted. It was probably
designed to assimilate them. The later glossator inserted the octastich
v.25b–28, doubtless a fragment of a choice Ps. which has been
lost.”


 


When
we then consider the actual text quoted, which perhaps to the casual reader may
appear to attribute God-like qualities to the Son, we can be in no doubt that
the verses in Hebrews are describing both the attributes of the Messiah and
some aspects of the coming Messianic Age.


 


Thus,
the reference to the ‘foundation of the earth’ is not informing us that the
Messiah somehow ‘pre-existed’ his birth and took the job of creation off the
Almighty, but that he is in a sense responsible for the new creation, the new
Universe where he is the ‘first fruits’; the new ‘Adam’.


 


Thus
the insertion of the word Lord (‘kurie’/kyrios in the LXX) in Ps 102:25 is an
unnecessary addition and does not confer any preference or priority to the LXX.


 


As
for Psalm 110:3, to argue here for the LXX over the Hebrew is clearly unwise
for two main reasons. 


 


Firstly,
as explained above, the Messianic context means that the distinction between
the two versions (as underlined below) is really insignificant.


 


Ps
110:3 (LXX): “With thee is dominion in the
day of thy power, in the splendours of thy saints: I have begotten
thee from the womb before the morning.”


 


Tanakh (JPS): “Thy people offer
themselves willingly in the day of thy warfare; In adornments of
holiness, from the womb of the dawn, Thine is the dew of thy youth.”


 


While
the LXX version above may seem to give more Messianic detail, the whole Psalm,
in either reading is strongly Messianic regardless. So again, any preference
for the LXX here is really superficial.


 


The
second reason is much more significant and that is the problem of the two Lords
in Ps 110:1. The Hebrew here, clearly distinguishes between the Almighty and
His Lord, whereas the Greek does not (for example, Brenton’s translation of the
LXX has ‘The Lord said to my Lord, …’).


 


Thus,
these two examples really do not confer any priority to the LXX over the
Hebrew.


 


Below
are some more comments in response to some issues and questions raised by those
who believe the Greek NT is the original and inspired version:


 


Some
of these LXX supporters argue that the NT authors were “not simply parroting Old Testament passages.”


 


If
we had no evidence to the contrary then this would be a reasonable assumption
and probably a valid statement. However, it needs to be recognized that this is
an assumption based on the supposition that the NT has we have it, despite its
many varied translations, is an accurate transmission of the original authors
intentions.


 


Thus,
any argument that starts with its conclusion as a pre-supposition is invalid. Such
as argument would also need to provide evidence that this statement or
understanding is the best possible understanding of the circumstances and
facts.
While
the evidence may once have appeared to support this assumption, today there is
a great deal of evidence for alternative understandings, such as the one I am
arguing for.


  


In
this article I believe, I have already presented a great deal of evidence to
show that the statement above by LXX supporters is not a valid conclusion from
the best evidence available today. Below I will offer some further evidence.


 


LXX Supporter:


“Regarding NT usage of the Septuagint
(LXX), and sticking with examples from Hebrews; it seems some do not appreciate
or comprehend that the author of Hebrews (and other NT authors) was not
simply parroting Old Testament passages.  Rather he used them to
support whatever theological point(s) he was presenting in a given passage and
selected which OT verse(s) to use accordingly.  Thus, for example, in
Hebrews 10:5 the author quoted the LXX version of Psalm 40:6-8 (“but a body
you prepared for me”) rather than the Hebrew or MT (“you pierced ears for me”).
This was partly due to a theological point the author wished to make in verse
10 (“By which will we have been made holy through the offering of the body
of Jesus Christ once for all”). Not unrelated to this selection of the Greek
version of Psalm 40:6-8 was that biblical Hebrew had no word that precisely
corresponded to the Greek sōma or “body.””


 


My response:


This
is one of the most clear cut examples of LXX supporters error.


 


Consider
the immediate context of Hebrews 10:5-7 here:


Therefore when he comes into the world,
he says “Sacrifice and offering you didn’t desire, but you prepared a body
for me; You had no pleasure in whole burnt offerings and sacrifices for
sin. Then I said, ‘Behold, I have come (in the scroll of the book it is written
of me) to do your will, O God.’” (ESV)


 


When
we look at the context we see the argument that sacrifices alone do not bring
salvation (this of course is clear in a great many passages from Lev 17 to
Psalm 51, etc.), and yet the very insertion from the LXX being argued for here
is arguing for this very thing! The LXX version is arguing that the
Almighty did not want a sacrifice but He prepared one anyway!


 


To
put it most simply this LXX version states here that “God does not want ‘A’
but He prepared ‘A’” (The ‘body’ here being  a reference to the sacrifice
of Yeshua)!


 


Instead
consider the alternative, the MT version of Psalm 40 which has ‘my ears you
have opened’. This verse and phrase is understood to be one of the most crucial
by Judaism and yet LXX supporters believe it warrants redacting! 


 


Judaism
understands the incredible importance of this verse[49]. Listening
to God (‘lishmoa’) is one of the most important aspects of our lives and our
relationship with HaShem. He is speaking to us every second of the day. The
challenge is to listen. While this is clear in the Sh’ma which begins with
‘Hear O’Israel’ it is most powerfully expressed in Ps 40:7 where God simply
states: “I don’t need your fat, I don’t need your sacrifices, what I need
is your listening ear.”


 


Now
put this crucial truth back into Hebrews and we have the author of Hebrews
informing us that Yeshua quoted this Psalm and added some explanation to it.
Essentially Yeshua said: “My Father doesn’t want
my fat, my Father doesn’t need my sacrifices, what He needs is my listening
ear.” So I say: ‘Behold, I have come (in the Tanach it is written of me) to do
your will, O God.’”(- that is, I am listening Father and as a consequence I
will obey!)


 


This
vital truth revealed in Ps 40 is accepted and adopted by Yeshua, yet many think
that he rejected Torah by changing it, even when he said he would not change
one yod or stroke! (Matt 5:17-18)


 


It
is true that subsequent verses of Hebrews appear to change the context to
suggest that a single sacrifice can bring salvation to all, but the sum total
of the Tanach and the NT illustrate that this is not so. It is always
repentance producing obedience that brings salvation not sacrifice (this is
just one of the reasons why many scholars seriously question the authorship and
inspiration of Hebrews).


 


LXX Supporter:


“Underlying much of this discussion is a
fundamental difference in how one interprets the NT.  In the NT the
primary interpretive key for understanding all that God has done in the past is
Jesus Christ, especially in light of his death and resurrection.  In Jesus
God’s “mystery” previously hidden is now revealed.  These things “were
written down for our instruction, upon whom the ends of the ages have come.”
Related to this is the theme of fulfillment.  God’s past revelation was
partial, incomplete, promissory, revealed in types and shadows; but the
substance, the fulfillment has now come in the person of Jesus Christ (e.g.,
Hebrews 1:1-2, 8:5, 10:1, John 1:14-18, 2 Corinthians 4:6, Colossians 2:17,
1Peter 1:10-122).  "The Law was given through Moses; grace and truth
came to be through Jesus Christ." The authors of the NT read the Old
Testament through the lens of Jesus Christ, not vice versa, though it appears
that some today are attempting to interpret Jesus through the lens of the
Torah.“


 


My response:


This
brings me to what is perhaps the greatest error that LXX Supporters are making
and that really astounds me. This comment, whether intended or not displays a
Trinitarian mindset! 


 


To 
say that the Tanakh and NT needs to be read through the lens (or ‘primary
interpretative key’) of ‘Jesus Christ’, is not only back to front, it is making
Yeshua the Messiah out to be God Almighty Himself!


 


This
is not what Yeshua said.


 


Every
time people tried to lift him up and point to him as the ultimate he pointed to
his Father, to HaShem. In many places he states that he only speaks and does
what the Father tells him (in fulfillment of Deut 18). He always took the focus
off himself and pointed to God. As the Almighty’s perfect agent, this was
always his intention.


 


In
my opinion, he would be appalled that anyone who purports to be his followers
would tryto make him out to be the Ultimate, to be God. He is certainly God’s
ultimate messenger but when challenged he always said ‘It is written’
(referring to the Tanach as the ultimate Word of God). The Apostle Paul did the
same when he stated in 2 Tim 3:16 that “All
scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for
reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness”. Paul was
also clearly referring to the Tanach.


 


LXX Supporter:


“Likewise in Hebrews 1:7, in order to
emphasize the point that angels are servants and therefore inferior to the Son,
the author quoted Psalm 104:4 from the LXX where the subjects and predicates
were reversed.  Thus the LXX reads, “Who makes his angels winds and his
servants flames of fire,” whereas the M.T. reads, “who makes the winds your
messengers, fire and flame your ministers.””


 


My Response:


Again,
the Greek leads to confusion. The Hebrew makes it clear that ‘messengers’ of
God are being referred to. In this context, the wind and fire (for example with
Elijah on Mt Carmel) can be ‘messengers’ of God, as can be human beings and the
‘host of heaven’.


 


But
the reference in Ps 104 is clearly to the wind and fire as the sentences both
before and after are referring to creation, to nature and not to man. The LXX
can be understood to mean the same thing, but again, the change appears to be a
deliberate attempt to distort the message or to misapply it. The use of the
Hebrew or Masoretic text of Ps 104:4 would not really have reduced the impact
and truth with regards the authority of the Son.


 


LXX Supporter:


“Those who claim the NT was originally composed in Hebrew
need to explain how a Hebrew original could produce a document like the Epistle
to the Hebrews (and others), a letter that displays the author’s great skill
not only in Greek but also proficiency in the ancient art of rhetoric,
beginning with the letter’s first sentence in 1:1-4.  There the author
lays out key themes of the letter using literary devices like alliteration
(e.g., polumerōs kai polutropōs palai
ho theos lalésa tois patrasin en tois prophétais),
opens with compound adverbs for which there are no equivalents in Hebrew
(polumerōs, polutropōs – “many parts,” “many ways”), presents key
themes through a series of subordinate clauses (whereas Hebrew is highly
paratactical [parataxis]), uses several compound substantives (other than in
proper names Hebrew does not lend itself easily to the formation of compound
substantives, verbs and so on), etc. Put another way, if the Epistle to the
Hebrews was originally composed in Hebrew what we have today is not simply a
translation into Greek but a major if not complete rewrite of the original.”


 


My Response:


As
for the fancy Greek alliteration referred to, I am not a Greek reader, let
alone a scholar of Greek, so I will take your word for the presence of such
alliteration. I don’t see this though as any more than the effort of some
skilled translators and commentators (many Rabbi’s argue that all translations
are commentary – they are referring to the Tanakh, though this statement
applies even more to the NT), and I don’t question that implication that what
we now have with respect to Hebrews appears to be a major rewrite.


 


LXX Supporter:


“Jesus warned against pouring new wine
into old wine-skins.  Attempts to domesticate the Christ of scripture by
pouring the new wine of the Spirit into the old wine-skins of Second Temple
Judaism are doomed to fail.  If they do not burst the old skins the sweet
wine of the Spirit will be turned into the vinegar of the death-dealing letter
of the Law (2 Corinthians 3:6). Likewise Jesus spoke of the scribe “instructed
in the kingdom of the heavens, who is like a householder that produced from his
treasure things new and old.”  There is both continuity and discontinuity
between the Old Covenant and the New.”


 


My Response re new wineskins:


Again,
this is an incorrect application of this saying/parable of Yeshua. Sadly, this
is possibly another expected response by scholars who have failed to recognize
their ‘Replacement Theology’ mindset.


 


This
traditional interpretation of the parable about the wine and the
wineskins,  (Luke 5:37-39), was first proposed by the seriously anti-Semitic
Marcion in his successful efforts to separate Christianity from Judaism[50]. Perhaps a reread of Luke
5:39 might at least raise enough of a question to invite a reconsideration on
this?


 


This
quote of Yeshua is in fact best interpreted as stating that it is better that
the disciples feast when Jesus is with them than that they mourn when he is
not, and as an invitation to the Pharisees to join them[51].


 







The Future: 


May
I suggest we all consider the future. We read in Zephaniah 3:9 that “For then will I turn to the peoples a pure language,
that they may all call upon Adonai, to serve Him with one consent.”


 


What
will this language be? Greek? No. It will most likely be Hebrew (it could be a
totally new language though there appears no strong evidence for this). The
Almighty’s Name is Hebrew; when He wrote with His own hand it was in Hebrew;
the Tanakh was written almost totally in Hebrew (and there are very good
reasons for the few portions which were written in Aramaic); when Yeshua spoke
from His right hand in Heaven he spoke in Hebrew. The Almighty’s Hebrew Name is
even written into the hills of Shiloh where the Tabernacle stood for 369 years.


 


I
believe I have given some very good reasons as to why the NT was almost
certainly written in Hebrew. This consistency with it’s past and the future is
rational and reasonable. The latest archeological supports this contention.


 


LXX Supporter:


“At the end of the day a key problem
remains:  whether there ever was a Hebrew original of the NT, no copies of
its text exist. Any attempt to reconstruct the “original” Hebrew text will be
based on conjecture. Attempts to recover it by translating the Greek NT
"back" into Hebrew are fraught with problems. “


 


My Response:


It
is true that at this time we know of no original copies of the autographs in
Hebrew (or Aramaic). While there are a number of possible reasons for this it
is important to weigh the importance of this omission.


 


There
are also no copies of the ‘original’ Greek autographs either. While we have
fragments perhaps from as early as 125 CE , we also have the Syrian Peshitta
from sometime earlier than 160- 180 CE, and the Khabouris Manuscript (Aramaic)
is quite possibly just as early (estimated at around 165 CE).


 


When
it comes to the real issue here of what language the quotations of the Tanakh
were originally from we have very good evidence, even buried in the later Greek
translations as I have previously outlined.


 


Above
it is argued that “… Attempts to recover it by
translating the Greek NT "back" into Hebrew are fraught with problems.”. This is simply not so and has been most amply
demonstrated by the late Professor David Flusser and many others. I would
highly recommend reading some of Flusser’s books, especially his book ‘Jesus’.


 


LXX Supporter:


“You make a lot of the Dead Sea Scrolls
and the community at Qumran and how this brings convincing evidence for the
priority of the Hebrew.  One would think it rather obvious that the Qumran
community, in having rejected the Messiah and in seeking to promote the
traditional faith of Israel would indeed give priority to the Hebrew
Scriptures.  Did not this sectarian group view itself as the true
custodians of Israel?  It would be rather surprising if they did not give
us this evidence, would it not?  You also fail to mention that at Qumran a
second nearly complete Isaiah scroll has been found which actually contains
many textual variants from the complete Great Isaiah Scroll, and that other
fragmentary Hebrew MSS contain texts that appear closer to the Hebrew text
underlying the LXX, as well as some that are closer to the text of the
Samaritan version of the Pentateuch.  I think you should exercise much
more caution before drawing such broad brush strokes from such sectarian,
fragmentary and partial evidence.”  


 


My Response:


May
I suggest an excellent introduction to the DSS’s by Frank Moore Cross ‘The
Text behind the Text of the Hebrew Bible’ or even better the book ‘Understanding
the Dead Sea Scrolls’ edited by Hershel Shanks.


 


While
all the evidence is not yet in from these great finds, there has been an awful
lot learned already. I will try and summarise some of this in terms of how it impacts
our discussion and the question above regarding variant readings of Isaiah.


 


Firstly,
when speaking of the DSS we are not just talking about the Qumran caves
(Essenes) but most critically also the Wadi Murabba’at; the Nabal Hever and the
Nabal Se’elim finds. Also critical are the finds from the Wadi ed-Daliyeh,
north of Jericho (1962) and from Masada (63-64). The DSS have given scholars an
enormous amount of information about the early transmission of biblical books;
about the fixation of the text (canon) and about the procedures for how the
canon of the Tanakh came into being. Prior to these finds there had been little
detailed information about how the Rabbinical Recession (Masoretic Text - MT)
as used in Jerome’s day had come into being.


 


What
has emerged is that there are really three distinct major groups of texts.
Using Cross’s naming these are the Palestinian group (mostly from the
Essenes/Qumran), the Egyptian group (LXX, Greek versions of Samuel; Kings, a
short Hebrew version of Jeremiah, etc) and the ‘Babylonian’ group.


 


It
is the Babylonian group that appears to have been the work of Hillel and his
son and disciples. This text group canonized the Tanakh some time between the 2
revolts of 70 and 135 CE and it is from this group that the Rabbinic Recession
has derived.  This group is very conservative, ‘pristine’ and shows little
scribal editing, revision or modernizing. Most of the documents come from the
southern caves and at Masada. This is where the authorative  Pharisaic
text came from; the text that Yeshua would have used as he was in all
likelihood a Pharisee or very sympathetic to their Biblical understanding
(again, see Flusser for extensive evidence of this).


 


The
Essenes (Qumran) with their clear Hellenistic influences have  provided a
lot of helpful texts and information, and the variants such as the Isaiah
variants, are generally attributable to their work.


 


When
all these finds are put together, they form a far from ‘partial and
fragmentary’ picture, but instead provide great evidence for the authority of
the MT.


 


I
hope this short summary can help address this concern about the Isaiah
variants. In conclusion, I find these arguments lacking in evidence and factual
clarity. 


 


Given
that the hour appears late, we may all soon see where the truth lies when our Jewish
Messiah returns to his brethren and to all those grafted into the cultivated
Olive Tree.


 


Jeremiah
16: 14-15,  “Therefore, behold, the days are coming, declares the LORD,
when it shall no longer be said, As the LORD lives who brought up the people of
Israel out of the land of Egypt, but As the LORD lives who brought up the
people of Israel out of the north country and out of all the countries where he
had driven them. For I will bring them back to their own land that I gave to
their fathers.


 


Jeremiah
16: 19-21: O LORD, my strength and my stronghold, my refuge in the
day of trouble, to you shall the nations come from the ends of the earth and
say: Our fathers have inherited nothing but lies, worthless things in which
there is no profit. Can man make for himself gods? Such are not gods! Therefore, behold, I will make them know,
this once I will make them know my power and my might, and they shall know that
my name is the LORD.


 







The Foundational Tanakh:


The
Tanakh can not be contradicted by the New Testament.  Expanded, explained,
revealed, enriched but not contradicted. 


 


If
we allow contradictions, then the Almighty is subject to change though He said
‘I change not’ (Malachi 3:6), and He
is then a liar and no different to Allah, the moon god, the god of Islam!


 


Thus
if there is some text in the NT that contradicts the Tanakh, or at least, our
interpretation of it, is contradictory, then we need to either reassess our
interpretation or identify this text as a corruption (if we agree that the
original autographs of the NT were in perfect accord with the Tanakh).


 


I
submit that the common understanding and interpretation of Hebrews 10:5 is
contradictory to the Tanakh, as it implies that sacrifices alone can bring
atonement (as opposed to a sacrifice being a loving act of a repentant and
obedient heart) and further that the sacrifice of Yeshua’s body of the cross
has brought atonement and salvation for all who call upon his name.


 


I
also contend that it is a prior acceptance of the ‘blood atonement sacrifice’
doctrine that leads many to misread and misinterpret Hebrews 10:5.


 


I
also contend that, even the LXX version of Ps 40:7 quoted here (Ps 39:7 in the
LXX) may be being interpreted incorrectly.


 


That
is, while I believe the Hebrew version would have originally been used here,
even the LXX version, if read with a doctrinally valid mindset, is possibly
still acceptable and true to the Tanakh (though some of what is then implied is
not).


 


Firstly,
to further put my case here I would like to accentuate the role or lack
thereof, of the LXX in the times and lives of the NT authors.


 


Firstly,
it is important to recognize that Yeshua, and his disciples and apostles
were: 


1)  not
Essenes (though John the Baptist may once have been one and Yeshua was clearly
very aware of their existence and teachings) – Yeshua certainly rejected their
(Hellenistic) asceticism, as did the Apostle Paul;


2)  essentially
Pharisaic in their doctrines. That is, they accepted the veracity and authority
of the Tanakh for teaching, training and good works (2 Tim 3:16).


 


In
this regard I have previously commented on the recent scholarship and
revelation that we have gained from the DSS’s (and not just the Qumran Cave
scrolls).


 


To
further highlight the implications I wish to re-enforce here, we read in  ‘The
Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in English’ (2004) and translated by Geza Vermes:


 


-  “most
scrolls are written in Hebrew, a smaller portion in Aramaic and only a few
attest the ancient Greek or LXX version of the Bible” (p 10/11)


 


-  “…
Hebrew scriptural manuscripts … are remarkable for their general conformity …”
– compared to the fluidity of the translations into Greek, Latin or Syriac. – [even]
‘extreme fluidity’. (p 11)


 


That
is, from these amazing finds and a great deal of study, we now know that only
amongst the Essenes scrolls do we find any Greek or LXX scrolls and even
then only small fragments. 


 


Only amongst the Essenes do we find significant
changes, both editorial and perhaps unintentional. Amongst all the other ‘DSS’
finds that date to the first century CE and earlier, we find a strong
conformity to the earliest Hebrew manuscripts.


 


The
evidence then is that Yeshua and the NT authors would not have trusted the
Greek, that is the Septuagint (LXX)! 


 


Therefore,
even if some of the NT books as we have them today, were originally penned in
Greek, it still seems most unlikely that the authors would have utilised the
LXX at all widely, if at all.


 


Given
this information, let us consider the understanding of Ps 40:7-9 in its
original context in the Hebrew Scriptures, before trying to understand and
interpret its use in Hebrews 10.


 


Firstly,
we need to note from the original context that this Psalm was written by an
author (most likely King David) who ‘confesses his sin and pleads for an end
the God’s disciplinary dealings with him’ (see FF Bruce[52])


 


Ps
40:6-12 (KJV): “Sacrifice and offering thou
didst not desire; mine ears hast thou opened: burnt offering and sin
offering hast thou not required. Then said I, Lo, I come: in the volume of the
book it is written of me, I delight to do thy will, O my God: yea, thy law is
within my heart. I have preached righteousness in the great congregation: lo, I
have not refrained my lips, O LORD, thou knowest. I have not hid thy
righteousness within my heart; I have declared thy faithfulness and thy
salvation: I have not concealed thy lovingkindness and thy truth from the great
congregation. Withhold not thou thy tender mercies from me, O LORD: let thy
lovingkindness and thy truth continually preserve me. For innumerable evils
have compassed me about: mine iniquities have taken hold upon me, so
that I am not able to look up; they are more than the hairs of mine head:
therefore my heart faileth me.”


 


Thus,
in the sense that the NT authors now make this a Messianic Psalm, we clearly
don’t read into it that Yeshua sinned. In this sense, I would agree that the
Tanakh has, at times in the NT been used to bring new understanding, but never
to abolish Torah, or previously introduced everlasting covenants.


 


The
‘The International Critical Commentary: A Critical And
Exegetical Commentary On The Book Of Psalms’ (By Charles Augustus Briggs,
D.D., D.Litt. Professor Of Theological Encyclopædia And Symbolics Union
Theological Seminary, New York And Emilie Grace Briggs, B.D.), interestingly
translates this portion of the Psalm thus: “PEACE offering and grain offering hast Thou no delight in; then
had I the covenant; Whole burnt offering with
sin hast Thou not asked; then didst Thou command me. Lo, I am come, in the book
roll it is prescribed to me. Thy will I delight in, and Thy Law is within me.
I have preached righteousness in the great congregation; behold my lips.”


 


Some
of their very detailed commentary is worth quoting:


“Sin vitiated all sacrifices;
sacrifices were of value only as expressive of righteousness. EVs. and most
scholars, ancient and modern, think of sin offering here rather than sin. This
is tempting in order to complete the enumeration of the great classes of
offerings; but the sin offering is not known in the Psalter elsewhere; it is
not known to the literature upon which this Ps. depends, especially in this
verse; the Hebrew word used here nowhere else has that meaning; and even with
the sin offering the list of offerings would be incomplete without the Asham
already used Is. 5310.—Hast Thou no delight in]. Protasis of interrogative
clause in order to the apodosis of the last clause of v. 



This is based on Ho. 66: “For I delight in kindness and not in peace
offering; and in the knowledge of God rather than whole burnt offerings;”
cf. Is. 111 Ps. 5118, and especially 1 S. 1522: “Hath Yahweh as great delight
in burnt offerings and peace offerings as in obeying the voice of Yahweh?”—Hast
Thou not asked]. 



This is based on Je. 722–23, “For I spake not unto your fathers nor commanded
them in the day that I brought them out of the land of Egypt, concerning
burnt offerings or peace offerings; but this thing I command them, saying:
Hearken unto my voice,” cf. Ps. 50:8–10 Mi. 66–8. 



This is essentially true so far as its antith. is concerned, but it needs
qualification, for not only the code of D, Dt. 12, 16‚ upon which this Ps.
relies, but also the code of E, Ex. 23:14–19, which antedates Hosea and Micah,
prescribes just these sacrifices as an essential part of the ritual of worship
from the earliest times. At the same time, all these sacrifices are primitive,
and antedate all Hebrew Law, and are common to the worship of Israel and all
his neighbours; so that they are not as sacrifices in any way distinctive of
the religion of Yahweh, or to be regarded as for the first time commanded in
His Law. 



They are incorporated in His Law and given a meaning, and that meaning is His
command, rather than the sacrifices themselves. This is the unanimous consensus
of the prophets from Samuel onwards. These questions as to sacrifices as
such, as external ritual ceremonies, not being required, are in order to the
statement in the apodosis[53] of what Yahweh did
require. —Then didst Thou command me].  … “ears didst Thou bore me.”
This strange statement is variously explained. …  



The reference is rather to the creative power of God, who dug out the ears and
made them organs of hearing, in order that His people might hear and obey Him,
cf. Ex. 411 Mt. 139. The emendation that I have proposed gives fine parall.,
and is especially appropriate to the book of the covenant in the subsequent
context.— Lo, I am come], calling attention to prompt obedience.—in the
book roll], the Deuteronomic Code as written on the roll, cf. Je. 362. 4.—it is
prescribed to me], as RVm., Bä., Dr., Kirk., al., rather than “written of me,”
concerning me, of G, J, EVs.— 9. Thy will I delight in], is in
emphatic antith. to the offerings of v.7. The psalmist delights in what Yahweh
delights in, and not in what He does not delight in. 



The will of Yahweh is expressed in the Law, which is, as the previous context
indicates, recorded in the book roll. A scribe has made it more emphatic by
prefixing, “To do,” which, however, makes the line overfull. It is an
unnecessary gloss. 


 


The Law of Yahweh was written in the book
roll; but more than that, the psalmist says, “it is within me”], literally in
the midst of my inwards, v. 2215; the intestines being the seat of the emotions, affections, and passions,
according to the Heb. conception; and so, “within my heart,”


 


In
this interesting commentary Briggs agrees that the phrase in question “mine ears hast thou opened” both indicates
that the Almighty has made the Psalmist able to hear and willing to hear.


 


Baigent[54] agrees.
He states: “Verse 6: This is not a repudiation
of sacrifice as such, but a recognition that doing God’s will is more important
than ritual observances … ‘my ears … opened’ i.e you have made me obedient’.”


 


What
I see in these commentaries as well though, is that ‘a body they hast
prepared’ (i.e. the LXX rendition, if this is what it originally
was) can mean simply that we all have body’s with ears to hear. 



That is, even the LXX version, if it also is not to be contradictory in
implying a sacrifice, is stating the same thing – a call to obedience. And
thus in Heb 10, this is the intention. The focus then is on the LIFE of Yeshua
being in total obedience, not on his death.


 


God has always wanted a total; that is with the whole
body; absolute loyal obedience to His will. This is what Yeshua
gave with his life to the very point of offering it up for his friends just as
he had said, ‘no greater love …’.


 


Turning
now to Hebrews 10 though, is this understanding consistent, and what about the
further commentary in Heb 10: 8-14 that seems fairly emphatic that the
sacrifice of the cross ‘offered for all time a single sacrifice for sin’?


 


I
would argue for two main reasons that this section is corrupted and not
original. These reasons (explained below) being 


a) the context and,



b) the false
doctrine of complete atonement through a single sacrifice.


 







The context:


Hebrews
as a book speaks of a new priesthood NOT a new covenant. Frank has very ably
illustrated this in his article, ‘The Covenant in Hebrews 8 & 9‘[55]. Look even closer at the
context of Chapter 10. It starts off speaking about the failure of the sacrificial
system, that is the Levitical priesthood, to bring salvation and introduces the
quote from Ps 40:7-9 which supports this comment. 


 


In
verses 15 onwards the author of Hebrews then speaks of obedience of the heart
being the way forward and how the new Priesthood of Yeshua enables this (again,
I try to explain this in my ‘Yeshua the High Priest’[56]
article).


 







The doctrine:


Just
as an overview[57] the
concept of ‘original sin’ is seriously flawed as is also a number of doctrines
that this leads to, including the doctrine that a blood sacrifice is critical
and indispensable for the cleansing of sin.


 


Neither
the Tanakh, nor any common Jewish position, has ever argued that the shedding
of blood is the only and necessary ingredient for repentance and forgiveness of
sin.


 


In
fact, in the Tanakh we learn that only after repentance and remedying of wrong,
can a free will offering for sin be presented on the altar. There is no
question that Hebrews 9:22 “Indeed, under the
law almost everything is purified with blood, and without the shedding of blood
there is no forgiveness of sins. “(ESV) in a corruption (perhaps
from a misreading, misunderstanding or twisting of the words of Lev 17:11) in
some way.


 


For
a start, Malachi 3:7 and Zecariah 3:4-5 clearly show the error of this
statement. In fact, in the case of ‘intentional sin’ even a blood sacrifice is
not enough!


 


Lev
5:11 also declares that a grain offering (i.e. no blood at all!) can bring
atonement.


 


So,
I would suggest that the presupposition that the blood sacrifice of Yeshua was
a necessary event for the atonement of humanity leads many to misread and
misinterpret this quotation of the Tanakh.


 


Other Minor Issues:


 


A
common argument (as already noted in footnote 28) is that there are some
Aramaic phrases, especially in Mark that appear to suggest Aramaic rather than
Hebrew was being spoken by Yeshua and the people of Israel at the time.


 


A
recent reader raised the issue of Mark 5:41 where Yeshua apparently speaks in
Aramaic and this has been left un-translated as ‘Talitha cumi’ which many
understand to be an Aramaic phrase meaning ‘maid arise’. 




In Hebrew though ‘Kumi’ or ‘cumi’ (כ״מי –
see Isaiah 60:1) is the interrogative for "arise" or "get
up" and is the feminine. The word ‘Talitha’ is not necessarily Aramaic but
simply the girl’s name. So Yeshua may well have just said ‘Talitha, arise’ or
“Taalít, Talitha, takumi!”  meaning ‘Get up, Talitha, arise!’.


 












Conclusion:


Did
the authors of the New Testament originally write their ‘books’ in Greek and
quote from the Greek version of the Pentateuch (that is, the Septuagint) as
well as other Greek versions of the remaining ‘books’ of the Tanakh?


 


While
the evidence is fragmentary and therefore not conclusive, it would certainly
appear most unlikely. 


 


These
inspired Jewish men were most clearly Hebraists, not Hellenists; they read and
quoted their beloved Tanakh in Hebrew. The Jews and strangers within the Land
of Israel also read and spoke the Tanakh in Hebrew in the Temple and the
Synagogues. The Jews in the Diaspora and the God-fearing Gentiles joining their
Jewish communities would also have been mostly hearing Moses preached in Hebrew
in the Synagogues and Jewish homes they visited. 


 


But even more
significantly, the message, the truth of the Bible is a Hebraic truth NOT a
Greek truth or Greek/Hellenistic approach to living. 


 


So regardless of
the full truth of this question of the language used in the original autographs
of the NT, we need to be greatly impacted by the vital and foundational task to
learn how to read our English language versions with Hebraic eyes!


 


When we approach
the Almighty and His Messiah with a Hebraic understanding, we will find a depth
and breadth of Truth beyond measure, and we will truly be saved from our
selves; we will be greatly empowered to turn both our hearts, our good
inclination and our evil inclinations[58]
toward God; that is, to fully repent and be saved!


 


 


Paul F Herring


October 2012
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Micah’s injunction:


“He has told you, O man, what is good; and what does YHWH
require of you but to do justice, and to love kindness, and to walk humbly with
your God?” – Micah 6:8













[1]
Deuteronomy
6:4-9, Deuteronomy 11:13-22, Numbers 15:37-42







[2]
For further information on the Hebraic Mindset,
see some podcasts via http://globaltruthinternational.com/ and some articles and talks at http://www.circumcisedheart.info/ 







[3] Some of
the Tanakh was originally written in Aramaic: “Parts of Daniel and
Ezra, as well as a sentence in Jeremiah and
a two-word toponym in Genesis, are in
Aramaic — but even these are written in the same Hebrew
script.
Perhaps these portions were written by the original Hebrew prophets, who knew
that they were intentionally speaking to an Aramaic audience, as an aside.” –
from  http://www.bibliahebraica.com/the_texts/tanakh.htm Accessed
07/01/2013







[4] Yeshua read from Isaiah 61







[5] Known now as the Great Isaiah Scroll. 







[6] The Dead Sea Scrolls Bible by Martin Abegg Jr., Peter
Flint & Eugene Ulrich (1999) p 372







[7] Firstly, the
evidence has surfaced that the Septuagint has been edited over the last 1700+
years so as to match the translations into Greek of the NT and so appear to
support this contention (the original Septuagint – a Greek translation of the
Torah only, the 5 books of Moses, was written by Hellenistic Jewish scholars
somewhere between 280 and 164 BCE).







  [8] http://www.charismacomputers.com.au/frank/Romans%203%2010.pdf







[9] re-editing, i.e. changed by the transcribers or
translators







[10] The first
versions by the Apostles







[11] The revelations
from the study of the Dead Sea Scrolls were most convincing and dramatic.
Because of their influence, the highly respected The Oxford Dictionary of the
Christian Church, which in its first edition, in 1958, had stated that “Hebrew
had ceased to be a spoken language around the fourth century B.C.”, revised
this statement in its third edition (1997) to instead state: “Hebrew
continued to be used as a spoken and written language...in the New Testament
period."







[12] Yehoshua M. Grintz, “Hebrew
as a Written and Spoken Language in the Last Days of the Second Temple” JBL
79/1 [1960], 32-47.







[13] From ‘DO GENTILES NEED
HEBREW?’ http://webbpage.bravehost.com/Yavo/1_3_Bivin_GentilesNeedHebrew.html  – well worth reading in its entirety. 







[14] Flusser: “Although the
Synoptic Gospels also quote the Septuagint version of the text (the usual way
of quoting the Bible in the N.T.), it may be shown that the traditional Hebrew
interpretation of the text suits the context as well as the Greek.” - p10
of ‘Judaism and the Origins of Christianity’







[15] Matthew
12:1-2 “At that time, Jesus went on the Sabbath day through the grain
fields. His disciples were hungry and began to pluck heads of grain and
to eat. But the Pharisees, when they saw it, said to him, “Behold, your
disciples do what is not lawful to do on the Sabbath.”







[16] See M. Kister, "Plucking on the Sabbath and
Christian-Jewish Polemic," Immanuel 24-25 (Jerusalem, 1990), pp. 35-51







[17] From
Introduction to The
Scriptures
1998 Copyright by the Institute for
Scripture Research (ISR)







[18]
Most biblical scholars had dated John’s writings
to around 96 CE. This has generally been revised to the years prior to the
great destruction of the Temple in 70 CE.







[19]
Article can be read here http://focusonthekingdom.org/1311.pdf. More on this article later.







[20] Talmud ― Megillah 9b







[21] http://www.simpletoremember.com/articles/a/bible_criticism/







[22]http://www.jewishencyclopedia.com/view.jsp?artid=1035&letter=B#ixzz1W2XBQ03A 







[23] Yeshua read from Isaiah 61







  [24] Most of my comments here come from Frank Selch’s
    research and commentary. His article is available from www.theolivetreeconnection.com or from my website..







[25]
Adam Clarke’s commentary on the entire Bible took
him 40 years to write!







[26] http://www.studylight.org/com/acc/view.cgi?book=ro&chapter=003 







[27] These 5 verses are also found in the Peshitta
(Aramaic) version of Romans 3.







[28]
“The spoken languages among
the Jews of that period [at the time of Jesus] were Hebrew, Aramaic, and to an
extent Greek. Until recently, it was believed by numerous scholars that the
language spoken by Jesus' disciples was Aramaic. It is possible that Jesus did,
from time to time, make use of the Aramaic language. But during that period
Hebrew was both the daily language and the language of study. The Gospel of
Mark contains a few Aramaic words, and this was what misled scholars. 

Today, after the discovery of the Hebrew Ben Sira (Ecclesiasticus), of the Dead
Sea Scrolls, and of the Bar Kochba Letters, and in light of more profound
studies of the language of the Jewish Sages, it is accepted that most people
were fluent in Hebrew. The Pentateuch was translated into Aramaic for the
benefit of the lower strata of the population. The parables in the Rabbinic
literature, on the other hand, were delivered in Hebrew in all periods. There
is thus no ground for assuming that Jesus did not speak Hebrew; and when we are
told (Acts 21:40) that Paul spoke Hebrew, we should take this piece of
information at face value. 


This question of the spoken language is especially important for
understanding the doctrines of Jesus. There are sayings of Jesus which can be
rendered both in Hebrew and Aramaic; but there are some which can only be
rendered into Hebrew, and none of them can be rendered only in Aramaic. One can
thus demonstrate the Hebrew origins of the Gospels by retranslating them into
Hebrew. 


It appears that the earliest documents concerning Jesus were
written works, taken down by his disciples after his death. Their language was
early Rabbinic Hebrew with strong undercurrents of Biblical Hebrew.” - ‘Jewish
Sources in Early Christianity’, by David Flusser, Adama Books, pages 11-12







[29]
 ‘Greek
Grammar of the New Testament’, Friedrich Blass and Albert Debrunner – page 135







[30] I am also indebted to Frank Selch for this incredible
insight, which I believe HaShem blessed him with.







[31] That name is really a combination of three
Hebrew words: Haya, Hoveh and Yeheyeh – past, present, and future. The
idea isn’t just that God was, is, and always will be, but that He transcends
time. In other words, God exists in the past, present and future --
simultaneously. -  see an AISH article for more on this aspect: http://www.aish.com/sp/ph/69739762.html







[32]
The concept of separation (holiness) to enable a
consequential sharing of the One God and Truth to the world is a most
fascinating study. I have touched on this intriguing idea in a recent blog post
– see http://globaltruthinternational.com/2012/10/25/abraham-the-father-of-the-faithful/ 







[33] The great Rabbis state that Holiness is separating
ourselves from immorality.







[34]
Also available from www.theolivetreeconnection.com 







[35] The words
‘nomos’ in Greek and ‘law’ in English fail totally to do justice as
translations of the word ‘Torah’ in Hebrew. Please see ‘Torah: Mosaic Law or
Divine Instructions’ by Frank Selch for details on this very significant
point. 







[36] A mark that is placed on a letter to
indicate that it has a different pronunciation than it would otherwise, or to
indicate that the word has a different meaning than it would otherwise.







[37]
John
20:17







[38] See footnote 21:
“The spoken languages among
the Jews of that period [at the time of Jesus] were Hebrew, Aramaic, and to an
extent Greek …”







[39]
‘Chronological and Background Charts of the
New Testament’ (2009, 2nd
Ed.) by H. Wayne House







[40] I discuss this
at some length in my ‘Circumcision: A Step of Obedience?” article at www.circumcisedheart.info and in my book ‘Defending The Apostle Paul:
Weighing the Evidence’ – see http://www.amazon.com/dp/B009TLLK0U 







[41]
That is, Jews
who embraced the culture of Greece, but still lived in Israel, a Hebrew
speaking land.







[42]
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rylands_Library_Papyrus_P52







[43] This
dramatic shift was well entrenched by the time Clement wrote: "If Christ the Lord who saved us, being first spirit,
then became flesh, and so called us, in like manner also shall we in this
flesh receive our reward." (2nd Clement 9.5). This  belief
in pre-existence is Hellenistic not Hebraic. Clemet wrote sometime between
100-140 CE.







[44] ‘Judaism and the Origins of Christianity’ (1988)
by David Flusser p 487, 499  “There is
no doubt that the tractate of the Two Ways betrays literary affinities with the
Essene Manual of Discipline. So e.g., immediately after Didache 3:1-6 which we
have already treated above, a short passage follows (Did. 3:l-8a) which is mainly
a Greek translation of a Hebrew list derived from 1QS 4:3.”







[45]
See my article ‘The Faith of Jesus’ at http://www.circumcisedheart.info  







[46] Also at
http://www.circumcisedheart.info    







[47]
 ‘Baruch
atah Adonai Eloheinu melekh ha-olam’ –
Blessed are you, LORD our God, King of the Universe!







[48] See ‘Isaiah 49 – a Commentary’ at
circumcisedheart.info 







[49]
A
good introduction is found in Moshe Avraham Kempinski’s ‘The Heart of a People’
on p30-33.







[50]
I
would recommend a reading of  Frank Selch’s book on Replacement Theology –
available from Amazon.com







[51]
See my article
‘The Wineskins Parable’ - http://www.charismacomputers.com.au/Wineskins.pdf. I would
also recommend reading ‘The Old is Better: Parables of Patched Garment and
Wineskins as Elaboration of a Chreia in Luke 5:33-39 about Feasting with
Jesus.’ By Anders Eriksson - http://www.ars-rhetorica.net/Queen/VolumeSpecialIssue2/Articles/Eriksson.pdf







[52] ‘New
International Bible Commentary’, 1986 (edited by FF Bruce). Psalm 40 commentary
by John W Baigent.







[53] i.e the clause expressing the consequence







[54] New International Bible Commentary’, 1986
(edited by FF Bruce). Psalm 40 commentary by John W Baigent.







  [55] The Covenant in Hebrews 8
    & 9’
http://www.charismacomputers.com.au/frank/The%20Covenant%20in%20Hebrews%208%20&%2090.pdf







[56] see www.circumcisedheart.info or click
on http://www.charismacomputers.com.au/Yeshua%20the%20High%20Priest.pdf







[57] A good place to look for a little more
depth would be Section II: Salvation & Atonement of ‘The Teacher and the
Preacher’ by Moshe Avraham Kempinski


 







[58]
http://aubreyandpaul.podomatic.com/player/web/2012-10-21T14_30_55-07_00 
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